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Foreword

This is the report of an international researchjgmto conducted by the Skills and
Employability Department of the ILO on the implenstion of National Qualifications
Frameworks (NQFs) and their use and impact. Theareh aimed to produce empirical
evidence and analysis of countries’ experiencea hasis for advising countries on whether,
and if so, then how, to introduce a qualificatidrasnework as part of a strategy to achieve their
wider skills development and employment goals.

A qualifications framework is intended to improvenderstanding of qualifications
(degrees, certificates, or recognition of experatased learning and capabilities) in terms of
the information they convey to an employer aboubspective workers’ competencies.
Frameworks are also intended to explain how qaalifons relate to each other and thus can be
combined to build pathways within education systems

The focus on NQFs is important because some 100tiges are now involved in some
way in designing or implementing qualification freworks. Whether the emphasis is on
increasing the relevance and flexibility of edusatiand training programmes, easing
recognition of prior learning, enhancing lifelongatning, improving the transparency of
gualification systems, creating possibilities foedit accumulation and transfer, or developing
guality assurance systems, governments are innghgsurning to qualifications frameworks as
a policy tool for reform. In some cases nationaledigoments are propelled by the emergence of
regional frameworks (such as the European QudiificaFramework). In some cases the
implementation of NQFs has been widely supportetht®rnational organizations and is often
linked to aid money and even loans.

Despite the growing international interest, thereéry little empirical research about the
actual design process, implementation and resdlitdN@QFs in the labour market. This
international comparative analysis of the impleragoh and impact of qualifications
frameworks takes an important step towards filtinig gap.

The research goes beyond sharing information alaridgus approaches to NQFs taken by
countries. Rather, it examines the evidence ofr tresults to date and the extent to which
stakeholders have confidence or questions abouterentual effectiveness.

For example, this study sought to discover to whkatent employers are using
gualifications frameworks in their hiring decisiornB what extent are national qualification
authorities monitoring whether the qualificatiod®ey develop are being awarded and what
difference these qualifications make to workerthimjob market? And amongst those who are
responsible for designing and implementing natiaidlls systems, is there confidence that
qualifications frameworks are helping to make thesmof investments in education and
training, or is there concern that these efforts erowding out investments in extending
accessibility of good training, improving teachsiiing and working conditions, or developing
labour market information systems and employmemnices?

At its core, the research asks discomforting doest such as whether NQFs are
sometimes being relied on to provide a technichlti®m to complex social objectives (better
matching skills provision and demand, better actahility of training providers, better
involvement of employers and workers in trainingteyns, etc.); or whether some countries are
developing NQFs based on the rhetoric surroundiegntrather than on the evidence of their
effectiveness.

The fundamental objective of policy advice is telpghconstituents avoid “borrowing”

policies from elsewhere, and to help them inforneirthown policy choices based on
consideration of a good menu of options, capadtagdsess needs, and understanding of the



potential costs, risks, and benefits of differeppraaches and policies. The ILO Skills and
Employability Department is continually asked bynstituents to provide advice in adapting
and applying the principles and practices includedhe ILO Recommendation concerning
Human Resources Development: Education, Trainird) lafelong Learning, 2004 (R-19%)
their specific needs and objectives.

Thus empirical research on NQFs, as on policyeisslooks at what works under which
circumstances, with what efforts by which stakeboddver what period of time, and with what
complementary or related policies, institutionsg axapabilities. The research design rightly
focuses on countries’ experience with NQFs at theision and design stage as well as at the
implementation stage in order to identify the seuof problems and the elements of success.
The Skills and Employability Department will takellfaccount of this research in developing
policy advice for member States, employers’ andkers’ associations, in designing further
research, and in working with other internatiorgeracies.

The research report was presented to an interétexperts meeting held at the ILO on
13-14 May, 2010. Representatives of internatiorrghoizations and bilateral agencies, and
independent researchers discussed the findingaraalgsis and compared them with their own
research and experience. Different strategieadbieving some of the goals of NQFs were also
explored.

As a Research Associate in the Skills and Empldiypabiepartment, Dr. Stephanie Allais
(now postdoctoral fellow at the University of Edingh) led the development of the research,
oversaw the country studies, and wrote this fieplort. Professor Michael Young (Emeritus
Professor at the Institute of Education, UniversifyLondon) has served as senior research
advisor. Professor David Raffe (Professor of Sogglof Education, University of Edinburgh)
has also acted as an advisor to the project.

The research programme has been carried out irecakign with the European Training
Foundation (ETF), where the research was led by@&uwr Chakroun and Arjen Deij. The ETF
is advising and assisting more than 20 countriesirat Europe on the reform of their
qualifications systems, in particular in the widmntext of reforming technical vocational
education and training (TVET). However, this repert result of the author’s analysis of the
case studies and does not necessarily reflecti¢hes\of the European Training Foundation or
the European Union.

All good research inevitably leads to further eesh questions, especially when, as is
almost always the case, it is undertaken with &dhifinancial resources and under a deadline.
This is certainly true for this study. It does mpoétend to be exhaustive or to offer conclusive
findings on all questions. It does, however, cdntié fresh empirical evidence that should
inform policy debate at country and internatioreaddls. | would like to thank Dr. Allais for her
leadership and timely completion of this study.m grateful to Michael Young and David
Raffe, and to Ron Tuck, for supporting this projdutough their experience and insights. |
appreciate the partnership with the ETF throughleaitdevelopment and implementation of the
project, including their preparation of three o tountry studies. Along with the ETF, | would
like to acknowledge our gratitude to all those wgnepared the country case studies and to the
practitioners and stakeholders who made time tpoms to their questions and share their
insights. Finally, | would add my thanks to collaag who helped organize country studies and
provided comments on the research methodology arly érafts, including Akiko Sakamoto,
Olga Strietska-llina, Ashwani Aggarwal, Fernandadées, and Michael Axmann.

Christine Evans-Klock
Director
Skills and Employability Department
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A note on some terms used in this report

A difficulty involved in research on qualificatiorfsameworks is the terminology
involved. One aspect of this is that the area tdndse dominated by jargon which can
become complex and opaque to outsiders, thus maldogle less likely to want to or be
able to contribute to the debates. Another is thany different policy interventions seem
to go by the same name, and conversely, differenmig are used for what seem to be
similar interventions. In addition, qualificatiofiemeworks themselves are introduced to
try to change the way qualifications are used, witiplications for how the word
‘qualification’ is used and understood. Furthere tierms ‘qualification’, ‘qualifications
framework’, and ‘national qualifications frameworkae used in a variety of ways across
countries. This report does not attempt to starnfone set of definitions of qualifications
frameworks. As discussed further in Chapter 3, fdwus was on examining how the
countries in the study understand national qualifims frameworks. The report recognizes
and tries to respect variation of uses across desntstakeholders, and researchers.
Nonetheless, it may be useful upfront to brieflyodiss some terms used in this report.

‘Qualifications’ is obviously a key term in this report. The woralification’ is
used in different ways in the case studies anditdrature. The first, and more traditional
way in which the word ‘qualification’ is used, rida to formal means of signifying that
someone has completed a prescribed process liokaad ¢ducation or training programme
offered in an educational or training institutidn.some countries the term ‘qualification’
means something close to a ‘competence’ for a gdgsupational practice. Qualifications
have also been linked to official statements thaindividual has been accepted to practice
in a certain area (such as, a lawyer, plumberaxher). Whereas until about 30 years ago,
the term ‘qualification’ was usually restrictedttades, crafts, and professions and did not
apply to school certificates or university degreesdiplomas,degrees, diplomas, and
certificates are now all seen agpesof qualifications. Qualifications in this light eall
formal ‘awards which signify that the bearer has some knowledigeompetencies, or that
they have successfully completed some learningranoge.

A different type of usage of the word ‘qualificatias where it is used, as occurs in
some of the case studies for this research, asnggymaus with (or short-hand for)
education programmes. Reformers of qualificatiogstesns over the past 30 years,
including the advocates of qualifications framevgrkave suggested the need to sever the
link between the institutions in which individuatdtain education and training and the
qualifications obtained. This perhaps has led ne\a and also third different way in which
the word ‘qualifications’ is used, in reference (tw short-hand for) the sets of formal
requirements for achieving a qualification. Thisags is common in official policy
documents relating to qualifications frameworksj accurs in the current case studies. In
this usage, the ‘qualification’ is the statement le&rning outcomes and associated
requirements for awards. Thus, policy documentgdividuals interviewed in the process
of this research refer to the ‘design of qualificas’, or the ‘number of qualifications that
have been created’. The ‘creation’ of a qualifizathere refers to the official development
of a set of requirements for the awarding of thali§uation in practice.

What iscompetency-based training Is it the same ampetency-based educatign
is it the same asutcomes-based learningor outcomes-based educatich What is the
relationship between competencies, competencepmmgs, and qualifications frameworks?
Gonczi and Arguelles (2000, p. 9) define competdrased educatioas “education based
on learning outcomes and predetermined standard&irgas (2005) sees the
implementation of competency-based trainimd atin America as a necessary precursor to
the introduction of qualifications frameworks. Thimay be because qualifications
frameworks are described as focused on the outcofngsalifications and not what are
seen as ‘inputs’, such as curriculum, or the preege®f learning. Guthrie (2009) suggests
that competency-based training includes training which is based on competency
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standards, is outcomes and not input or proceass$ed, industry involved/led, flexibly
delivered, involving self-paced approaches wher@r@piate, performance-oriented,
assessed using criterion referenced rather than-neferenced assessment, and allows for
the recognition of prior learning. Much of this sémilar to Jessup’s (1991) notion of
outcomes However, other authors suggest that there aresid@mble differences in
meaning of the termearning outcomesin different countries and contexts, as well laes t
term ‘competenceé (for example, Cedefop, 2008; Bohlinger, 2007; &mmann, Clarke and
Winch, 2008). This partly reflects the ambiguitytweeen different languages and partly
that terms like outcomes always have to be undedstoterms of the national traditions in
which they are located. One definition of ‘outcoimesght include what another calls
‘competencies’, while others distinguish even bemvecompetencies’, ‘competences’, and
‘competency’. There are other terms introduced thediscussions on these areas, such as
‘generic’ or ‘key’ ‘competencies’, as well as ‘cédgiities’. In many cases, authors (or
policy makers) seem to attempt to use a differenntto distance themselves from an
approach with which they disagree or which is dedmve failed.

Associated with qualifications frameworks, competebhased training, and
outcomes-based learning are terms such casnpetency standards ‘occupational
standards, ‘achievement standardsand ‘unit standards’. The ILO’s Regional Model
Competency Standards (ILO, 2006), which were deexloto assist countries in the
Asia/Pacific region to developdustry-based competency standardssuggests that these
are different fronoccupational standards This is because, “one industry may use skills
from many occupations and, conversely, occupaticens cross a number of different
industries” (ibid, p. 7). The report uses the wordsitcomes’ and ‘competencies’
interchangeably to describe the Model, and sugghbstisthe standards in the Regional
Model of Competency Standards are focused on “wghakpected of an employee in the
workplace rather than on a learning process or sipant in training or education.” (ibid, p.
4). In some of the case study reports, it appdmtscountries have moved from one term to
another to signal a policy shift or hoped for shi will be seen in the report, involvement
of industry (employers but sometimes also tradens)i is a key issue in many of the
countries, and sometimes new terms seem to beetlqgptapproaches that are intended to
improve industry involvement. The termnit standards’ is sometimes used in the same
way, but sometimes in a broader way, as any statsneé learning outcomes which can be
individually awarded, but which can be accumulatedards a qualification.

Accreditation is a term that occurs frequently in this report.tié¢ broadest level it
refers to the process of granting official, legak governmental authority to an
organization, public or private, to provide a seewi-in this context, to offer a learning
programme, conduct assessment, or issue a quadificd he term has different force and
implications in different countries.

Two other terms which recurred in the research,vamdh are found in the report, are
‘register of qualifications’” and ‘sub-framework’.n | this research, register of
qualifications’ mainly refers to a list of all the qualificatiorikat are officially accepted,
authorized, or supported within a particular coyair region. In this report, the terraub-
framework’ refers to a qualifications framework in a partanusector of the education and
training system or in an occupational or induststtor, which together with other ‘sub-
frameworks’, forms part of a broader NQF. Howeveshould also be pointed out that in
some countries in the study, thational qualifications framework is sectoral (i.e. only fo
technical vocational education and training), ahdré¢fore may be the same as a sub-
framework in another country.
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Chapter 1 Introduction and summary

11

Introduction

Raising skills levels, reforming education and riag systems, and improving
qualifications systems are among the policy piiesiof most countries around the world.
A particular concern for many countries is imprayithe relationships between education
and training systems on the one hand, and laboukatzaon the other. Increasingly,
qualifications frameworks have been seen as alygeligy tool to achieve these and other
goals. The last five years have seen a dramatiease in the number of countries adopting
NQFs, with over 100 countries now implementingdeveloping, or considering NQFs, or
involved in regional qualifications frameworks. Theplementation of qualifications
frameworks has also been widely endorsed by inflakimternational organizations and
bilateral agencies, and is often supported by aidey and even loans.

But there is little research evidence about theaietg strengths, and weaknesses of
NQFs, particularly for developing countries. Thésealso little researched information
about circumstances, starting points, differentgyafjoals, and different approaches when
decisions are made whether &odlapt rather thanadopt existing models. Publications
currently available about qualifications frameworkslude suggestions about what
qualifications frameworks are supposed to achibug,often give little information about
the problems which have occurred with their implatagon, or evidence of actual
measured achievements. In other worigjntries are investing considerable resources
in a policy mechanism which is largely untested andnder-researched.

It is in this context that the Skills and EmployldapiDepartment of the ILO designed
this research, hoping to answer the questions:

To what extent are qualifications frameworks a vediyachieving the various desired
policy objectives associated with them?

What models of qualifications frameworks and whiaiplementation strategies and
approaches (including broader policy agendas argtitutional arrangements) are most
appropriate in which contexts, in order to achigkie various desired policy objectives
associated with qualifications frameworks?

In asking these questions and examining them tlir@agual country experience, this
report is an important new contribution to an unadesearched but increasingly important
policy area. It presents findings from a cross-¢guampirical study, and provides insight
into the development of qualifications frameworks1i6 countries around the world. As
discussed in the following chapters, the reseamltealed far more about the former
question than the latter.

The research reviewed existing research on the igfngNational Vocational
Qualifications (NVQs) and the early reforms leadibg the Scottish Credit and
Qualifications Framework, as well as the other a@hrearly starter’ qualifications
frameworks (Australia, New Zealand, and South Afriin five case studies based on
existing research and documentation. A further h%ecstudies were based on new
fieldwork. Chile and Mexico were researched as éhesuntries started work on the
development of Labour Competence Frameworks inatee 1990s, even though they do
not yet have NQFper se.Botswana, Malaysia, and Mauritius can be descrasetecond



generation’ NQFs. Bangladesh, Lithuania, Russia,L8nka, Tunisia, and Turkey, and
have more recently started developing qualificaidrameworks, with Russia being the
most recent. The study also involved a review dilable literature, a critical analysis of
the different roles of qualifications in educatibmaform, and the development of a
proposed typology of qualifications frameworks.

1.2 Summary of key findings 2

Qualifications frameworks seem to capture and mpre many hopes and dreams.
This research does not have straightforward, simeleommendations or definitive
conclusions about what they can or cannot achibvs. is partly because the claims made
for them are extremely broad, and it is virtualiypiossible to obtain evidence (at least in
the short-term) that specific changes are causalbted to the introduction of an NQF.
Perhaps the two central messages which must beammpd is that there is no single right
model of NQFs, and that NQFs do not provide quigkef simple solutions to the complex
problems facing countries in relation to educatgkills development, and employment.

Expectations that qualifications frameworks can ieah the ambitious policy
objectives claimed for them in relatively limiteiche periods seem to be ill-founded. This
research found little evidence that NQFs are aahgetheir goals. In many instances this
was because NQFs are a recent intervention, amdayt be simply too early to tell.
Nonetheless, the absence of clearly available seml®f successes, particularly for the
older frameworks, is an important finding for aipplthat has been so widely accepted
internationally. Some specific evidence of quadifions frameworks having failed to
achieve their goals was found. Considerable evileof difficulties associated with
implementing qualifications frameworks was alsorfduThe framework which emerges
from this study as the most successful, the Sto@iedit and Qualifications Framework,
had relatively limited ambitions and may also be mhost difficult to replicate, because of
the very long-term incremental policy reform praced which it was a part, and the
relatively strong educational institutions in Seoti.

The research found little evidence that NQFs haubstantially improved
communication between education and training systand labour markets. In Scotland,
there is some indication of the framework beingdusg a national career guidance service.
Case studies were not able to find evidence demmimgy that employers found
qualifications easier to use than they had beenr fwithe introduction of an NQF, nor were
other data found to demonstrate that qualificatfoameworks have improved the match of
supply and demand between education and trainistitutions and the labour market.
Representatives of qualifications authorities, goment agencies, and industry bodies
interviewed, did not have concrete evidence, evms, research that there had been
achievements in this regard, and neither did paldicavailable information from these
organizations contain such evidence.

With regard to articulation amongst educationalvters there is greater evidence of
success, although there are also suggestions tadificptions frameworks have in fact

! A short note on qualifications frameworks in Genyavas also prepared. In Latin America, a third
country study (on Colombia) was initiated but notnpleted.

2 This summary is of thdindings only, and not of the entire report; it does notlide any
information about the methodology used or the hmdns of the research, which are discussed in
Chapter 2.



reduced learner mobility in some countries. Theredme evidence of increased numbers
of certificates which recognize existing skills,okviledge, and abilities of workers and
potential workers being awarded, although thisnsasmall scale in most of the countries
in the study.

In a number of the countries with longer experienENQFs, a common problem
seemed to be that many new qualifications (the vi®ngsed here in the sense of formal
specifications to obtain a qualification) had bedasigned and registered on the
frameworks but not used.

Similar reasons for introducing NQFs

Despite dramatic differences in the contexts astblies of the countries in this study,
similar reasons were provided for the introduct@nNQFs. In the countries examined,
stakeholders and policy makers in general suppdi@&s, seeing them as vehicles to
improve communication of existing qualificationssgms; increase transparency of
qualifications; improve relationships between ediocaand training and labour markets;
support learners to move between sectors as welttas or re-enter education and training;
enable the recognition of prior learning; improveality as part of quality assurance
systems, as well as by involving industry in thtisg of standards or learning outcomes;
increase the flexibility of provision of educati@md training; and increase the status of
qualifications from technical vocational educatiand training and workplace-based
training. There are differences of emphasis betveeemtries which aimed to improve how
their qualifications system is used and understaad, countries which were more focused
on achieving transparency for individual qualifioas. Another difference was the extent
to which an NQF was seen as a way of organizingtiegi qualifications, or as a system for
developing new qualifications. There were alsoedéhces with regard to the level of
expectation placed on the framework.

Policy borrowing

Policy borrowing emerged as a strong reason why SN@E being introduced, as well
as playing a significant role in how they are beileyeloped. Many countries appear to be
influenced more by the claims made about NQFs lrerotountries than by their proven
track records, without considering differences amtexts, and without understanding all
aspects of how the framework was developed andeimghted. The English NVQs in
particular were mentioned in many of the countydsts as having played an influential
role in the adoption of NQFs or competence framé&adDonor and development agencies
seem to play influential roles, in some cases vatard to decisions to adopt a framework
as well as which model to adopt, and in others fiithncial support.

Uses of learning outcomes

The main mechanism to create transparency in mbsthe countries is the
specification of learning outcomes or competeneyestents, as well as broader outcomes
in level descriptors. Official sets of levels haween created in all the countries, and level
descriptors in most of them. While there are carsidle expectations about what level
descriptors can achieve, the study found littlecdjmeevidence from any of the countries
that they are useful in making decisions about Itteation of qualifications on the
framework, or about credit transfer, with the exmep of Scotland, where they are
described as assisting professional judgementandny cases the implementation of
outcomes or competency based approaches seeneisitate very elaborate and detailed
rules and specifications, which may account for wéy many qualifications and
competency-standards were developed but not used.

Nearly all case studies suggest that the lack gfl@yer involvement in the existing
systems is a key reason why qualifications do ne¢tntheir needs, and many cite lack of



willingness of employers to participate in educatsind training systems as a reason for
introducing NQFs. Many of the countries in the gtushd attempted to implement
competency-based training prior to the introductidra qualifications framework, often
with considerable donor support. Except for on¢aimse where the NQF was described as
being created on the basis of a previously suagkessipetency-based training reform, in
most instances it was hoped that an NQF would dilgeproblems that previous reforms
had not solved. However, in many cases the appresaeims to be similar to that of
previous reforms.

Implementation success factors and problems

The research suggests that what is key, in paatidol developing countries, is the
need for serious consideration of policy prioritees well as the sequencing of policies.
Countries that have been most successful have Hbe®se which have treated the
development of frameworks as complementary to iwmipginstitutional capability rather
than as a substitute for it or as a way of re-giwpistitutions, and have seen outcomes of
qualifications and programmes leading to thenmtmately related rather than separable.
Successful use of learning outcomes seems alsoetdased in strong professional
associations and strong educational educationtutistis. The relatively successful
Scottish framework has been led by educationaititisins and awarding bodies, and while
it uses learning outcomes, it has a flexible apgrda how they are created and used, and
is described as using them in relation to ‘inpuBgctoral approaches for specific industries
seemed more viable than attempting to create astermyfor all education and training and
for all industries.

In many instances, how educational institutions aydtems are governed and
managed is affected by NQFs, and in turn, exisgimgernance structures at times conflict
with NQFs. There were instances of strong suppaninfgovernments, instances where
governments appeared to not be in the driving saatl instances where different
government bodies were at odds with each otherreThere instances of support from
certain bodies representing employers and/or imgusts well as instances of lack of
employer involvement or belief in this type of apach. There were instances where trade
unions had strong aspirations for what qualifiaaioframeworks could do for their
members and workers in general, and instances vitee unions were not involved, or
were disillusioned with qualifications frameworkdany education and training institutions
in the countries in the study seemed to have raens about qualifications frameworks,
although instances of support were found.

The importance of social dialogue, and the involeemof a range of different
stakeholders, is emphasized in the study. Howeter study suggests some difficulties.
One is the involvement of industry, as mentioneovab The weakness of trade unions in
many countries was a particular concern. If empdsyiterests are going to be addressed
in NQFs or other education and training policideady there needs to be more public
concern for building and supporting the involvemehtrade unions. The role of education
and training institutions was also a point of cande the study, as in many instances they
appear to be dissatisfied with NQFs and relateormes. The experiences from the various
countries in the study also suggest that far mooegdht needs to go into considering what
roles different stakeholders can and should plawtiat types of structures, and in which
processes. The study suggests that the increasinfilyential role of qualifications
authorities themselves in the design and implenientaf NQFs, and in broader education
and training policies is an important future fofoisresearch.

1.3 Structure of the report

The details of thenethodology of the study are provided @hapter 2. Chapter 3
provides abrief overview of the existing literature and docunentation. Chapter 4



provides ashort summary of the case studigsorganized roughly chronologically
according to when countries started developing tipgalifications framework<hapter 5
discusses thkey drivers behind the introduction of qualifications framek®rChapter 6
provides information and analysis of how NQFs héeendesignedin the different
countries. Chapter 7 provides information and analysis of how NQFs hawen
implemented and how they are beingsed in the different countries. Looking at how
countries are implementing and using NQFs was aféeys of the research, as in many
cases development is still at an early stage, &gl fiar too early to evaluate impact.
Chapter 8 then considers what evidence there is on ithpact of NQFs, and their
successes and failures. This draws in particulathenexperience of employers, trainers,
and workers in using qualifications frameworks. dfiyy Chapter 9 provides some
reflections on the overall findings of the research, some yamalof the findings, and
proposes a framework for the analysis of qualiiore frameworks.






Chapter 2: Methodology

The study examined differences within and betweeunties and types of
qualifications frameworks. It involved a mappinggdbbal qualification reforms based on
existing research, websites and official documeatsnmunication with officials where
possible, and information from donor organizatiansl development agencies. The study
also undertook a critical analysis of the differeales of qualifications frameworks in
educational reforms, and developed a proposeddgyadf qualifications frameworks. An
ILO Working Paper has been produced to share thialitheoretical ideas developed
through the project (Allais, Raffe, and Young, 2)@hd is available at www.ilo.org/skills.

The focus of the research then consisted of thdyatmdn and analysis of 16 case
studies, which are discussed in more depth below.

2.1 The case studies

Selection of countries

The research examined qualifications frameworkghian following countries and
regions:

Africa

The Republic of Botswana (henceforth, Botswana)
The Republic of Mauritius (henceforth, Mauritius)
The Republic of South Africa (henceforth, Southies)

The Tunisian Republic (henceforth, Tunisia)
Americas

The Republic of Chile (henceforth, Chile)

The United Mexican States (henceforth, Mexico)
Asia and Pacific

The Commonwealth of Australia (henceforth, Auségli

The Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka (¢teforth, Sri Lanka)
Malaysia

New Zealand

The People’s Republic of Bangladesh (hencefortingBalesh)

Europe

England, Northern Ireland, and Wales: the Natidf@dational Qualifications (NVQs)
Scotland

The Republic of Lithuania (henceforth, Lithuania)

The Russian Federation (henceforth, Russia)

The Republic of Turkey (henceforth, Turkey)



The selection of cases was based on an attemptidode a range of criteria. Firstly,
countries were chosen to ensure inclusion of fegrons: Africa, the Americas, Asia and
the Pacific, and Europe. Within regions, cases tbaaheet the criterion of there being at
least some progress in terms of implementing an ,NQFRhat there would be something of
substance to research. There was also an inteiotimclude countries which were outside
the Anglophone tradition which has dominated a dbtNQF literature. The selected
countries also represent a wide spread of levekcohomic development, and a range of
differences in terms of geographical and populatsize, and so on. The study also
deliberately included two countries which have ywit started developing NQFs, but which
have many years experience in developing framewafrkscupational competencies, Chile
and Mexico. This decision was taken because thendnarks of occupational
competencies in these countries have much in commitbNNQFs in other countries, and
sharing lessons from Latin American countries wasnsas important; Vargas (2005)
argues that the competency-based training systemmeiny of these countries can be seen
as part of the long-term development of NQFs.

A specific mention should be made of the case stodythe English National
Vocational Qualifications (NVQs), which did not lnde other developments with regard
to qualifications frameworks in England, Northeraldnd, and Wales. This is because the
NVQs were the first national attempt to base vaeceti qualifications on the idea of
competences or outcomes, and, although they haam dréicized and changed in various
ways, they have been very influential.

Practical considerations also affected the seleatiocountries—primarily, locating
appropriate researchers in a very short time frangidvidual researchers were expected to
have a minimum of three years professional expegiext the national level in education or
skills development research or policy implementatidemonstrated ability to undertake
research and excellent analysis and writing abilgyoven ability to be constructively
critical and objective, knowledge of local policynwdronment, and ability to secure
meetings with key role players. One of the morellehging criteria was to identify
researchers who were knowledgeable about skilleldpment systems in those countries
but had not been directly involved in the developta implementation of NQFs and thus
were more easily able to take an objective view.

Two additional countries were selected: Colombia #&ermany. Unfortunately,
reasons beyond our control led to these case stutie being completed. This was a
disappointing gap. However, with regard to the fernthe Inter-American Centre for
Knowledge Development in Vocational Training, IL@d@rfor, has recently compiled
information about qualifications frameworks in ltathmerica and the Caribbean. With
regard to the latter, Germany’'s widely respectedaldtraining’ system of technical
vocational education and training and successfuh@wic record make it a very interesting
and important addition to the countries involveddeveloping qualifications frameworks,
albeit a very recent one. It is hoped that fut@search will be able to include these and
other countries.

The frameworks in the study include a range okdéhces with regard to scope:

Five cases in the study (Australia, Mauritius, Nésaland, Scotland, and South Africa)
have attempted or are attempting to implement cehwrsive NQFs. They all include an
outcomes-based sub-framework (in other words,radveork for one sector of the
education and training system) for skills/workpléezrning certificates, and in one case
for all vocational education.

Five cases in the study (Bangladesh, Botswand igish NVQs, Sri Lanka, and
Tunisia) have frameworks which were designed ooitéchnical vocational education
and training. Sometimes this includes workplacmimg. In Turkey, the NQF officially



includes all vocational and technical educatioprahary, secondary, and tertiary levels,
but excludes all professional qualifications.

= Three of the frameworks in the study (Lithuania&aia, and Russia) are described as
comprehensive but exclude school qualificationse Gfnthese includes a sub-framework
of outcomes-based skills standards for the skitiskplace learning sector only.

= Two countries in the study (Chile and Mexico) hédrapted to implement frameworks of
occupational standards for workplace learning. Satt@mpts were made to apply these
frameworks to the technical vocational educatiodh @aining sector.

= The study did not examine any frameworks which veerg for higher education.

Data collection and analysis

The research was carried out through case studiesach of the 16 qualifications
frameworks. Five case studies on the early stgaelifications frameworks (Australia, the
English NVQs, New Zealand, Scotland, and Southcajriwere conducted on the basis of
existing research and documentation only. No fietak was conducted. As qualifications
frameworks in these countries have been under mmaiation for some time, there is a
broad existing body of research, literature, evi#dna, policy analysis, and official
documentation, on the basis of which the case esdudiere produced. Researchers were
asked to summarize the debates about what hasaangloh been achieved by qualification
frameworks in their respective countries and whiyeyf were also asked to comment on
what they saw as the lessons that might be ledinoed the experience of introducing a
qualification framework for countries at very diféat stages of political and economic
development. These five case studies have beerspedlin an ILO working paper (Allais,
Raffe, Strathdee, Wheelahan, and Young, 2009),wikiavailable at www.ilo.org/skills).

The case studies in the remaining 11 countries weneucted through two stages of
field work. For the first stage the focus was ondescription and analysis of the
qualifications framework and on the existing systhgualifications that it is designed to
reform. For the second stage, the focus was oneimghtation, use, and impact of the
qualifications framework.

Researchers were asked to provide an analyticariggéen of why a qualifications
framework was decided upon, how the qualificaticeifework in question has been/is
being designed, the progress that has been madethenproblems that have arisen.
Researchers were asked to focus on the main ddempres of the qualifications
framework, the ways in which it is intended to &ek@ its objectives, and how it will
overcome weaknesses of the existing qualificatymtesn. They were asked to comment on
the likelihood of their respective framework achimgyits goals and what changes might be
needed. Researchers were asked to learn from eemployraining providers, workers,
government agencies the extent of their use ofjtiadifications frameworks and the extent
to which they felt it was serving their needs. Explg the extent of the use of the
qualifications framework was a necessary first stepexploring how well they were
achieving some or any of their broader goals. df flamework in question was still in the
initial stages of development, researchers weredak attempt to understand the extent to
which stakeholders feel that, given the designiemglementation strategies, it is likely to
be used and to succeed in achieving its objectives.

Researchers were provided with a draft templateeaflings to structure their reports.
This was with a view to ensuring that the caseistutvere as comparable as possible.
However, researchers were given autonomy to shepeesearch and structure the report
according to the logic of the framework in questard broader history of education and
training in their country.



For the first phase, researchers collected and suiped official documentation,
including:

Statements of how the qualifications frameworkxigezted to work;
Examples of actual qualifications and level degorgp(if they exist);
Descriptions about the roles of different organaa/institutions;

Evidence of impact, such as information on uptékgualifications, results of evaluations
or reviews, and so on, where such information &lakle.

Documents were collected from, as appropriateoffieial agency responsible for the
qualifications framework, ministries of educatiomdaabour, and international and donor
organizations working in each country.

Researchers conducted interviews with some of dhewing individuals, depending
on the specifics of the country in question:

Officers from the qualifications authority;

Leading government officials responsible for depéig and implementing the
qualifications framework (including members of nsinies of education and labour if
appropriate);

Members of task teams responsible for developiagythalifications framework.

Guiding documents for interviews were supplied,ibdtvidual researchers developed
schedules of interviews based on what was appkdaltheir countries. In many instances,
researchers conducted a number of follow-up inggvsito obtain additional information.

Researchers participated in an intensive workshagway through the project to
share the findings of the first phase of the redeand discuss research methods with the
senior advisers and ILO staff. The workshop inctugeesentations and discussions of
conceptual issues involved in researching quatifioa frameworks, and a detailed analysis
of the information which had been obtained fromheaountry up to that point. The
workshop developed focus areas for the second sfatpe research, as appropriate for the
stage of development of the qualifications frameiwoin the various countries. It also
provided assistance and support to researchers.

The second phase of the research included intesviesth a wider range of
stakeholders and important role players/users, w&itfocus on understanding the use,
implementation, and impact of the qualificationanfiework (in some cases this may be
only in the implementation stage), as well as fertinformation on what those interviewed
feel the framework will achieve. Interviewees irdeal:

Representatives of unions from leading industriewell as teacher unions;
Employer representatives and representatives feawtihg industries;

Education and training providers;

Officials from bilateral or multilateral agenciesopiding assistance on qualifications
frameworks, or consultants and officials from dfieditions framework agencies in other
countries providing assistance.

Researchers were in contact with the research t&mad at the ILO for feedback,
guidance, and review during the process of condgdtiterviews as well as writing the
case studies. This helped ensure that the casestaiained as comparable as possible,
while allowing flexibility in the approaches takby individual researchers according to the
logic of the framework they were exploring and stege of its development.
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The individual case studies are available at wvanoilg/skills.

Evaluation criteria and nature of the evidence

Analyzing qualifications frameworks is complicatednd many of the complexities
emerge in the body of this report. Impact analgéiany policy is a highly contested and
complex endeavour, and one which seldom enjoyexisence of a clear base line with
regard to well developed indictors. Starting frohe tassumption that qualifications
frameworks may differ substantially in differenturdries, with respect to aims, design,
development, approach to implementation, and ysegific evaluation criteria were not
developed. Instead, researchers were asked to doctisee main issues:

= What systems or approaches exist for monitoringnadyzing impact? How do the
designers and managers of the framework expeegtausd evaluate impact?

= |s there, in the view of designers and managetBeoNQF, evidence of impact, and what
is it?

= How do stakeholders view impact? What do/did thgyeet from the NQF, and did it
meet/is it meeting/do they think it is likely to eteheir expectations?

Researchers were provided with an indicative Ifspassible positive and negative
outcomes, and possible indicators for them. Fomgie, a positive outcome could have
been increased numbers of people gaining qualificat(through institutional provision
and through assessment of informal learning); emed progression of learners to higher
levels; increased opportunities for credit accuitiotaand transfer; evidence of impact in
labour markets (e.g. use by employers in recruitmenproved match between education
and labour market, and any indicators that thisldvaaprove labour market performance,
better links between qualification levels and wagklry rates, emergence of new
industries, reduction of gender differences); ewade of continuing involvement by
stakeholders; evidence that qualifications had s&ss$i migrants/returning migrants in
accessing the labour market. Some possible negatittomes included a proliferation of
unused qualifications; bureaucratization of assessife.g. evidence of over-specification
and ‘box ticking’ types of assessment); lack oftrim the new qualifications by employers
or educational institutions; opportunity cost—vdliea resources redirected into
qualifications framework development at the expesfsmore important priorities such as
building or improving educational institutions, wpding teachers and lecturers, and so on.
The emphasis, however, was on researchers findingtwat was considered to be evidence
of success and failure in their respective cousitrie

2.2 Limitations

As with all research, this project had considerdioiitations, and as such does not
make any comprehensive or definitive claims abdst findings for qualifications
frameworks in general.

Perhaps the project’'s most substantial limitati@s wme: the research was conducted
and completed in less than a year, giving caseystgkarchers and lead researchers severe
time constraints. This inevitably limited the amousf information which could be
collected, the amount of analysis which could bedeeted, and the possibility of engaging
with theoretical literature and available docum&ataon NQFs. Nonetheless, the short
time period for the research had an advantageaibled the production of a research report
which contains considerable empirical informatiomdadata about qualifications
frameworks in an area suffering from a great demrtthis regard. It is hoped that future
studies can build on the findings presented in thfsort to start to develop a far more
complete picture and analysis.
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Any comparative educational research is a limitmanplex, and fraught endeavour.
There are difficulties of terms used in differerdy®, as well as institutions, systems, and
processes which are taken for granted inside atgoand not made explicit, but may lead
the same policy to be manifested very differemlg.Noah and Eckstein (1998) point out,
even if studies are ‘merely’ descriptive, a tremmml amount of effort has to be exerted
simply to acquire systematic parallel data on d#ifé educational systems. Qualifications
frameworks are particularly problematic as they arguably the product of global
comparisons and internationalization as much ag dne an object of study within these
areas.

Another limitation was that many of the qualificats frameworks were in the early
stages of development. This is reflected in thdifigs, as more was learnt about design
and implementation of qualifications frameworks rihabout impact. Researchers were
asked to consideuse of qualifications frameworks as far as possibke,aa indicator of
likely or possible future impacts.

A further limitation was that researchers in mangtances tended to interview the
experts who were involved in the design and impleatgon of the NQF, arguing that
others did not know enough about the area to corhoeit. This leads to what Fernie and
Pilcher (2009) describe as a tendency when redegrdiQFs which is equivalent to
ancient Babylonian geocentric physics—assuming N@Fs are at the centre of policies
and practices of education systems. The difficidtyghat NQFs are almost certainly the
concerns of only a small group of people in anyntigg many will never have even heard
of them years after they have been launched. Runtire, researchers are likely to be
biased towards their own country—even if they amnbe critical of it. In addition,
researchers were only able to interview small numiné representatives of employers’
organizations, trade unions, and educational utgiits. As such, the studies provide some
perspectives, but cannot claim to be comprehensive.

Researchers were asked to try and go beyond thescldnat are made for the
qualifications framework in their country and tdkakeir informants how they think the
new framework will achieve the claims made for théfar example, if a country put a
priority on the recognition of informal learninggsearchers were asked to find out how and
by whom the assessment would be undertaken, whidveovard the certificates, how they
would be linked to existing certificates, and whachanisms were being put in place to
ensure that they would be recognized by employads educational providers. In most
instances, researchers struggled to obtain this dfgnformation, and tended to provide
rhetorical statements and wish-lists. As Fernie Ritcher (ibid) warn, a danger with this
type of approach is that it does not give voicepttentially hidden conflict, tension,
controversy, and confusion which were arguably gme# the countries. This researcher’s
dilemma is in no way exclusive to research on NQhg; researching NQFs certainly
highlights it.

The hope then is not to present definitive findirgsa ‘how to’ handbook, but to

provide some empirical evidence and open up a dadatut what NQFs are for, how far
they are achieving their aims, and possible dioestifor alternatives.
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Chapter 3: Introducing NQFs: A brief
review of research and experience

This chapter starts with a consideration of howlifjcations frameworks are defined.
It provides an overview of the historical emergemrel development of qualifications
frameworks, as well as an indication of where digalions frameworks are being
developed around the world. It considers what aiesitaim to achieve through
qualifications frameworks, according to policy downts and literature. It touches very
briefly on a few of the conceptual and theoretasthates.

3.1 What are qualifications frameworks?

The starting point in attempting to discuss thiggiion is to answer the question,
‘what are qualifications’? Traditionally, qualifitans have been seen as signifying that
someone has gone through a prescribed processdlitikean education or training
programme offered in an educational institutionaor institution accepted as a training
institution. Qualifications have also been linkedbfficial statements that an individual has
been accepted to practice in a certain area (ssclasaa lawyer, plumber, or teacher).
Reformers of qualifications systems over the pdsty8ars, including the advocates of
qualifications frameworks, have suggested the nwedsever the link between the
institutions in which individuals obtained educatiand training and the qualifications
obtained.The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develapm@ECD, 2007,
pp.21-22) provides the following definition of ‘difecation’:

A qualification is achieved when a competent bo@yednines that an individual has
learned knowledge, skills and/or wider competertcespecified standards. The standard of
learning is confirmed by means of an assessmermepsoor the successful completion of a
course of study. Learning and assessment for aifigatibn can take place during a
programme of study and/or workplace experienceudlification confers official recognition
of value in the labour market and in further ediacatand training. A qualification can be a
legal entitlement to practice a trade.

In official policy documents relating to qualificahs frameworks, the word
‘qualification’ is sometimes used to refer to tlessof formal requirements for awarding a
qualification. In other words, the ‘qualificatiors the statement of learning outcomes and
associated requirements for awards. Thus, policuehents or individuals interviewed in
the process of this research refer to the ‘desifnqumlifications’, or ‘how many
qualifications have been created’. The ‘creatidrma gualification here refers to the official
development of a set of requirements for the awagrdf the qualification in practice. This
notion a ‘qualification’ seems to be that whichingoked in discussions of qualifications
frameworks, and indeed, qualifications frameworkes @ften explicit attempts to improve
the information available in the official documeiia which comprises the requirements
for the award of a qualification. Qualificationsafneworks can then be seen as official
ways of regulating and listing the available quedifions in a country/sector/region.

Most countries have historically had formal dedwips of their qualifications
systems. Sometimes these have presented in diagtéonfiorm the main publicly
recognized qualifications in the country and hoeythelated to each other. These diagrams
may look similar to diagrams of NQFs. Also, mostiiewies have lists of occupations in
different sectors of the economy, and in some thm®e linked to various types of
classification and regulatory systems. A publigatiy the Commonwealth of Learning and
South African Qualifications Authority (2008) disguishes between ‘old style
frameworks’, which are simple graphic representatiof the main pathways between
qualifications in a country, and ‘new style frames) that take the form of NQFs. Coles
(2007, p. 4) suggests that “NQFs are considereditbvalue by making explicit the levels
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of qualifications thus reducing the scope for difeces of interpretation.” In other words,
the key difference is seen as that NQFs contaiaifspdescriptions of different levels, and

qualifications are designated as occupying theselde Here, the relationship between
NQFs and outcomes becomes apparent: NQFs can beasesttempts to provide broad
levels of outcomes, to create levels, on which nepecific sets of outcomes, contained in
qualification documents, are located. However, albtpolicies which are described as
NQFs operate in this manner. So, for example, thstralian Qualifications Framework

has been comprised of a set of qualifications, witlspecific descriptions of levels.

Ron Tuck (2007) argues that some countries havifigaions systems which have
‘framework-like tendencies’. By this, he means ttie links between qualifications are
explicit. But, he argues (ibid, p. 4), that thestfiNQFs introduced had features that were not
present in traditional qualification systems—i.they werenot just a more explicit
mapping of qualifications:

The most important and distinctive characterisfithese NQFs is that the qualifications
they contain are viewed as being independent ofrtstitutions that offered the programmes
leading to the qualifications. In simple terms thgeans that educational and training
qualifications become ‘national property’ rathemarthbeing owned by the education and
training institutions themselves.

So, Coles emphasizes the creation of agreed statewilevels as the key innovation
contained in NQFs, while Tuck introduces the notdmualifications are separated from
the institutions which offer learning programmeacK then defines NQFs as follows:

A Qualifications Framework is an instrument for ttevelopment, classification and
recognition of skills, knowledge and competenciesi@ a continuum of agreed levels. It is a
way of structuring existing and new qualificatiomghich are defined by learning outcomes,
i.e. clear statements of what the learner must koove able to do whether learned in a
classroom, on-the-job, or less formally. The Qidiions Framework indicates the
comparability of different qualifications and howecan progress from one level to another,
within and across occupations or industrial sectargl even across vocational and academic
fields if the NQF is designed to include both vima&l and academic qualifications in a single
framework).

(Tuck, 2007, p. v)

He goes on to suggest that while traditionally imstrcountries the public has implicit
understandings of the relationships between quoatifins, a qualifications framework is
usually understood to make thasplicit national levels of qualificatioexplicit Tuck’'s
definition is partially a statement of intentionoalb what it is hoped an NQF will achieve.
This appears to be the case with many definitidnBl@Fs. For example, the European
Commission provides the following definition:

“national qualifications framework” means an instent for the classification of
qualifications according to a set of criteria fpesified levels of learning achieved, which aims
to integrate and coordinate national qualificatisadsystems and improve the transparency,
access, progression and quality of qualificatiomgédlation to the labour market and civil
society.

(European Commission, 2008, p. 11)

A research report on qualifications frameworks e tAsia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) area makes suggestions about guieifications frameworks can
contribute:

A qualifications framework is an instrument for sd#fying qualifications according to a
set of criteria for levels of learning outcomes.n€iderable benefits are expected of national
qualification frameworks (NQFs). If backed by a dosystem of quality assurandbey can
support the development of workers’ skills, faeii@ educational and labour market mobility,
and help improve the access of individuals to higined different levels of education and
training over their lives. Education and trainingpyaders and authorities are able to design

14



more consistent and linked qualifications when dptars of qualifications are developed
within NQFs. Employers benefit in their recruitmemtd training of staff when they can
understand and have confidence in qualificationke Tinternational recognition of an
economy’s qualifications can be enhanced by thesfrarency of qualifications to which an
NQF can contribute.

(APEC Human Resources Development Working Group92f. 1)

The OECD suggests that:

A qualifications framework is an instrument for tdevelopment and classification of
qualifications according to a set of criteria fevéls of learning achieved. This set of criteria
may be implicit in the qualifications descriptoh&iselves, or made explicit in the form of a
set of level descriptors. The scope of frameworley iake in all learning achievement and
pathways or may be confined to a particular sedir, example initial education, adult
education and training or an occupational area.eSfstameworks have a tighter structure than
others; some may have a legal basis whereas athgrssent a consensus of social partners.
All qualifications frameworks, however, establish abasis for improving the quality,
accessibility, linkages and public or labour marketrecognition of qualifications within a
country or internationally.

(OECD, 2007, p. 7, emphasis added)

These definitions are not empirically derived, kdescribe what people hope
qualifications frameworkshould beandshould do To make matters more complicated,
although the terminology used in creating and desgy qualifications frameworks is very
similar in different countries—including terms sua# ‘learning outcomes’, ‘competence’,
‘standards’, ‘validation’, and even, ‘qualificatierin fact, these terms often refer to very
different things.

Some researchers have therefore tried to underBi@#d through the development of
typologies of different forms of NQF in terms ofeth purposes, structures and
implementation strategies (for exampRaffe, 2003; Raffe, 2009c; Tuck, Hart, and
Keevy, 2004; Young, 2005; Allais, 2007&)s Allais, Raffe, and Young (2009) suggest,
the idea of a typology of NQFs is important conoafly as it enables researchers to
explore the links between a general model of NQ#csaire and development and the case
of their particular country. A typology is also portant because it can enable policy-
makers to move beyond what the American socioloGistWright Mills, described as
“personal troubles (“why is my country having so many difficulties implementing its
NQF?”) and see such problems as ‘public issued #ma common to all NQFs, and
therefore explicable even if not immediately solealf-or example, politicians often expect
policy-makers to introduce an NQF as an immedidtenge when all the international
experience suggests that the reform of qualificstioan only be done incrementally and
when many other policies are also in place.

Another way of understanding NQFs is through commgahow they have been
designed and implemented in different countriesn&bave unfolded slowly as part of an
overall reform processes, whereas others have ing®duced in order to rapidly change
existing systems. Some see educational institutemshe drivers and owners of the
framework, while others see the framework as a wéyreducing the influence of
educational institutions over qualifications. Soimeoduce new organizations and systems,
while others build on existing systems.

Given these complexities, this current study did start from a specific notion of
what a qualifications framework is. Instead, it adrfor a more empirical approach, which
began by identifying what different countries désemas the introduction of a qualifications
framework, and exploring what this means for thentoes, and how it is being carried out.

As reforms linked to education and training progmrees, qualifications frameworks
are intended to affect curriculum and pedagogy. ddstdnding NQFs (and hopefully,
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designing, developing, and implementing them) imgel understanding theoretical and
empirical research in these areas. Theories arate® political economy and economics
also have considerable bearing on qualificatiomsnéworks, as they are designed to
change the relationship between governments ancaédn and training systems, as well
as between education and training systems and Habatkets. A few of the conceptual

issues raised in the research literature are wagflybdiscussed at the end of this chapter.

3.2 What do governments intend to achieve through
NQFs?

From a study of policy documents it appears agJfB are seen as a solution to many
of the problems with education and training systetvased on similar diagnoses of
problems. Countries or regions are described asghbat a comparative disadvantage
because of their weak education and training systeand it seems to follow that a
qualifications framework will assist in overcomitlgese weaknesses (for example Leney,
2009, p. 63). Qualifications frameworks are seen apecific policy tool that will act as a
major instrument for the reform and expansion afcadional provision in ways that will
raise skills levels, improve labour market prodiitti and contribute to economic growth.

Policy documents and other documentation and refassociated with NQFs suggest
that they can achieve some or all of the followpadjcy objectives:

= Make national qualifications systems easier to tstdad and overview by showing how
different qualifications of a country relate to bather;

= Enable different types of qualifications to be camgul through a common language of
level,

= Avoid duplication and overlap of qualifications Whimaking sure all learning needs are
covered;

= Improve the transparency of qualifications and ifjgations systems through the
standardization of all qualifications and the usexglicit learning outcomes;

= Create parity of esteem for technical vocationalcation and training;
= Integrate education and training;
=  Shift education systems from ‘supply’ to ‘demandvdn;

= Increase the relevance (understood as alignmehttidtneeds of the labour market) and
flexibility of education and training programmes;

= |mprove labour mobility, including:

0 Improving regional integration of economies by reidg barriers to worker
mobility;

% For example, Bird (1998), Bjornavold and ColesQ@®)) Cedefop (2009a, 2009b), Coles (20086,
2007), Commonwealth of Learning and SAQA (2008)ndand Davies (2003), ILO (2004), Isaacs
(2001), Klapp (2003), Leney (2009), Lythe (2008)pdvie (2009), Nkomo (2001), OECD (2007),
SAQA (2000), Sellin (2007), World Bank (2002).
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o Improving the ability of workers from developingutries to find jobs
commensurate with their training and experienagtlier countries, thus
increasing remittances sent home;

o0 Improving the ability of workplaces in developedintries to quickly understand
the skills and abilities of migrant workers, thuemeasily reducing labour
shortages;

= Increase private sector involvement in educatiahteaining;

= Provide a reference for quality assurance, thufitering to improving quality and
accountability, and promoting public and profesaiaronfidence in the integrity and
relevance of national qualifications;

= Create systems to recognize skills acquired thrawnfginmal means;

= Create possibilities for credit accumulation arahsfer—allowing credit towards degrees
or certificates to be acquired over time, fromeliént institutions, and by the accreditation
of informal or experiential learning;

= Promote access to education and training, and atetiearners to enroll for further study,
by certification of existing skills, thereby raigieducation levels and strengthening
international competitiveness;

= Make it easier for learners to enter or re-enteication systems through more transparent
certification, and promote lifelong learning by piely people to understand clear
progression routes;

= Help learners make informed decisions on the legrprogrammes and associated
qualifications they want to pursue, by comparing lévels of different qualifications and
identifying clear progression routes to their cliosareer.

These policy objectives will, it is believed, cdhtite to achieving two significant
development goals:

= Social equity: education and training is a humghtribut many people have been
excluded from it, or not well served by currentteyss;

= Economic development: education and skills devekirare seen as major contributors
to solving economic problems or, at the leastoasething that governments have control
over which could improve their economies, throdghexample, attracting investment,
increasing the quality and quantity of jobs, impngwresilience to change in global
markets.

These two policy goals are seen as linked: people mave been disadvantaged by
current education systems are the ones seen asshneed of a reformed system which
will recognize the skills that they already havieeghem an incentive to learn, and provide
them with flexible opportunities to acquire the diof education that will equip them for
the labour market, as well as enabling them toiooatto learn, and continue to be
productive as labour markets change. Thus, it ipetlp social justice and improved
economic performance will both be achieved, pragitgtwill increase, and prosperity will
increase, creating a virtuous cycle. The key dgviorce behind the current research is a
desire to understand to what extent, and in whatliions, qualifications frameworks can
achieve any of these aims.

3.3 A brief overview of the development of NQFs
The origins of an outcomes-based approach to dualiins and curriculum has been
traced to occupational psychology in the Unitedestan the 1960s, where it was picked up

in attempts to measure teacher competence, baggalitical pressures as school education
came under public criticism (Young, 2009; Spreefp1). From there, the idea of
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specifying learning outcomes was introduced intoational education (Jessup, 1991) and
emerged explicitly in the 16+ Action Plan in 1984Scotland, which laid the basis for a
series of reforms that led to the launch of thett&toCredit and Qualifications framework
in 2001 (Raffe, 2003; Young, 2003). In the resttled United Kingdom in late 1987,
influenced by some of the ideas espoused in theAbsien Plan, the National Council for
Vocational Qualifications was created, to devel@pnew system of qualifications that
deliver the skills needed by industry” (Phillip99B, p. 64). Initially the NVQ framework
was envisaged as including all existing vocatianadlifications, but what emerged was a
new set of outcomes-based qualifications alongsdme existing qualifications and
replacing others.

These two developments—the 16+ Action Plan in @odtl and the NVQ framework
across the UK—different as they were, are genersdlgn as the origins of the NQF
phenomenon. Influenced by both of them in differemays, by the mid-1990s there were
frameworks established or in the process of begstghbtished in Australia, England, New
Zealand, Scotland, and South Africa.

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, frameworks extatd be established in other
countries. Much of this spread was in vocationalcation, often using the British NVQ
model as a basis. For example, when the first NatioTraining Agency for
Commonwealth Caribbean countries was establishedamaica, it used a five-level
framework based on NVQs. Barbados and Trinidad @adago followed suit. Both
developments were based on competency-based gatidifis developed through “industry
driven” processes (Holmes, 2003, p. 98). In somtnlAamerica countries, frameworks of
labour competencies were also developed, againeimfled by the British NVQs, and
competency-based training became a major featur@ooftional education in Latin
America (Vargas, 2005). In the late 1990s whateierred to as ‘the Bologna Process’
introduced the ideas of levels and outcomes todnighucation reform in Europe.

From about 2005, NQFs were developed in many ciagnitn the Asia-Pacific region,
particularly for vocational education. There hasergly been a dramatic increase in the
number of European countries developing qualifacei frameworks following the
adoption of the European Qualifications Framew&®IF) by the European Union in 2008;
according to Cedefop (2009b), all European Unionntdes are now signalling that they
will develop comprehensive NQFs.

Regional qualifications frameworks are also beirgsighed or implemented in
different places around the world, influenced by arfluencing the development of NQFs.
The European Qualifications Framework for Lifelohgarning was adopted by the
European Parliament and Council in 2008. It is @imaé post-secondary education and
training, and is described as a ‘translation imagnt.” This seems to mean that although it
is called a ‘qualifications framework’, it will ndte comprised of ‘qualificationger se
but will rather be the set of level descriptors ethiwill be used to agree on common
‘levels’ for qualifications across Europe. The fework has already been influential,
leading to most European countries adopting an NKQE.EQF has also been used beyond
Europe in the development of NQFs, and is seerh@adasis for regional frameworks
internationally.

The Caribbean Community (CARICOM) qualificationsarfrework has been
developed for vocational education in the Caribbeahis framework is specifically
focused on the adoption of competency-based educatid training, which was endorsed
by the Council for Human and Social Developmentviocational training in CARICOM
member States since 2002. Adoption of this modeluited accepting a five-level
framework of occupational standards already deesldp the region; accepting a process
of standards development; and accepting a spepificess of training delivery and
assessment for certification.
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The Southern African Development Community (SADQ@Yegrated Council of
Ministers approved the development of a Southemcah Qualifications Framework in
June 2005. The focus is on technical vocationatatiion and training as well as promoting
the development of qualifications frameworks iniundual countries. It is intended to
ensure effective comparability of qualificationsdaeredits across borders in the SADC
region, to facilitate mutual recognition of qualdtions among member States, to
harmonize qualifications wherever possible, andteracceptable regional standards where
appropriate.

Under the Association of Southeast Asian NationSEAN) Australia Development
Cooperation Program, the Enhancing Skills Recagmitystems in the ASEAN project
was designed to assist ASEAN countries to keepr thidlls recognition arrangements
under review in order to meet emerging industry amgloyment needs across the region.
A framework of occupational competencies at fowele of certificate has been developed,
at the semi-skiled worker, skilled worker, tradesgon/equivalent and
supervisor/equivalent levels. A regional qualifioas framework has been proposed. The
need for a qualifications framework is also beiransidered for nations within APEC
(APEC, 2009).

The Pacific Islands countries are developing aieahifregister, Pacific Regional
Qualifications Register, with the longer-term airh expanding it to a qualifications
framework. Parallel to this is the development of iaventory of technical vocational
education and training programmes. The developrokttis register of qualifications by
the South Pacific Board for Educational Assessnmast been strongly supported by the
following Pacific Islands countries: Cook Island=derated States of Micronesia, Fiji,
Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, BapNew Guinea, Samoa, Solomon
Islands, Tokelau, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu (LyR@€8, p. 56).

A transnational framework is being developed for abm(population-wise)
commonwealth countriéslt is defined as a ‘translation instrument’, andlimles higher
education and post-secondary technical and vo@timumalifications. Various members of
the regional qualifications frameworks listed aboweuld also be members of this
framework.

Many of these frameworks were predated by convestir declarations developed
through UNESCO (for example, the Lisbon conventiod Bologna Process in Europe, the
Arusha declaration in Africa), which aimed to ermsuthat countries recognized
qualifications and part qualifications within diféat regions.

Table 1 provides a brief overview of the developmehNQFs, starting with the
reforms in Scotland that led to the Scottish Cradd Qualifications Framework (SCQF).
The information presented in the table is drawmfir@search and policy documents listed
in the references, as well as consultation witlicgallevelopers and consultants; specific
sources are not provided in the interest of maktegable easy to read.

4 This includes Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados,ZBelBotswana, Cyprus, Dominica, Grenada,

Guyana, Jamaica, Lesotho, Maldives, Malta, MawgjtiNlamibia, Papua New Guinea, Samoa,
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, St. Kitts and NevisL8tia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Swaziland,
The Bahamas, The Comoros (non-Commonwealth), Th@b@a Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tuvalu and Vanuatu.
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Table 1: A timeline of qualifications frameworks

1983

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1993

1994

1995

1999

2000

2001

The Scottish Action Plan (16-18s in Scotland: An Action Plan) introduced outcomes-based,
portable, ‘institutionally versatile’, modules for vocational education.

Establishment of Scotvec.

Review of Vocational Qualifications established in the UK which recommended the
competence-based NVQ framework.

Review in New Zealand suggests ‘achievement-based’ awards for school system.

Australia Reconstructed report: emphasis on the notion of skills and the role of education in
making Australia more productive and competitive internationally, exposing providers to
competition, establishing recognition system.

National Council for Vocational Qualifications established in the UK.
First NVQs awarded in the UK.
Scotvec extended modularization to Higher National Certificates and Diplomas.

New Zealand Qualifications Framework created, with aim of being fully operational by 1997,
and phasing out all existing qualifications. First officially titled National Qualifications
Framework.

SCOTCAT (Scottish Credit Accumulation and Transfer scheme) launched for all higher
education in Scotland.

Publication of Gilbert Jessup’s Outcomes. NVQs and the Emerging Model of Education and
Training.

Malaysian National Skills Qualifications Framework (occupational qualifications only).
National Council for Standardization and Certification established in Mexico.

Australian Qualifications Framework established.

South African Qualifications Authority Act passed, aiming to phase out all existing
qualifications by 2002.

Competence framework initiated in Chile.

Higher Still introduced in Scotland: ‘unified system’ of academic and vocational awards for
the 16-18 age group.

Ireland passes Qualifications Act.

A White Paper in New Zealand signals major changes to the framework.

Bologna Declaration signed, through which 29 (now over 40) European countries agreed to
start aligning their higher education systems.

Singapore National Skills Recognition System.

Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework officially introduced.

Mauritius Qualifications Authority Act passed.

Maldives National Qualifications Framework established.

New Zealand Register of Quality Assured Qualifications created, incorporating the NZQF.
Review of South African NQF commissioned.

Brazil competence-based training system initiated.
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2002 | Qualifications framework established in France.

Chile starts competence-based training activities through a national project named Chile
Qualifies.

2002-2006 | Frameworks under development in Fiji, Samoa, Singapore, Vanuatu, Hong Kong SAR,
Maldives, Tonga.

2003 | Frameworks established in the Philippines and Ireland.

East European and ex-Soviet States join Bologna Process.
Belgium initiated Flemish Qualifications Framework development.
Germany initiated Qualifications Framework development.

First journal of research articles on NQFs (special edition of the Journal of Education and
Work).

2004 | Latvia start Qualifications Framework development.

2005 | Vanuatu qualifications framework adopted.
Work started on Qualifications Framework in Finland, Malta, Norway, The Netherlands.
Consultation started on European Qualifications Framework.

2006 | Work on Papua New Guinea National TVET Qualifications Framework, Albania
Qualifications Framework, Czech Republic, Montenegro, Romania, Poland started.

First two frameworks (Scotland and Ireland) self-certified against the Bologna framework.

2007 | Malaysian Qualifications Framework adopted.

Expansion of Maldives Qualifications Framework to incorporate technical and vocational
qualifications.

Frameworks being developed in Andorra, Armenia, Belgium (French), Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, Georgia, Iceland, India, Lithuania, Pakistan, Sweden, Switzerland.

OECD report on gualifications systems published.
Colombia initiates competence-based training.

2008 | The European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning agreed.

Levels established in Viet Nam for vocational qualifications, effectively establishing a
framework.

Albania Qualifications Framework adopted.

New Qualifications Framework developed in Denmark.

Frameworks being designed in Austria, Bangladesh, Bulgaria, Italy, Lichtenstein, Turkey.
Cyprus and Ukraine decided to develop an NQF.

South African NQF substantially changed through new legislation.

2009 | Following two years of tests and trials by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, the
new Qualifications and Credit Framework was approved for England, Northern Ireland, and
Wales.
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Table 2 provides a picture of which countries anlved in developing NQFs, and
their stages of development. Countries are locaiedegion according to the stage of
development of their framework. The intention hisréo give a very ‘broad brush stroke’
picture of ‘the state of the art’. As NQFs are ¢anly under development, some countries
may have already changed since this was writtenit imihoped that the table below gives
some indication of international development of NQF

The stages of development in the table below, ditgrto which countries are
categorized, are defined in very broad terms. Aitbet examination of any one particular
country would probably lead to debate about the¢ bkessification, as well as about the
categories themselves. However, the table, whitiaicdy open to contestation, provides a
preliminary indication of which countries are invetl in the development of NQFs or
related policies.

Five stages or types are distinguished, merelyHerpurpose of this overview table.
These relate roughly to the categories suggestdoeljy(2009). However, the table below
refers to ‘established” NQFs as opposed to ‘impleed, as in some countries
implementation is rather incomplete, but nonetl®elesy NQF has been officially
established. The fifth category accommodates cmsnin Latin America, as the experience
of competence frameworks has bearing on NQFs. @tegory 3 includes Deij's (ibid)
‘conceptualization stage’, and ‘design stage’. Types or stages are as follows:

Established. The NQF has been made official through formallg@amced policies or
legislation. Structures exist or have been setdnepto fulfil the various roles associated
with the NQF. There are qualifications on the framek.

Developing and implementing The country is in the process of developing podind
structures through which the NQF will be implemeinte

Planning and/or designing The country is exploring what the NQF should Idikk, how
it should work, and what the roles of various rplayers and stakeholders should be.

Considering. The country is considering implementing an NQF.

Competence framework or competency-based trainingystem The country has
established or is establishing competency-basedrtgain different levels and covering
various qualifications. This includes the developtrf mechanisms to identify
competencies and standardize them as well as requgprior learning. This usually
occurs in a competence framework with differenelevand areas, and does not
necessarily imply a move towards a full NQF.

In order to provide an overview at a glance, saurct information here are not
provided. They include many of the texts in thesrefce list, but information was also
obtained from consultants and experts. The infaomas highly provisional, and the table
is meant only to provide some indication of trends.
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Table 2: A tentative overview of NQFs

internationally

1. Established | 2. Developing | 3. Planning 4. Considering | 5. Competence
and and/or framework
implementing | designing

Sub- Botswana, Lesotho, Angola, Ethiopia, DRC, Ghana,
saharan Mauritius, Seychelles Kenya, Nigeria, Madagascar,
Africa Namibia, Rwanda, Zambia Malawi, _
South Africa Mozamblque,
Swaziland,
Tanzania,
Uganda,
Zimbabwe
Americas OECS Barbados, Antigua and Brazil, Costa Rica,
& the Canada, Barbuda, Chile, Dominican
Caribbean Honduras, Colombia, Republic, El
Jamaica, Trinidad | Grenada, Guyana Salvador,
and Tobago Guatemala, Mexico
Nicaragua, Panama
Asia Australia, Hong China, Fiji, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, Indonesia
(South & Kong SAR, Maldives, Pacific India, Bhutan, Brunei,
East) & Malaysia, New Islands, Papua Pakistan Cambodia, China,
7, Zealand, New Guinea, Japan, Laos,
Pacific Philippines, Thailand, Tonga, Macau, Mongolia,

Samoa, Viet Nam Nepal (has

Singapore, Sri NVQs), Republic

Lanka, Vanuatu of Korea

Europe & England, Albania, Belgium Andorra, Armenia, | Azerbaijan,
central France, Ireland, Flanders, Bosnia, Austria, Belgium Bulgaria,
Asia Malta, Northern Czech Republic, French, Croatia, Kazakhstan,

Ireland, Estonia, Georgia, | Cyprus, Denmark, | Kyrgyzstan,

Romania, Kosovo, Lithuania, | Germany, Greece, | Latvia,

Scotland, Wales | Montenegro, Hungary, Iceland, | Luxembourg,

Portugal, Italy, Norway, Macedonia,
Slovenia, Turkey Poland, Russian Switzerland,
Federation, Ukraine,
Serbia, Slovak Uzbekistan
Republic, Spain
Middle Tunisia Algeria, Egypt, Iraq
East & Jordan, Morocco,
North United Arab
Emirates
Africa

3.4 Some issues raised in the literature

It is difficult to conceive a large-scale natioealucation and training system that does
not have qualifications. Historically, a qualifizat, such as a degree, diploma, or
certificate, has been seen as a token or eviddnsestained study for a designated period
in a designated area. But over the course of tkatiath century, qualifications have taken
on increasing significance, leading to the inteast&vity now seen around the world in the
development of qualifications frameworks. Duringe titwentieth century, access to
livelihoods has increasingly been shaped by act®dermal education and training, as
signified by educational qualifications (Little, @D). In the latter half of the century, this
became more emphasized, as more and more peoptedsta obtain qualifications.
Increasingly, more qualifications are on offer amoke money is spent by public authorities
on administering qualification systems, and by vidlials in gaining qualifications (ibid).
Simply in terms of scale, as more people take wgifigations, it becomes more important
for them to be understandable, and have relatipashith each other.
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In countries or sectors of economies where thegesarpluses of qualified workers,
qualifications become used as screening devicdgerrthan as indicators of the attainment
of skills necessary for the job in question (SheltP96). This has led to what Dore (1976)
described as the ‘diploma disease’ (his concernpsiasarily with the negative effects that
this trend had on the nature of education). In@@asternational trade in education and
training has also contributed to a growing focusgaalifications (Holmes, 2003). Related
to this is the extent to which, in certain professi and trades and at certain levels, labour
markets for key occupations have started to funatimre globally. At the same time, as
Johnson and Wolf (2009b) point out, while tradegoods and services has globalized,
international movement by individuals is in keypests more restrained than it was in the
nineteenth century, and qualifications often pdirthe regulatory frameworks controlling
such movements.

Policy borrowing is a key feature of the literatae qualifications frameworks. This
is not unusual: countries seeking to introduce dncational reform often quote each
other’s policy documents as a way of attemptingestablish the credibility of the idea
(Levin, 1998). Fragile states seem to adopt moafe¢siucation from more dominant states
to send signals that they are committed to whaiesied as progress and modernization
(Chisholm, 2005). Spreen (2001) argues that redecades have seen an increase in policy
borrowing and sharing, and local policy makers exgernal interest and the availability of
external support to elevate the priority of thetipatar objectives or programmes in which
they are most interested. This means that theenfle of external agencies has been
substantially greater than the direct value ofrtielatively small contribution to overall
education and training spending (ibid, p. 54). Relao this is the work of international
consultants and technical experts. As Edward Franghes:

Perhaps the most supportive aspect of the intematiNQF movement is the collegial
community of insiders and engaged practitionerseréhis a small international network of
experts who know the theory very well and haveigigdted in the short but intensive history
of implementation of NQFs, however varied this bagn. In as much as it is possible in a
world so full of higher-order abstractions, they eak the same language
(French, 2009, p. 58)

Edwards, Nicoll, Solomon, and Usher (2004) point that the construction of
education policy internationally is dominated byesal common themes: the need for
change is cast largely in economic terms, as theamgement of human resources;
education and training systems are increasinglgrdesi as failing; changes in education
and training are being required without a significancrease in resourcing from
governments; educational reform is promoted throalganges in forms of governance;
education and training organizations are beingireduo work in more commercial and
market-like ways; and there is an increased emphasi standards, accountability and
testing. Qualifications frameworks seem to playew fole in this approach to reform.

As governments have looked for closer links betwd#en economy and education,
qualifications have taken on a new significancewép 2000). Most research which
considers NQFs from the point of view of politieonomy argues that they are linked to
neo-liberal public sector reform (Strathdee, 208@eelahan, 2009; Allais, 2007a, 2007c;
Young, 2005, 2003; Spreen, 2001; Phillips, 1998)ung (2003, p. 232) suggests that
qualifications frameworks represent an “almost gay@ case of government intervention
in a neo-liberal economy”, as they are attempts botgain greater central control and to
give greater choice to individuals. In referencéhi® National Vocational Qualifications in
the UK, he points out that the increased emphasigualifications by British governments
since the mid-1980s was closely linked to marké&tmapolicies forcing education and
training providers to compete for students (andrefoee funds). In other words,
qualifications offer an ideal instrument for a gowaent in this kind of context as they
appear to serve a dual purpose of providing ingestto individual learners and making
institutions more accountable. Similarly Tuinamug®@03) drawing on the arguments of
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Ball (1998), suggests that qualifications framevgotkn be seen as part of a new approach
to management, which emphasizes efficiency andctefémess, using techniques
appropriated from the business sector. She ardnat¢ghis new approach to management
operates in support of a neo-liberal economic syste education policy is increasingly
shaped by economic objectives and business pesriti

In the past, the professional judgement of teacaedslecturers was seen as the basis
of standards and the guarantor of progression. Withe and more individuals obtaining
higher levels of qualifications, particularly inchier countries, there has been increasing
emphasis on developing more explicit criteria, amae transparent ideas of what actual
competences qualifying learners have.

Although Coles (2007, p. 7) suggests that quatifices frameworks involve “defining
levels through descriptors that are sometimes ewritin the basis of learning inputs and
sometimes written on the basis of learning outcdnthe main focus in most literature on
qualifications frameworks is on learning outcom€sles (ibid, p. 22) argues that the
intention is “to chart a course from a system wgthrricula, assessment methods and
qualifications that are based on inputs of conteefcher-time and norm-referenced
assessments to a criterion-referenced system lmasedjreed learning outcomes”. Coles
(ibid, p. 3) suggests that NQFs are intended toermlalifications more “user-oriented”,
which, he argues, means weakening the control otatn and training providers over
qualifications.

The ‘shift to outcomes’ (Cedefop, 2008) is widelfyl&rgely uncritically) supported
internationally, and represents a real change i tpoalifications are thought about. This
may relate to the fact that many qualificationsrieavorks are only for technical vocational
education and training and competency-based appesdwave long been prevalent in many
countries in technical vocational education anthing (Comyn, 2009)’. However, many
qualifications frameworks including higher educatere also based on learning outcomes,
and Cedefop (ibid) suggest that the learning ouesapproach is starting to take hold in
higher education as well as in school systems.

Traditionally ‘qualifying’ denotes a process of lieilmg as well as the completion of a
formal, institutionalized assessment procedurel¢Ful999). The ‘shift to outcomes’ is an
attempt to create qualifications which are not didko specific learning programmes or
institutions. Specifications for the award of gfieditions are developed, which include
statements of the outcomes which must be achiemedrder for an individual to be
awarded the qualification. Such qualificationssihoped, can then be awarded to anyone
who can demonstrate the appropriate competenclesther or not they have attended an
educational institution. If this shift is implemed it has important implications for ideas
about knowledge and skills in education and trgnas well as ideas about managing and
delivering education and training. It is generalyreed, for example, by both supporters
and critics of NQFs that they shift power away freducational institutions and towards
other stakeholders, particularly employers. ltisoaenerally agreed that the radical nature
of this shift is not always clear to those invol&edefop, 2008; Allais and Young, 2009;
Chakroun, 2010). What it agreed is what the effects of this are likely ¢ @nd whether
it is likely to have positive or negative results.

Advocates suggest that a learning outcomes appzatincrease access to education
by making entrance requirements more fair and pamet, and because individuals can be
awarded certificates based on what they alreadykidessup, 1991). Learning outcomes
are also seen as linked to what are described téex Ipedagogical approaches (Cedefop,
2008). Researchers who support this move arguegthadifications frameworks represent
‘new notions of knowledge’, and a ‘new hierarchy’which “education providers are no
longer the leaders and standards-setters, andntdioteinputs) is no longer the starting
point” (Commonwealth of Learning and SAQA, 200844). This is captured in a process
known as ‘designing down’, illustrated in the figuselow (ibid):
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Figure 1: Designing Down
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Figure 1 indicates an approach similar to that afpetency-based training, but
extended beyond vocational and/or workplace-bassding to other areas of education
and training systems. In this diagram, and in tbdybof the report which contains it,
qualifications frameworks are seen as shifting povexer qualifications towards
employers, and away from educational providers.

However, there is considerable criticism of thiprmach. Researchers have shown
that when the attempt is made to achieve precisitime specification of learning outcomes
(or competences), as in the case of National Vowcali Qualifications in England,
definitions of outcomes become narrow and ultinyatdlial. Guthrie (2009, p. 25), in a
largely sympathetic review of competency-basedhiingiin Australia suggests that:

... the assumption that human capabilities can bguinecally described and accurately
communicated by means of language is unfoundedatSwmest, written competency standards
are rough and ready, though useful, guides, andheald be wary of assuming that actual
realities of what competence is are reflected enwlords used to describe them. Therefore it is
not the words that are important but what thegan and the extent to which what they mean is
widely understood

Wolf (1995) provides detailed empirical evidencel dineoretical arguments to show
that the specification of outcomes and assessméatia, as well as assessment on the
basis of assessment criteria, were unsustainablahén English NVQs. She also
demonstrates (Wolf, 2002) how the qualificationsated through the NVQ framework
were seen as undesirable not only by parents amagypeople, but also by employers, the
very constituency they were primarily aimed at.afdl (2007b, 2007c) explores the same
problems in the South African NQF. She arguesadb#&tomes-based education undermines
the need for specific expertise in the selectiod aaquencing of knowledge and skills
which are essential to curriculum design, and thaihe absence of strong professional
associations and strong educational institutiondeads to very varied standards. Other
researchers have argued that NQFs designed aogdodan outcomes-led or competency-
based approach are built on flawed epistemolodmahdations, and that although they
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seem appealing, in practice they are based on desstandings about the nature of
knowledge and skill3.

Wiliam (1996, p. 304, cited in Weeden, Winter andd&ifoot, 2002, p. 32) argues
that ‘standards’ are socially constructed, ratheantsomething precisely measurable:

Examination results are social facts. Like bankeadhey depend for their value on the
status that is accorded to them within a socialesygsAs foreign currency markets have found
out to their cost, it is not possible to create pambility by fiat. Similarly, all attempts to
define ‘equivalence’ independently of the socidtisg in which they are created have failed,
and indeed are bound to fail. Two qualifications aomparable only to the extent that there
are people who are prepared to believe that threeg@mparable, and trust awarding institutions
or bodies equally.

Fuller (1999, pp. 14-15) suggests that:

....... qualifications gain their worth from the institnal and symbolic meanings they
convey between social groups including qualificatie@cipients, parents, friends, and other
users such as employers, educational instituticensg occupational and professional
associations. These meanings are historically amwiblly constructed through the use of
qualifications in everyday life and through thedter in helping to pattern social relations and
social reproduction. It follows that perceptiorfstiee value of particular qualifications may
alter over time as their meanings are negotiatetisputed.

In other words, the value of qualifications relieicially on the trust placed in
providers and awarding institutions—trust that udltbup over time, and cannot simply be
established through regulation or decree. Allaid avioung (2009) suggest that
qualifications are proxies for what people ‘knowdaran do’ and therefore are better seen
as mediators of different parts of the educatiosteay and between education and
employment than as drivers of educational reforraweler, there is a serious problem
where there is little trust in providing and awaglinstitutions, as may be the case in many
countries, and because providing institutions ia oountry or region may not be known in
another country or region.

As already discussed, researchers have also poouedhat while qualifications
frameworks are generally described in terms ofniear outcomes, the term ‘learning
outcomes’ is interpreted in widely different andr&times incompatible ways (Bohlinger,
2007; Brockman, Clarke and Winch, 2008; Cedefop82Coles, 2007).

In his comprehensive overview of qualificationsnfivorks internationally up to
2005, Young (2005) argues that all countries impgletimg frameworks have faced
problems, and points out that qualifications fraroeks have been the subject of a number
of reviews, evaluations and critiques. Allais, Rafand Young (2009) argue that
qualifications are not separate factors alterabtkependently of the other ways in which
education and training systems and economies akedi It is perhaps not surprising
therefore that introducing NQFs has had uninter(ded often unwelcome) consequences
as well as leading to some of the changes that weemded. They suggest that key
unanswered questions include: What is involvedhianging a qualification system which
is closely linked to institution-based teaching &eaning programmes to a qualification

® For example, Allais (2003, 2007a, 2007b), Allaisak (2007), Donnelly (2005), Ensor (2003),
Gamble (2002, 2004a, 2004b, 2005), Hall and Wooshdd999), Morrow (2001), Muller (1996,

1998, 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2004), Shalem, Allaid, Steinberg (2004), Taylor (1993, 2000, 2002),
Wolf (1993, 1995); Young (2001, 2003, 2005, 20@GQ7b, 2008).
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framework which typically expresses qualificatidngerms of learning outcomes that are
not tied to any specific learning processes or faognes? Can qualifications frameworks

drive reform? Can learning outcomes or competetatgments ensure that education and
training systems meet the requirements of the engAd/Vhat is at stake in introducing an

outcomes-based or competency-based qualificatransefvork? What might the losses and
gains be? Can qualifications frameworks supporhgésa in economies and education and
training systems, and improve the linkages betvtieertwo?

The current research contributes to answering thasstions. It attempts to provide

empirical evidence about how qualifications framekgohave been designed, developed,
implemented, and used, as well as how succesgylate.
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Chapter 4. Summary of the case studies

These short summaries provide very brief inforrmation the development of
qualifications frameworks in each of the countriesthe study. The summaries do not
provide analysis or discussion, and, of necesditynot offer a comprehensive account of
developments in each country. They are intenddgelp the reader of this report to have a
sense of how qualifications frameworks have deveap each of the countries, in order to
better understand the discussion and analysis whblldws in the remainder of the report,
where more details about various aspects of thedwarks are provided. The full case
studies are available aww.ilo.org/skills (Australia, Bangladesh, Botswana, Chile, the
English NVQs, Lithuania, Malaysia, Mauritius, MegjicNew Zealand, Scotland, South
Africa, and Sri Lanka) and at www.etf.europa.eug8ta, Tunisia, Turkey). The five case
studies on the first qualifications frameworks algo available in an ILO Working Paper
(Allais, Raffe, Strathdee, Wheelahan, and Young, 2009).

The summaries are presented in roughly chronolbgrcker in terms of the period of
implementation of the respective frameworks. Bigehtextual information is provided
about each country, to highlight the very dramdiféerences in the countries which are
implementing NQFs. This includes GNI PPP (grossonat income calculated according
to purchasing power parity) per capitdnited Nations measured Gini coefficientahich
provide a measure of income inequality, with O espnting perfect equality, and 100
absolute inequality); and each country’s rankingtunlist of 182 countries on the Human
Development Index (HDI) of the United Nations Demhent Programme Additional
specific contextual information is provided in somases. Other than those mentioned
directly above, the sources for all informatioreditin the summaries are the country case
studies. Where analysis is provided, or assertinade, these are derived from the case
studies, which can be read in full on the website.

The NVQs in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland

The United Kingdom is a unitary state consistingoofr countries: England, Northern
Ireland, Scotland, and Wales. An island countrggitupies roughly 244,820Kmand has a
population of over 61 million. It is one of the b&st economies in the world, with GNI
PPP per capita of USD 36,130, and a Gini coefftoidr86. It is ranked 21 on the HDI. Its
history as a colonial power as well as its econ@uress has meant that its education and
training system has influenced many other counini¢ke world.

The United Kingdom has generated several qualifinat frameworks; this study
focuses only on the National Vocational Qualifioas (NVQs), despite the fact that they
did not constitute an NQIper se because of their enormous influence on subsequent
frameworks in other countries. The NVQs were lagdcim England, Wales, and Northern

6 http://siteresources.worldbank.org/DATASTATISTIC®&Rurces/GNIPC.pdf accessed 35
November 2009.

" Except for Mauritius, for which the United Stat@entral Intelligence Agency rating is used, and
Scotland which does not have a separate rating fhatof the United Kingdom.

® This is based on a wide range of indicators whih be found at www.hdr.undp.org, accesséli 30
October 2009.
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Scotland

Ireland? but not in Scotland, in 1987, as a framework &ionalizing was what described
as a ‘jungle’ of existing vocational qualificatioriEhe NVQs were not intended to be the
basis for a comprehensive NQF for all qualificatipbut successive governments were
committed to using them to replace all othexcational qualifications, especially those
which involved government funding.

The NVQs originated in a 1981 New Training Inita&ti which claimed to introduce
‘standards of a new kind’, and a Review of Vocatio@ualifications which reported in
1986. The Review was partly a response to thetfatt government wanted a basis for
accrediting the learning of young people who hatigpated in a recently launched Youth
Training Scheme. Related to this was an awarerfabg dimitations of the existing system
of vocational qualifications which had developecaaime when many jobs required few
skills and little knowledge. Many occupational sest had little training available or
qualifications which could be obtained, few exigtogualifications had any links with each
other, and many vocational qualifications were aatilable at lower levels. Also, the
government of the time felt that education anchtrej providers had too much power, and
that they ‘monopolized’ provision, and that tradeioms had too much power in the
apprenticeship system. Introducing qualificationst finked to specific institutions or
awarding bodies, through specifying competenciesubcomes to be acquired, was seen to
provide government with a mechanism to tackle tipeseeived problems.

NVQs replaced the previous ‘occupational specitiizd approaches to designing
qualifications with a generic method knownfasctional analysiswhich was applied to all
occupations and sectors. Originating in occupatipsgichology in the USA in the 1960s
and the earlier ideas of scientific managementctfanal analysis attempted to develop
statements of competent workplace performance feats of individual ‘elements of
competence’ and their associated ‘performancer@itelhese ‘elements of competence’
(they later became known as ‘occupational stanfavdsre then grouped together into
‘units of competence’. Each NVQ was made up of anlmer of related ‘units of
competence’.

The NVQs were the first national attempt to baseational qualifications on the idea
of competences or outcomes that were independenpofs. They remain, over 20 years
later, the most widely known, widely copied and tnbsavily criticized model for a
vocational qualifications framework in the worldh&@ NVQs are still used in the United
Kingdom, although the original NVQ model has bebarged many times, and they are
being replaced by the Qualifications and Curricultramework that is currently being
introduced. Approximately 12 per cent of the workfoin the United Kingdom now have a
National Vocational Qualification. However, it isfftult to estimate the proportion of
NVQs that are obtained via government funded schemféch make them a requirement.
Successive attempts have been made to reform NW@ssponse both to the criticisms of
researchers and the complaints of employers.

Scotland is a small country which occupies 78,772&frthe north of the island of
Great Britain. It has a population of just over Blion, with a per capita income of USD
39,680.

° For ease of reading, the remainder of the repdttrefer only to the NVQs in England, or the
English NVQs, without the addition of Northern lat and Wales.
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The Scottish Credit and Qualifications FrameworE(%) was formally launched in
2001 as a comprehensive framework of 12 levelssisting of three sub-frameworks for
different sectors of the education and trainingtesys The idea of a comprehensive
framework emerged in the mid-1990s; the SCQF casela as the culmination of a series
of preceding reforms starting in 1984. When the $@@s launched in 2001 much of its
architecture was already in place or at an advarstade of implementation: most
mainstream Scottish qualifications were outcomesetaalbeit with varying and typically
loose interpretations of outcomes. Most were usitizost were placed on a framework of
levels, with mainly minor differences across typdsqualifications in the boundaries
between levels and the ways they were defined. Mese based on a concept of credit,
again with relatively minor variations in definiie and metrics. There were well-
established quality assurance systems.

The SCQF is intended to accommodate all qualibcestiand assessed learning in
Scotland. It aims to support access to learningraakie the education and training system
more transparent, and to become the ‘national kagguof learning in Scotland. It is a
voluntary framework, led by a partnership whichiadly comprised two higher education
bodies, the Scottish Qualifications Authority (SQ@he main awarding body for school
and college qualifications), and the Scottish Gorent, and later included the colleges
(multi-purpose institutions which, along with thaiversities, are responsible for most
public, institution-based, vocational and genemdtgschool education). Qualifications in
the framework must be credit-rated, which meansdhah unit must be described in terms
of a volume of learning (credit) at a given levétlee framework. This in turn requires that
units and qualifications are expressed in termgafning outcomes, but the framework
does not impose a narrow concept of outcome or etanpe. The SCQF has a ‘loose’
design, although it embraces sub-frameworks which more tightly specified. The
framework was intended neither to establish newlifipations nor to overhaul existing
ones.

It is at an advanced stage of implementation,adtlas measured by the proportion of
learning that it covers. The SCQF has linked thiestand college qualifications awarded
by the SQA and university degrees, the sub-framesvowned by its main partners, but it
has been slow to accommodate other qualificatians, evidence oflirect impact on
objectives such as increased access and trandfenitesd. However, it isassociated with
positive developments in access, progression, eamfer; it has contributed to a more
transparent, flexible system; and, above all, & hetained the support of all sectors of
education and training. These achievements havielexhéhe SCQF to assume an almost
moral authority among NQFs and to become a sodr@ssons to others.

New Zealand

New Zealand is a small country (268,686knn the South Pacific Ocean. Its
population is slightly over 4 million (the third sitfest in the OECD) and it has the fourth
smallest economy of the 30 OECD countries. It ikea 20 on the HDI, with GNI PPP per
capita of USD 25,090 and a Gini coefficient of 38tds a small, isolated country with a
low population density. It is heavily dependent itsreconomic progress on exports, still
largely agricultural.

Although currently unemployment is very low, in thege 1970s and early 1980s,
unemployment was relatively high, reaching 17 &t dor young people aged between 15
and 19 years. The economic problems of this pesiede an important part of the context
leading to the implementation of the New ZealandAN@ the 1980s and 1990s in New
Zealand there was significant economic restructuend moves towards a less regulated
economy. These moves were designed to improveiefig and promote enterprise
through public sector finance management aimedredter provider accountability and
higher levels of user fees. The NQF was locatech dsey part of these reforms. It
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Australia

represented an attempt to use outcomes-basedicpit#difis to introduce more efficiency
and greater marketization into the provision ofaadion and training at all levels and in all
learning areas.

The New Zealand Qualifications Framework was laedcim 1991, following a series
of educational reviews and reports that date wattkbinto the 1970s. It was the first
attempt to introduce a unified comprehensiaional qualifications framework of 8
levels. The idea was that all forms of educatiod taining would adopt a common system
of measuring and recording learning, based on ‘wténdards’, which were part
qualifications which contained learning outcomesl ather specifications, and against
which awards could be made. However, this origigibn did not come to fruition, due to,
amongst other reasons, resistance from universitieb other groups, especially those
involved in upper secondary education.

In some areas of vocational education, progreskeyeloping unit standards and new
qualifications was made, and in some areas the M@®w-based qualifications took hold;
however, in many others they struggled to win tearts and minds of users. The New
Zealand Qualifications Authority could not convinti®e universities to adopt the unit
standard model and the then government would mogfithem to. In 1994 the New Zealand
Vice-Chancellors’ Committee withdrew the universggctor from the NQF altogether.
Concerns about its implementation in schools led $eries of changes. By the mid-1990s,
a stalemate had developed between various agene@sged in the implementation of the
NQF, and progress implementing the NQF was limited.1999 a new government
confronted the problem by broadening the framew®his led to the creation of a ‘register
of quality assured qualifications’, which includée unit standard-based qualifications as
well as more ‘traditional’ qualifications. The Retgr, launched in 2001, now provides the
structure that brings together all approved qualtfons available in New Zealand. All
qualifications must be described in terms of counfjectives and learning profiles.
Institutions do not have to adopt assessment againsomes or unit standards in the way
these were first envisioned and the New Zealandlifigaéions Authority delegates the
responsibilities for accrediting programmes to efiéint agencies such as the New Zealand
Vice-Chancellors’ Committee. Recent governmentsehalgo adopted a policy approach
that has a greater emphasis on investing in edunatinstitutions, and do not control
funding rigidly by learner enroliments, althougleté are clear attempts to steer provision
in specific directions of perceived national intre

Australia is a vast dry island-continent, 7,6171080in size, with a population of
almost 22 million, mostly concentrated in largeéesiton the coasts. It is a land of immigrants,
with about one quarter of all Australians born eeais. Australia has a strong economy, with
GNI PPP per capita of USD 34,040, and is rankedrgkon the HDI, with a Gini coefficient
of 35.2.

The Australian Qualifications Framework was introgld in 1995 and implementation
was phased-in over five years. Austrdlas a comprehensive framework comprised of three
sub-frameworks: one for secondary schooling, omevézational education and training,
and one for higher education. This encompassepaat-compulsory qualifications in
Australia which includes senior high school certifes, vocational education and training
qualifications and higher education qualificatiombe framework consists of qualification
types Actual qualifications linked to specific institoims are then listed in sector-specific
registers. The Australian Qualifications Framewisrkften portrayed as a relatively ‘weak’
or ‘loose’ qualifications framework because it doet have regulatory functions over the
three sectors, nor many of the features of otheF$yQ@uch as a taxonomy of learning
outcomes, explicit levels, and a measure of volaretime) of learning. The Australian
Qualifications Framework does not play a direct inlaccrediting qualifications or in quality
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assurance, and accreditation and quality assunamooesses are different for each sector.
State government accreditation bodies are resperfsibthe senior school certificates, and
a National Quality Council for vocational educati@md training is responsible for
endorsing national training packages that are deeel by industry skills councils.
Universities are self-accrediting, while non-unsigy providers must be registered by their
state government and each qualification they offest be accredited separately. However,
there is currently a policy trajectory towards oaél accreditation and quality assurance
arrangements for all sectors.

While there is one single qualifications framewdtere is a strong division between
the different sectors of the framework. Vocatioaedilication and training qualifications are
based on competency-based training, with spedifiest of required competences or
outcomes in ‘training packages’, while higher edioraqualifications and senior school
certificates are based on syllabus or input modete decision to develop a national
system for all vocational education qualificatiomas a key driver shaping the Australian
Qualifications Framework. There is no similar obige within the existing Australian
Qualifications Framework for higher education onise secondary qualifications in the
different states. The vocational education anchitngi sub-framework has much greater
regulatory functions than the rest of the framewdYken the national vocational education
and training system was established in the 199@sinbess and unions helped shape the
structure and governance of the system, and theenaf qualifications as competency-
based. Thus, industry interests shaped the stmuabfirthe Australian Qualifications
Framework as far as it applies to vocational edoeaind training. Besides creating an
‘industry-led’ training system, an important drigirrationale of reform of vocational
education and training has been to create an opampetitive training market. The
‘training packages’, which are similar to the EsgINVQs, were a key component of this:
they were introduced to function as a regulatormaaism against which all providers,
public and private, should operate.

Despite the apparent indifference of most univiessito the Australian Qualifications
Framework, the universities’ peak body has beednential in shaping the structure of the
NQF and in maintaining the sectoral differentiatibatween vocational education and
training and higher education by ensuring thatgitalifications are clearly differentiated
from vocational education and training qualificason the framework.

The Australian Qualifications Framework Councikisrrently undertaking the final
stages of consultation to shift from a relativelgalk qualifications framework to a stronger
one, including ten levels with a level descriptor £ach. This will introduce far more
prescription, and is based on an attempt to briegtgr national coherence across the three
sectors, and to facilitate student transfers, pagiswand credit transfer between education
sectors. The Australian Qualifications Frameworkfeited success in achieving these
objectives is one of the problems the current psafsoare trying to solve.

South Africa

Situated at the southern tip of Africa, South Adrioccupies 1,219,912Kmwith a
population of over 47 million people. The notoricaygartheid system created one of the
most unequal and racially segregated societielseimbrid. Although by UN classification
a middle-income country with GNI PPP per capitad8D 9,780, good resources, well-
developed infrastructure, and strong financialalegommunications, energy, and transport
sectors, South Africa is only 129 on the HDI, awd la very high Gini coefficient of 57.8.
Deeply-entrenched poverty among the majority of gbpulation coexist with high levels
of economic wealth and academic achievements araangority. Forty-five per cent of
South Africans live below the nationally determirgxberty line, and unemployment levels
are extremely high (between 25 and 45 per cent).
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Mexico

The NQF in South Africa was introduced in 1995 asambitious attempt to address
the educational, social, and economic problemsezhbg apartheid. Apartheid was not just
a political process of disenfranchising the blac#jarity; it restricted most of them to
intentionally inferior ‘bantu education’, and sysiatically closed off or distorted their
participation in the economy. Education and tragrpolicy was central to apartheid. It was
used to reinforce lack of democracy, as well asiasoand economic inequality, by
destroying and restricting access to education taaiding, by providing poor quality
education and training to most black people, anddntrolling the content of syllabuses to
reflect the interests of the apartheid state.

The South African NQF aimed to replace all existjpglifications in the country with

a set of new qualifications and part qualificatig¢oalled unit standards) designed by new,
stakeholder-based structures, and expressed ifothe of learning outcomes. This was
intended to ensure the overhaul of all learningg@mmes and curricula. At the same time,
it was hoped to lead to new provision and new timstins, as well as to many individuals
obtaining qualifications based on knowledge andissttat they already had. Models from
Australia, England, and New Zealand were influéntiathe design of the South African
NQF.

South Africainitially developed a single comprehensive framdwof eight levels
which was supposed to be the basis for the developmof new outcomes-based
qualifications to replace all other qualificationsthe country. New qualifications and unit
standards were developed and registered on thefvark, but old qualifications linked to
specific providers were also registered, resultinga framework of nearly 8000
qualifications.

The NQF was widely supported by many stakeholdguns.despite its unquestionably
worthy goals, its implementation has been fraughth wproblems. Shortly after
implementation got underway, disagreements anitisrits emerged, and a lengthy (seven
year) period of policy reviews ensued. At the sdme, implementation continued, largely
funded by donors, including development of the rmwcomes-based qualifications and
unit standards according to the original model, lalgéo accommodating existing
qualifications in one single framework (which cdmug be described as a ‘register of
qualifications’ similar to that in New Zealand). §policy review was recently terminated
by splitting the NQF into three separate but linkesneworks—one for higher education,
one for schools and technical vocational educadind training, and one for trades and
occupational education. The new NQF has ten leVdis.first two of the sub-frameworks
were to be under the Minister of Education, andttivel under the Minister of Labour. The
outcomes-based model has been largely abandongthugth many outcomes-based
qualifications remain on the framework, and sone sill being developed. Most of the
outcomes-based qualifications and unit standarde haver been used. Nonetheless, the
language of learning outcomes was still used, dmetis still a single set of level
descriptors. Very recently, things have changednadga May 2009 the single Ministry of
Education was split into a Ministry of Basic Educat and a Ministry of Higher Education
and Training. All aspects of training, including toades and occupations, are being moved
to the latter ministry, and the Quality Council fimades and Occupations was launched by
the Minister of Higher Education and Training inbFgary 2010. The Minister of Basic
Education has introduced changes to the schoolcalurm, and recently declared that
outcomes-based education is officially dead in Bd\ftica. What effects this will have on
the NQF remain to be seen.

Mexico, at the South of North America, covers almdsmillion kn?, and has an
estimated population of 109 million. The economyMéxico is the 11 largest in the
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world, with GNI PPP per capita of USD 14,270. Mexitas a Gini coefficient of 48.1, and
is ranked 53 on the HDI.

Mexico does not have an NQF, but has many yeamsrixe in the development of a
Labour Competence Framework which shares aims harthcteristics with many NQFs.
The framework was envisaged as the basis for duatibns in technical vocational
education and training as well as workplace-bassding, but so far has mainly been used
in the latter, and there mainly for assessmentiof pearning. Educational institutions have
continued to develop their own standards. The fraonke has five levels, and originally
had 12 horizontal divisions, but this was laterrded to 11, and then later again to 20.

The framework has been developed through two éiffieprojects, both of which were
broadly concerned with vocational, technical, anatkplace training as well as broader
human resource development. The first project bega®94, through the Secretariats of
Labour and Social Provision and of Public Educatemd funded through a World Bank
loan. Influenced strongly by the English NVQ modelkey part of this project was the
Labour Competence Standardization and CertificaBgatems, which aimed to create a
transparent set of labour competence standardshwiiticwas hoped, would lay the
foundations for a future reform in both technicppar middle education, and workplace-
based training. The National Council for Standation and Certification of Labour
Competence (CONOCER), was created, with broad Istditer and inter-departmental
representation, to establish an integrated unifi@myework of 12 competence areas and
five levels, to develop the labour competence teethrstandards with which to populate
this framework, and to develop an assessment amifiozgion system and the regulatory
framework for awarding bodies.

The framework was designed in 1995. Lead bodiedudng employers, workers,
and sector experts, produced labour competencenitathstandards, based on the
functional analysis approach of the English NVQsva#ding bodies were accredited by
CONOCER to verify the quality of assessment centmbere candidates were to be
assessed against standards. From 1996 to 200Stdhdardization System registered 601
labour competence technical standards or quaiifiest Mainly low level qualifications
were developed. From 1998 to 2003, 256,282 catdiw were issued against these
qualifications. Of these, one qualification genedaR9.7 per cent of the certificates, and
80.7 per cent of the issued certificates correspdrid only 26 qualifications. Most of the
qualifications remained unused, and many that wesed were linked to specific
government-driven training projects. Although theemll project included a focus on
educational institutions, in most instances theddieds developed did not relate to their
courses, and they developed their own standarfis. g?djects were commenced in seven
priority industries, and tourism and electricitypogted some gains in terms of learners
achieving certificates.

After the project ended there was an impasse fro082o0 2005, and the Labour
Competence Standardization and Certification Systaimost collapsed, partly due to lack
of finances, and partly because of contestatiowdst government departments about the
status of CONOCER. This caused a serious probletin gertification. In 2005 a new
project began, funded by the Inter-American Dewvelept Bank. CONOCER was
reorganized. This time the emphasis is on ensthiaigthe Labour Competence Framework
relates to educational institutions as well as humesource development strategies in
companies, and that stakeholder participation jgraved. The grid has been changed to
include 20 sectors. There is a stronger sectoraisfin implementation, with ten strategic
sectors identified, although so far there is powubtry participation in many of them.
From 2006 to 2009, CONOCER issued 121,598 cert#gan 128 labour competence
technical standards (20 per cent were based ooldlee standards). Both projects of which
the Labour Competence Framework was a componene tseen many different
formulations of the competence standards. The proldf unused qualifications persists.
Most recently there is an attempt to broaden th®@mmf standards in the qualifications,
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Chile

and an emphasis on what are described as ‘dem#ntant standards’. The first project
was highly complex and contested, with differentponents led by different arms of
government. The complexity of the project with sarny different participant interests
became more difficult to manage as time went bye $bcond project is led only by the
Secretariat of Public Education. In 2008 the Mexigovernment decided to relaunch
CONOCER with a new approach, which is describedvaiking closely with enterprises
and producing demand oriented standards.

Chile is a country in South America occupying adgomarrow coastal strip
756,950k in size, with a population of 16.6 million. It haad sustained levels of high
economic growth for 20 years, along with high Ievel inequality, with a Gini coefficient
of 52. An upper middle income economy, GNI PPPgagita is USD 13,270. It is ranked
44 on the HDI. Inequalities in income distributiare attributed to the low salary level of
the unskilled working force, who have limited accés education and training. Chile has
an intensely privatized education and trainingesyst

Chile has very recently announced the intentiodesfeloping a comprehensive NQF.
However, it has many years experience in the dewedmt of a National System for the
Certification of Labour Competences which sharessaand characteristics with many
NQFs, and was the focus of this research, althdlogldevelopments towards the new NQF
were also considered.

Competency-based training has been the focus ot neésrms of vocational and
workplace-based training in Chile for many yearsiHis context various attempts have
been made to develop a framework of competencies.\World Bank played a major role
in financing and supporting various reforms, anigeotinternational agencies such as the
Inter-American Development Bank and the German fieeh Cooperation (GTZ) were
also influential. The OECD has been an influentigice through a series of educational
reviews and recommendations. In 1999, a non-ppofitately-owned corporation called
Chile Foundationattempted to introduce the approach of the Engi$tQs. They were
particularly impressed by the idea of recognizimgeziential learning. Professionals and
stakeholders were trained, unit standards wereloj@»@ using the functional analysis
approach, and assessment was conducted througtpgmjects. Individuals were assessed
to be inspectors in the construction sector, af@atrs, or plumbers. However, poor
linkages persisted between education and trainimd) \&orkplace training, as well as
between training and the workplace.

In 2002 theChile Qualifiesprogramme was launched, which aimed at setting up
continuous training system that would link with leemal technical vocational education
and training system. Set up in the Ministry of Eatian, but linked to other ministries, and
with a number of small regional teams, the progranimvolved all key role players. The
institutionalization of the National System for t@ertification of Labour Competences was
a key component of theéhile Qualifiesprogramme, and th€hile Foundatiorcontinued to
play a role in this regard. To date, there are rado30,000 workers who obtained
certificates through the Chile Foundation pilotjpod, although their certificates have not
been recognized by the formal education and trgingystem because of legal
complications. After an eight-year process, theidwa System for the Certification of
Labour Competences obtained legal status in 2008, is in the process of becoming
operational.

Workplace-based training in Chile is coordinateddlamthe National Service for
Training and Employment (SENCE). Originally setaga funding agency, SENCE works
through brokers, allocating money for courses. Hmuethe certificates obtained from
these courses are not always recognized by theaf@ducation and training system. It was
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Malaysia

hoped that the National System for the Certificatid Labour Competences would solve
this problem by providing a basis for certificatidnitially problems with its legal status
prevented this from happening. SENCE has now stadeuse the competencies in its
financing of training and assessment. Unfortunattig Chile Qualifiesprogramme has

had poor evaluations and is unlikely to continubeinstitutionalized.

The Framework of Labour Competences was originaihwisaged to apply to
technical vocational education and training as wvasllworkplace-based training, but has
been mainly used in the latter, and with a focusssessment of existing skills. Chile also
has a framework of qualifications for the miningtee, with 9 levels in theory, but 5 levels
for which qualifications have actually been develdp

Recent commissions and government structures hawe pmoposals and plans for
creating linkages between secondary vocational aauc and the world of work and the
rest of the training system, consolidating a systd@ntompetences relevant to market
demands, and evaluating and recognizing experiektiawledge. In the meantime, a
qualifications framework has been set up in theimgisector.

Through theChile Qualifies programme, an earlier attempt was made to create
comprehensive NQF. A feasibility study was conddgctend various investigations and
plans made from 2003 to 2004. Later, in 2007, thst/lian Department of Education,
Science, and Training was contracted to providemsgendations on the implementation
of an NQF. A major recent driver has been the Qualssurance Framework set up in
2006 for higher education, with a focus on parttign in the European processes,
specifically the Latin American Project to implerhéime Bologna Process agreements—in
other words, to align Latin American higher edumativith European higher education.
However, the idea of the Labour Competence Framewomlso seen as an important
component of the proposed NQF.

Malaysia is a federation of states with a totafate area of about 329,750 kend a
population of about 28 million. It is classified asniddle level economy, with GNI PPP
per capita of USD 13,740, ranked 66 on the HDI. rdpleyment is low at about 3.7 per
cent. Income disparities are relatively wide, watlGini coefficient of 37.9. This is related
to a substantial informal economy, and a large amstly low-wage migrant worker
population. The case study argues that there haxs ddendency for industry to use low
wage, low skilled labour as a substitute for inwestts in skills and technology transfer.

Malaysia established an official national qualifioas framework in 2007. At the
same time the Malaysian Qualifications Agency wstsldished to manage the framework
and its associated mechanisms. These developmémwever, followed earlier
developments across higher education, technical’acational education and training, and
the workplace training or skills sector.

Malaysia has a framework of eight levels for all qualificats excluding school
qualifications. This consists of three sub-framekgora five-level skills framework, for
workplace-based or short-term workplace-focusednitrg, known as the National
Occupational Skills Standards; a framework for wocel and technical qualifications
awarded in the state polytechnics and communitieges; and a framework for higher
education qualifications. The National Skills Qfiatition Framework was introduced in
1993. This was based on a five-level skills cexdife framework, which was to merge into
the National Occupational Skills Standards systentife skills sector. These qualifications
are described as outcomes or competency-basedlyMaim levels of qualifications are
awarded, and there is limited opportunity to moyetlie education and training system
with them. In 1996 a National Accreditation Boardsaestablished for higher education,
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Mauritius

with responsibility for regulating the standards mfvate higher education institutions
(colleges and universities), which had increasedumber following the liberalization of
markets and increased public investment. Schodifiga¢ions, which are excluded, have
many variants, associated with different types dfiosls, quality, status, and which
pathways they lead learners to, and are ostensiblg higher level than some other
qualifications which are on the framework.

The NQF relates to four types of providers—univérsiand colleges, polytechnics,
community colleges, and skills centres. Funding athehinistration for these providers has
been through three systems—those for universitied eolleges, polytechnics and
community colleges, and skills centres, respectivBlesponsibility for the funding and
administration of the skills centres is located the Ministry of Human Resource
Development, and for universities and colleges, polgitechnics and community colleges
across separate divisions of the Ministry for Higkelucation. A range of professional
associations issue their own credentials and oasrg@alifications are issued by some
providers. As a consequence there have been patellelopments towards qualifications
frameworks in Malaysia.

The qualifications in each of the three sub-framéwa@re placed on a common set of
levels, but the linkages or relationships betwdwemt are relatively weak at this stage. The
institutions which provide them are quality assutleicbugh different agencies, there are
different processes for developing qualificatioaad there are different assessment and
certification systems. The NQF in Malaysia is stgndriven by the higher education
sector. For higher education, the focus of the N extend the 1996 quality assurance
system to the public providers. However, the gowemt also has the more extensive and
ambitious agenda for the NQF of establishing anralleframework that covers
qualifications across all three sectors and thaticgls between them. Like many other
NQFs, it represents work in progress.

Mauritius is an island of 1,864 Krsituated in the Indian Ocean, with a population of
just under 1.3 million. It has a Gini coefficient 87, and is ranked 81 on the HDI. An
upper middle-income economy, it has GNI PPP peritwapf USD 12,480, and
unemployment is around 10 per cent.

The Mauritian NQF was created in 2001 through lagien that created the Mauritius
Qualifications Authority, in the context of incremsunemployment, skills shortages, and
perceived failures in the education and trainingtay. It was influenced by NQFs in New
Zealand, Scotland, and South Africa. The NQF isosmpmrehensive, loose framework in
which each sector (schooling, technical vocatioadlucation and training/workplace
learning, and tertiary education) is separate, &itk latitude is given to each sector.
Mauritius has a framework of ten levels, in whicbhaol qualifications, technical
vocational education and training and workplace lifications, and higher education
qualifications are located in three separate sainémworks.

However, the NQF was also intended to introduceenspiecific changes to technical
vocational education and training. Ensuring a s#par of registration and provision, on
the one hand, and the development of outcomes-lipsaifications on the other, were the
two key aims for technical vocational education #maghing. Previously, the Industrial and
Vocational Training Board (IVTB), the main provideirtechnical vocational education and
training in Mauritius, was also responsible for thegistration of private technical
vocational education and training providers, andhaiged a training levy. The Mauritius
Qualifications Authority took over the function oégistration of providers, and a Human
Resources Development Council was created to mathegeaining levy. The Mauritian
Qualifications Authority, however, does not haveoke in schooling or higher education
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with regard to registration of providers, curriomludevelopment/programme approval,
assessment and certification, and assessment. ISchi@ managed by the Ministry of
Education, and examinations take place through parate body, the Mauritian
Examinations Syndicate. Higher education falls urad€ertiary Education Commission.

The Qualifications Authority is responsible for theneration of qualifications and
unit standards (part qualifications based on sgetibutcomes) within the technical
vocational education and training/workplace leagngector. This was intended within a
competency-based training model, to give industigeatral role in defining its required
competencies. Industry Training Advisory Committeese created for this purpose, and it
was anticipated that these qualifications wouldaepthe existing qualifications as well as
create qualifications and unit standards in ardwd had previously not had formal
qualifications. According to the Qualifications Awotity 66 qualifications have been
generated, although public information is only &lale on about 20 of these qualifications
and 476 unit standards. None of these qualificatibave been used by educational
institutions or employers, and there is no desephaawarding body for them. In the
technical vocational education and training sediee, IVTB and many private providers
continue to offer the National Training Certificathat predated the qualifications
framework. This qualification has a specified coulum, and is assessed and certified
through the Mauritian Examinations Syndicate or thkevant international body. The
IVTB continues to play a role in quality assurarfoe private providers that offer the
National Training Certificate. There are also petytnics for higher level technical
vocational education and training provision, bgytlare managed under a specific structure
set up under the Ministry of Education and ScientResearch. This structure may be
merged with the IVTB in the future.

The Qualifications Authority works with the key bes to reach agreement on level
descriptors and the definition of qualificationsdecoordinates a process of ensuring that
all qualifications are located on the NQF, althougtiividual providers make decisions
about equivalence with regard to access and mpbilistudents.

Botswana

Botswana is a relatively large (582,000 %maparsely populated country (about 1.7
million) in Southern Africa. Botswana’s economydfien described as one of the most
successful in Africa, with excellent growth domieditoy diamonds and GNI PPP per capita
of USD 13,100. However, unemployment is high, betw80 and 40 per cent, and 30 per
cent of the country live below the poverty line.t&@ana is ranked 125 on the HDI, and
has a Gini coefficient of 61.

The NQF in Botswana was created specifically fer tbchnical vocational education
and training sector. In 1998, the Botswana Trainkaghority was created through a
Vocational Training Act, following a 1996 GTZ-fundieproject to improve technical
vocational education and training. This act gave Botswana Training Authority the
mandate to develop the Botswana National VocatioQalalifications Framework
(BNVQF) and to facilitate training relevant to thabour market. Implementation of the
BNVQF started in August 2004, after a four-yearamfy building and staff development
programme (March 2000 to July 2004).

The design of the framework was influenced by N@HsSew Zealand, South Africa,
and the United Kingdom. The key concept was theslb@ment of unit standard-based
qualifications; in other words, qualifications ctimg of parts which could be separately
awarded, and which were defined through learnirtgames or competences. The intention
was that these new qualifications and unit starslarould be the basis against which all
provision would take place. The BNVQF was designgtl three levels of qualifications,
divided horizontally into 12 fields which were foer divided into 64 sub-fields. Task
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Sri Lanka

teams were constituted for 15 economic sectors,staiceholders were trained in how to
design unit standards. Workplace operations wergetdhe context for setting outcomes
statements, broken down into specific outcomesgmrbrmance criteria for purposes of
assessment. In practice task teams drew on existimggula as well.

The development of unit standards to populate thenéwork has been slow, and
uptake of those that have been developed even si@yethe end of 2008, 124 training
providers were registered by the Botswana Traimhughority, probably accounting for
most providers in the country. However, most osthproviders do not offer courses based
on the newly developed standards. These providerdoamally described as ‘approved’,
instead of ‘accredited’; the former is supposedbéca precursor to the latter. Neither the
Botswana Confederation of Commerce, Industry, andnpdwer (BOCCIM), which
administers an extensive number of training prognas) nor the government-run
vocational colleges, have adopted the unit-starsdaaded qualifications. They both instead
have continued to offer their own qualificationat@f the 643 programmes offered across
the 124 institutions under the BNVQF, only ten pesgmes comply with the unit
standards specifications. The most used unit stdedare ‘generic’ ones, like using
computers and learning about HIV/AIDS, with no diravorkplace link. Although no
formal evaluation or tracer studies have been caedy individuals interviewed felt that
where courses have been conducted and unit standasatded, they have not led to jobs
or further study, the former because of a lackwafilable jobs, and the latter because there
is no articulation between the vocational qualifiimas framework and the rest of the
education system. However, in two instances, engployganizations who participated in
the development of curricula and formulation oftwstandards felt that the qualification
acquired by employees was relevant to the workplace

Given the vast nature of the country, and the that donor funds are no longer
available for this purpose, the Botswana Trainingh#rity’s development of institutional
quality assurance has been very slow, as visiitsstdutions are difficult and costly. There
is some indication that Botswana is now interestethe development of an overarching
NQF to link the vocational framework with the reéthe education system.

Sri Lanka is an island 65,610 kin size, in the Indian Ocean about 31 kms off the
southern coast of India. It has a population oliath20 million, with GNI PPP per capita
of USD 4,460, and a Gini coefficient of 41.1. Irésked 102 on the HDI.

Sri Lanka established an NQF for technical vocati@ducation and training, known
as the National Vocational Qualifications Framew@ik/QF), in 2005, through two Skills
Development Projects supported by the Asian Dewedoyi Bank, the first of which started
in 2002. This followed initial proposals made i th990s, as part of attempts to deal with
youth unemployment, a mismatch between educatistitutions and the labour market,
and limited career development opportunities foutfio The NVQF is located in the
Ministry of Vocational and Technical Training, in statutory organization called the
Tertiary Vocational Education Commission.

Sri Lanka previously had a National Skills Standaadd Trade Testing system, which
was largely focused on the construction sectorveasllimited to four grades, the highest of
which was the tradesmen category. This system westerd based on the English NVQs,
through a World Bank project but with British Coilnassistance. Technical vocational
education and training was delivered through defiférproviders based under 11 different
ministries. Curriculum design, training processa®] assessment varied from institution to
institution. It is believed that this is in part athhas caused training not to meet industry
needs, and which motivated the current reforms.
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Turkey

The new system is called the National Vocationahlfinations System. It attempts to
bring coherence through a single set of standamdscarricula, as well as a single set of
agencies overseeing technical vocational educatimh training. There is a seven-level
NVQF which so far has competency standards for dalifications, based on 63 skill
standards which were developed between 2006 an@l A0@&se have centrally-developed
curricula which contain specified learning outcomgsacher and learner guides are also
centrally-developed, and assessment procedurepacdied. The majority of provision, 90
per cent, is through Vocational Training Centreslamthe Ministry of Vocational and
Technical Training, and these Centres have beeffiothes of the implementation of the
NVQF so far. Private and non-governmental orgaitimatector vocational training centres
have also been registered and accredited to provigF courses within the NVQF.

The National Vocational Qualifications System irdgs specifications for testing and
certification, through the Tertiary Vocational Edtion Commission and other associated
government agencies for the registration of vocatiotraining institutions, quality
management and course accreditation systems, wumcand trade testing instrument
development facilities, and assessor training auistration. As part of the same broad
reforms, a University of Vocational Technology Hasen established, and is currently
being developed, although it has also started vgthfirst intake of students. This is
intended to ensure that there are pathways to higthécation for students from technical
vocational education and training, as they are lenabenter the conventional universities.

There is a strong emphasis on increasing the ataoility of education and training
providers to government, as the vast majority @nthare government institutions. It is
envisaged that the NVQF will play an important rolemanaging resource allocation to
these institutions.

The NVQF builds on existing systems and practice®chnical vocational education
and training in Sri Lanka, but attempts are beingdento make formal training more
reflective of industry requirements, as well asmdtadizing formal training delivery, as
these have been problem areas in the past. leis & a way of improving the quality of
teaching and learning processes through the dewelopof curricular materials (plus other
capacity building inputs), and specified assessnpeatedures. It is hoped that it will
provide a basis for the strengthening of accrdditatmechanisms, ensuring greater
accountability from providers, and improving rigand relevance of assessment.

Turkey is located in South Eastern Europe and Sdldhtern Asia. Its total surface is
783,562 km, with a population of 71.5 million, and GNI PPR papita of USD 13,770. It
is 79 on the HDI, and has a Gini coefficient of243-ollowing a series of economic crises,
unemployment is high, around 15 per cent.

The NQF in Turkey dates back to a technical vooali@ducation and training reform
process in the 1990s supported by the World Bardutih which occupational standards
intended to link both formal and non-formal traigito the labour market were developed.
This was coordinated by theurkish Employment Agen¢lfSKUR), an organization under
the Ministry of Labour and Social Security respoiesifor the provision of public
employment services. Stakeholders (state, emplpysard employees) were involved.
Through the closure of the project in 2000, a dtaft for the establishment of an
Occupational Standards Institution was prepareds Was followed by an impasse, with
debate about the location of the proposed institutiFinally in 2006 the Vocational
Qualifications Authority was established under saene Ministry, with wide stakeholder
representation.
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Lithuania

An NQF primarily focused on vocational qualificat® is now being developed
through the development of occupational standarddifferent sectors. Eight levels with
level descriptors have been adopted, based on @ie Ehe long-term intention is to
develop a comprehensive framework but the curreciis is on vocational qualifications,
with professional qualifications explicitly excludleTo date standards have mainly been
developed at levels between two and five, and aradifopation has been developed. The
Vocational Qualifications Authority envisages thia full range of qualifications will start
to be awarded in about five years’ time.

Systems for testing, assessment, and certifica®mwell as for the accreditation,
authorization, and auditing of education and traniinstitutions and testing and
certification institutions are being designed. Eher a strong focus on the creation of an
accreditation system. Currently, educational in8ths conduct assessment and issue
certificates, with the approval of the Ministry Bflucation. TheConfederation of Turkish
Tradesmen and Craftsmealso currently plays an important role in assessnand
certification, and awards certificates after theccassful completion of examination
conducted by its Chambers. This body has a widearktand plays an important role in
the provision of practical training through its stituents (Occupational Federations,
Tradesmen and Craftsmen Union of Chambers). Utdenéw system, it is envisaged that
these functions will all be conducted separateyyjnstitutions accredited for the specific
purposes. An educational provider accredited todoonassessment as well as to train
would not be able to assess the students thatintetd. Accreditation will be controlled by
two institutions: the Vocational Qualifications Awtrity and the Turkish Accreditation
Agency, which is an organization under the PrimenidMer’s office created in 2000.
Accreditation by institutions with multilateral regnition agreements through the European
Accreditation Association would also be valid.dtanvisaged that assessment centres will
be created. There are currently very few accreditstitutions to conduct testing and
certification activities.

The qualifications framework design is a voluntarye. Institutions will apply for
accreditation for training, assessment, or cedifon of the qualifications developed on the
framework on a voluntary basis. It is hoped thathia long run the NQF and national
education and training system will be integrated it both will award certificates for the
same qualification(s).

Lithuania is a small country (65, 200Rnwith a population of about 3.36 million, in
the northern part of Central and Eastern Europaak part of the Russian Empire from
1795 to 1918, independent until 1940, and incofearato the Soviet Union from 1940 to
1990. It was restored as an independent state 890, but now has to deal with legacies
of the former Soviet centralized economy, with Hygltentralized human resource
planning, as well as the challenges of a rapidsttiam to market economy. GNI PPP per
capita is USD 18, 210, and the Gini coefficier%s8, while ranked 46on the HDI.

Lithuania’s agrarian history, as well as the higtof its incorporation into the Russian
Empire and Soviet Union, are described as bothnigagreated conditions which led to
weak and low status technical vocational educadiuth training. The manner in which the
transition to a market economy was handled furtimstermined trust in education and
training institutions and eroded the value of digtions in the workplace.

The NQF in Lithuania is in a preparatory stage.ifrestarted in 2006 through a
project of the European Social Fund, initiated g Lithuanian Labour Market Training
Authority. A team of experts was constituted toraiee existing qualifications, develop
conceptual documents, design standards, and prgpboe versions of occupational
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Tunisia

standards in the sectors of construction and teddpitThe process is described as a top-
down, highly regulatory one.

In January 2008 a National Authority of Qualificats was established through
amendments to legislation on technical vocatiormhication and training. The intention
was that it would be the central organization wébponsibility for implementing the NQF.
It was created as an independent agency, sepaoatetifie ministries, in order for it to
oversee all aspects of qualifications at all sectand levels. The initial focus was on
vocational education. However, the government wigizime into power in 2008 abolished
the National Authority of Qualifications in the sanyear, and transferred some of its
functions to the Ministry of Education and Scienddnis was described as reducing
bureaucratic arrangements and saving costs, andemaslized control over provision of
education and training as well as quality assurancéhe Ministry. The Ministry has
delegated the implementation of the NQF to two slidny institutions, the Centre for the
Methodology of Vocational Education and the Ceritnethe Evaluation of the Quality
Studies of Higher Education. These are institutittvag have played important roles with
regard to curriculum design, coordinating assessmawarding qualifications, and
accrediting providers.

One of Lithuania’s historical legacies is an abseotcivil society institutions, with
weak trade unions, weak networks of employers, ldihe trust in public institutions. An
NQF is seen to be a mechanism which can build tnuiststitutions and social partners. At
the same time, participation and partnerships eea o be necessary in order to make the
NQF work.

The Bologna Process is playing an important rolstincturing of degrees and other
qualifications in higher education. The three higjHevels of the framework very closely
correspond to the Bologna framework (bachelor, emastioctor) and are designed
exclusively for higher education qualifications.eTtesigning of the NQF in Lithuania has
also been strongly influenced by the process oflampnting the EQF and the general
processes of integrating into the European Unidtigiania became a member in 2004).

A decree to introduce the NQF has been preparetiadt been accepted by the
Ministry of Education and Science and is curremtith the Ministry of Social Security and
Labour. It is hoped that it will be passed in 20IBe proposed framework has eight levels,
with additional sub-levels at level 6. There is soooncern that even if a comprehensive
NQF is created, in practice it will split into vdammal and higher sub-frameworks, with
littte communication between them. It is uncleawhihe development of the NQF will
proceed after the decree has been issued. Thestexxtis the design of occupational
standards. However, the detail is unclear, lardegause of two other ambitious and
strategic projects that are in the pipeline: theplé@mentation of a national modular
vocational education and training system and theodliction of the European Credit
Transfer System in higher education.

Tunisia occupies 163,610 km2 in North Africa. Itishen estimated population of just
over 10.3 million, and GNI PPP per capita of USD7D, It is ranked 98 in the HDI and
has a Gini coefficient of 40.8. Tunisia is an expand tourism-oriented country, in the
process of liberalizing its economy. It has hadnecoic growth as well as relatively high
levels of unemployment.

The NQF in Tunisia is a recent initiative of therliditry of Education and Training, as
part of attempts starting in 2007 to create whakeiscribed as a knowledge economy and a
culture of lifelong learning. A major objective w#&s replace the existing occupational
classifications. The focus is on higher educatiod ®ocational training. A framework of
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seven levels has been proposed, but this may charaye eight-level framework based on
the EQF, as aligning with Europe is a key concergdveral employers’ organizations in
Tunisia. The new framework is designed as a ciaatibn of qualifications, based on
previous classifications of employment, and it iwvisaged that the new framework will
have a regulatory role in the labour market.

The process of developing the NQF has been sugpbbstethe European Training
Foundation (ETF) through a regional project invotyi several other Mediterranean
countries, and has built on other reform processmsticularly competency-based
approaches to curriculum reform supported by therldv8ank, the EU, and French,
Canadian, and German aid. A national working groapsisting of key ministries, key
industry role players, and trade unions, was coetdeoversee processes. A smaller team
based in the Ministry of Education and Trainingd asupported by technical assistance
from the ETF, started on initial work. In 2007 a2@08 there was a focus on design and
conceptualization, starting with clarifying termiagy, identifying levels of activity
corresponding to the realities of the workplaceeniffying qualification descriptors for
each level of employment independently of the égstsystem of qualifications, and
planning for the recognition of non-formal learningd developing standards. This was
followed by periods of consultation and discussigith a broader representative group
including other ministries. This process is deslitas difficult: stakeholders did not
always feel equipped, in some instances unions thawproposed NQF as threatening
existing collective bargaining agreements, andi@péetion from other ministries was not
always consistent.

A law on vocational education and training passe@008 introduced the NQF. A
decree was passed in 2009 introducing the NQF wesigt the structures which will
implement it are still under design and constructibhe framework has seven levels, but
may be changed to eight. The NQF is referred ta &$assification of Qualifications,
rather than a@ramework, as the focus is on rationalizing and improving #xisting
occupational classifications through level desoriptand learning outcomes.

A high-level stakeholder-based commission underGbancil for Human Resource
Development will be created, and charged with tbgeghance of the NQF. There is
currently debate about the main roles of this stinecas well as its composition. The
intention is to obtain international expertise fdrther planning. In the higher education
sector it is envisaged that a national authority évaluation, quality assurance, and
accreditation will be created in 2010 under thepags of the Ministry of Higher
Education. This would build on recent reforms ighgr education which introduced a
quality assurance system.

The NQF is located as part of a broader set ofipuddctor reforms focusing on
improving efficiency and effectiveness, with an émagis on results-based budgeting and
the decentralization of education and trainingtHa technical vocational education and
training sector, this is reflected in pilots thatve been established in 15 sectors. They are
driven by centres established in each sector, wdah have autonomy, a detailed plan of
action, and a focus on partnerships with sected@erfations. They are working with French
counterparts for expertise and support.

It is hoped that the new framework will have guedifion descriptors that will
increase transparency, thereby improving infornmafiows in the labour market. There is
also emphasis on improving the quality of educathoml training institutions. There is
considerable donor funding and support involvederéhis a strong emphasis on
consultation and social dialogue, although at #reestime there is an emphasis on moving
the processes as fast as possible.
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Bangladesh

Bangladesh occupies 144,000%im South Asia. It has a large population of slight
under 150 million, making it the most densely papedi country on earth. GNI PPP per
capita is USD 1,440, the Gini coefficient is 31 a@nd ranked 146 in the HDI. It has a large
informal economy. llliteracy levels are high. ltsha very high proportion of the population
working as migrant workers in other countries, mgkit very dependent on remittances
back to Bangladesh. It is believed that the valtigemittances could be dramatically
increased by increasing the skills levels and §joations of workers.

A national technical and vocational qualificatidinamework (NTVQF) is currently
under design in Bangladesh, having been initiated®008. This is part of a broader
programme aimed at strengthening technical vocatieducation and training, with an
emphasis on the introduction of competency-baseding. (The ILO is implementing this
programme with the Ministry of Education and in mtination with the Ministry of Labour
and the Ministry of Overseas Workers, and in pasimnig with the European Union.) This
project is aligned to the national strategy for gnvy reduction and is complemented by
other donor-supported projects. The initiative dals donor-funded studies and reviews
which took place between 2000 and 2007.

Bangladesh has a large and complex technical \atieducation and training
sector, with many government ministries, privated anon-governmental institutions
involved. Various agencies, including different gownent organizations, currently
conduct short-term training courses for ‘exportimgnpower’. There are few industry-
managed training establishments. It is hoped thaingle framework for technical
vocational education and training will bring cohage to this sector.

Prior reforms have included the formation of a Naél Council for Skills
Development and Training in 1979 and the introductof National Skills Standards in
1985 under the aegis of this Council. This wasnidéel to ensure industry leadership of the
technical vocational education and training sedtat,was unsuccessful in part due to the
lack of strong mechanisms for industry input. Fiuglifications were developed, of which
the lowest has been the most offered, followedhogée on the two levels above. Although
attempts were made through curriculum developmeatgsses to consider workplace
needs, it was felt that these qualifications haddmect relationship with workplaces, or
acceptance in workplaces, or relationship with Ileweé the workforce.

A draft new framework has been proposed, throughtéithnical assistance of the
donor-funded project. The proposé@dmework for technical and vocational education
consists of six levels, with an additional two prEational levels, making it effectively an
eight-level framework. There is a loose correspandebetween these levels and existing
qualifications. New qualifications are under depehent, with the aim for the framework
to be the basis for the development of qualificaticand competency standards. The
framework includes post-secondary qualificationstaidiploma level. The intention is for
the new qualifications to be offered in formal egimn and training, as well as workplace
training, in both the formal and informal econorapd all training provided by public and
private organizations, whether officially recogrdza not.

New institutions have been proposed, in particidaiational Skills Development
Council, to replace the National Council for Skibevelopment and Training. It is hoped
that the new Council will have a higher profile thas predecessor, as it has greater
representation from relevant ministries and othiakeholder groups, to ensure that it is
more effective. This body will oversee and mon#dirskill development initiatives in the
country, including the NTVQF, although direct resgpibility for the new framework will
rest with the Bangladesh Technical Education Bq&TEB). Existing institutions will
have their roles changed, including the BTEB, whahrently has a broad range of
functions, including conducting assessment and dingrcertificates for the institutions
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Russia

that are affiliated to it, which are the main foin@moviders of technical vocational
education and training. A key new role will be timanagement of processes to develop
industry-related competency-standards. Standardslajament is currently taking place
through technical assistance of the ILO projecislalso envisaged that the BTEB will
revise its curriculum development processes to Witk the emerging network of industry
skills councils. It will also acquire additional rgennel for its expanded responsibilities,
including the establishment of a regional presethceugh a network of new regional
government offices.

There is extensive involvement of government agemcand less involvement from
industry at this point, but attempts are currefitiyng made to involve industries in the
processes of defining skills levels and generatiogppetency statements. Processes have
been established to involve a range of stakehalders

Russia is by far the largest country on earth—15,200 kni, with a population of
about 142 million. GNI PPP per capita is USD 15,680ile the Gini coefficient is 37.5.
Russia is ranked 71 on the HDI. It has the legdeyaentrally-planned economy.

The Russian NQF is currently under development. fidamework has nine proposed
levels, based on the eight levels of the EQF pllevel for postdoctoral qualification. The
first three levels are supposed to be obtainedigirdraining or education, and the hope is
that qualifications up to the highest levels cavdle obtained through both routes. So far
standards are being developed for initial and s#agntechnical vocational education and
training.

The ETF initiated a technical vocational educatiowl training policy reform project
in 2005, which included the possible implicatiorfsam NQF. A sectoral qualifications
framework established in the catering sector hasitipe evaluations, and led to the
creation of the employer-letllational Agency for the Development of Qualificatio
created by the Russialnion of Industrialists and EntrepreneurdAn NQF was
conceptualized with a broad range of bodies inwahlwecluding both the state and private
sector. A recommendation document has been prodogedias not yet been officially
approved. It uses the EQF levels, with the furthieth level for an additional type of
doctorate as mentioned above. It is intended &bésh a transparent system of descriptors
of qualification levels. The intention is to invehemployers in the process of developing
educational standards and programmes as well &ssment. This is seen as part of
ensuring appropriate curricula, but also shiftingat regulatory mode which focuses on
outputs instead of inputs. Current proposals inelutle establishment of 500 new
certification centres and institutions to suppteldng learning.

Russia currently has@nified System of Occupational Classifications &rfdrmation
Coding This is intended to coordinate three other clizsdion systems: thdrussian
Classification of Workers’ and Employees’ Occupagicand Wage Gradeshe Russian
Classification of Occupationsand theSingle Qualifications Reference Bodkis system
falls under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Hdaand Social Development. At the same
time, there is a Russian Classification of Profassi which deals with educational
qualifications. This is the jurisdiction of the Niitry of Education and Science.

One of the aims of the NQF process is to try tedptihese sets of documents and
issues together, but this has proved difficult eochplex so far. For example, bachelor and
master have been introduced to the educationadifitation, but they are not reflected in
the classification of labour qualifications. In &tth, the documents are in use currently,
and are in fact constantly under development, tee$pe many criticisms which are made
about them, and the view that they are outdatediaadpropriate. It is hoped that the
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creation of an NQF, with a set of level descriptevidl enable the rationalization of these
various classification systems, and make the prlahips between them clear. At the same
time, Russia is trying to fit in with European dmments, particularly the Bologha
Process.

There are currently various processes leading éadt#velopment of an NQF. These
processes are not coordinated with each othereTikghe process of creating educational
and occupational standards, correlated with intemnal standards, driven by the Federal
Institute of the Development of Education workinghathe Russian Union of Industrialists
and Entrepreneurs. At the same time)rafied System of Classification of Occupational
Qualifications which conforms with sectors of the economy is beileyeloped by the
Centre of Development of Occupational Qualificasioof the Higher School for
Economics. Thirdly, the Institute of Labour and @bdnsurance is working with the
Ministry of Health and Social Development to deyeleew elements in the system of
occupational qualifications, among which are octiopal standards. These processes may
be at odds with each other, and an ongoing prolelack of working relations between
the Ministry of Education and Science, and the Btigiof Health and Social Development.
The case study describes an impression that the NQ@€en by some stakeholders as
imposed or imported from elsewhere.
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Chapter 5: Why do countries introduce NQFs?

Despite the considerable differences which carelka from the summaries above, the
16 countries in the study had similar official mas for introducing qualifications
frameworks, and these are very much in line withliterature discussed in Chapter 3. On
paper, official aims of qualifications frameworkseasimilar, in some cases identical,
although with differences of emphasis. What folloigsa discussion of the various
problems policy makers and stakeholders in the difhities hope to solve through the
introduction of qualifications frameworks, as watl the more specific goals they have for
their frameworks. In all countries in this studyhat is referred to as technical vocational
education and training, or vocational education &athing, or workplace-based training
and skills development, was a particular con¢&in.some instances frameworks are only
focused on these sectors, and in others they iadladd are driven by) other sectors, but
technical vocational education and training andkpiarce-based learning are still a key
focus area.

5.1 Improving the communication of qualification
systems

The most general goal of the introduction of a ifigations framework is the creation
of a nationally accepted single framework of qudifions, which makes qualifications in
the country (or educational sub-sector) easiemuetstand. This could include improving
the communication of existing qualifications as e reducing its complexity: in other
words, trying to avoid duplication and overlap afatiffications while making sure all
learning needs are covered. This objective of N®B®metimes described as increasing or
improving the transparency of qualifications systems. However, as the notidn o
‘transparency’ is also used to describe specifialgowith regards to individual
qualifications the term ‘communication’ is preferred here.

Most countries have some kind of official grid afiadjfications, but many of the
countries in the study have come to qualificatisameworks through a view that they are
plagued by a ‘bewildering proliferation of qualdithon titles’, a ‘jungle of qualifications’,
or poor public understanding of qualifications. ¥heant it to be clearer how different
qualifications relate to each other. This issuergex in nearly all the case studies, with a
particularly strong emphasis in Bangladesh, Botswarialaysia, Mauritius, the English
NVQs, Russia, and Sri Lanka. (It is notable howedént these countries are, for example
just in terms of population size, and hence thebemof institutions offering education and
training programmes).

This aim can be seen as a part of improving the nmonication of national
qualifications systems. In Botswana and Maurititteg role of private and overseas
providers is emphasized as causing problems. Isvigota, the problems are described as
lack of coordination at national level which causgsunderstandings about qualifications;
duplication amongst providers; and lack of claribf relative value of different
qualifications, especially foreign awarded. In M#us the problem was primarily seen as
one affecting higher education, although the ‘jenglf qualifications’ was seen as
contributing to the low status of technical vocatibeducation and training qualifications.

' This does not mean that qualifications framewanksessarily include a technical vocational
education and training focus, as the literaturenshmany which are higher education focused.
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The lack of clear certification pathways was seenantributing to lack of clarity about the
relative value of different qualifications. Thereasv confusion about qualification
nomenclature: for example, it was not clear exaathat ‘diploma’ meant, and what the
relationship was between a Higher Diploma and awafided Diploma, as these titles were
designated by each individual institution, andome instances based on norms from other
countries.

In Sri Lanka, it was argued that the technical tiooal education and training sector
was historically fragmented, with around 300-oddatmnal training centres operating in
the country under the management of 11 ministriesiging courses of differing quality,
using differing levels of training equipment andiliéies, differing training approaches, and
attempting to meet the different needs of urban ramdl youth. The creation of a single
national framework was seen as the first stepeatarg a nationally-managed system, and
thus creating a point of convergence, and incrgasfficiency. In Australia as well, the
vocational education and training sub-framework tbe Australian Qualifications
Framework was seen as important in creating ndtmoteerence.

In some countries (Australia, Malaysia, Mauritildew Zealand, Russia, South
Africa, and Tunisia) creating a single acceptedonal grid of qualifications is one of the
explicit goals of the NQF. In others, the introdactof an NQF is part of an attempt to
regulate the use of nomenclature for qualificatissiech as regulating what a term like
‘diploma’ is allowed to mean within the country,dawhether or not it can be used in
relation to qualifications at different levels. Malaysia the specific focus was on the
creation of a single structure for all higher edigraqualifications issued by public and
private universities and colleges, because thelraxpansion of private provision had led
to a multiplication of qualifications, and complard contested accreditation procedures.
Lithuania, Russia, and Tunisia have occupatiormah&works which include qualifications,
occupational levels, and various other aspectglatad labour market regulation. Because
these documents attempt to capture the variousgh@g®sitions and levels in a wide range
of sectors of the economy, they tend to be longedablorate. Countries hope that an NQF
will enable a simplification of such frameworks. Botswana, Sri Lanka, and Tunisia, a
single classificatory framework for all qualificatis is seen as something that can play a
coordinating role for other related reforms.

The idea of a national framework is frequently &dko separating qualifications from
institutions. One reason for this type of separatiothe desire for individuals to be able to
obtain a qualification without having to attend earning programme at a specific
institution; another is to create ‘national’ quialiftions whose value is the same regardless
of the institution attended. The idea of separatogglifications from educational
institutions was most strongly argued for in SoAffrica; the case study quotes a policy
document which argued that the NQF would “remove tibsession with institutional
learning as the measure of a person’s worth, beaaaisonal qualifications will be blind as
to where the learning takes place” (Human ScieRe=earch Council 1995, p. 15).

5.2 Improving the transparency of individual
qualifications through learning outcomes

Improving the ‘transparency’ of individual qualifitons is something most countries
in the study emphasize. The perceived problemasdhrrent qualifications do not provide
sufficient information to employers or to educatemd training institutions about what the
bearer of a qualification knows and can do. Theehigpthat when each qualification has
clearly specified outcomes associated with it, ifjaations will be more transparent. This
IS in turn intended to achieve a range of objestidescussed below.
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5.3 Reducing the ‘mismatch’ between education and
the labour market

In most of the cases in the study, mismatch betweeleicational provision and labour
market needs is seen as a major problem (Botsv@inbe, the English NVQs, Lithuania,
Mexico, New Zealand, Russia, Sri Lanka, Tunisial aarkey). In New Zealand, it was felt
that poor information about the skills and abistief qualification holders contributed to
credential inflation, particularly during periods ligh unemployment. It was argued that
this occurred because credentials tended to sensengple selection devices rather than
indicating exactly what skills potential recruitave obtained and because lack of useful
information about the abilities of qualificationltlers reduced the level of trust employers
had in educational qualifications; this in turnwés argued, led to employers demanding
credentials far beyond those that were necessarypéoticular jobs. In Lithuania,
relationships between industry and vocational etiiiwaand training institutions are
described as conflictual, with both sides makinguaations about each other.

A key aim of many of the qualifications frameworis to improve employers’
understandings of what qualifications mean. Chiid dexico, in their development of
Labour Competence Frameworks, hoped to create etingepoint’ between education and
training and the workforce. In Tunisia, similarly,is hoped that the classification of
qualifications based on learning outcomes will eaghat training institutions and labour
market role players ‘speak the same language’. fiirgsthat employers trust qualifications,
and know what it is that they are getting when tmploy a person who holds a particular
qualification, is an aim in many of the countriead the issues are the same as those about
transparency discussed above. In particular indmigtducation in Tunisia, it is felt that
historically qualifications have had a rather iedirrelationship with the labour market, and
were seen as very broad stepping stones or lealsheevement. This is changing with the
liberalization of the economy and increased lewélsinemployment of higher education
graduates (caused by dramatic expansion of higharation without changes in the labour
market). Now policy makers believe there is a mustionger desire on the part of
employers to knowexactly what competences bearers of higher educationfigadibns
have acquired. While historically qualificationsvhaalways provided this information to
some extent (such as, that the bearer is qualiidese a nurse or plumber in a particular
country), policy makers in most of the countrieshie study hope to achieve far greater
levels of specificity. This, it is believed, willsgsist employers in making employment
decisions as well as in training and human resopiening. So, for example, in Chile and
Lithuania policy makers hope that outcomes/commé¢snwill support management in
companies and institutions to aligning human resesiprocesses and systems.

National qualifications frameworks are seen as @ @faensuring that employers are
involved in qualifications design, thus ensuringtthualifications are of the right standard
(this was arguably less of a focus in Scotland, ian8outh Africa the initial framework
was designed to represent a broad range of stalehiolterests, and not only employers).
In all the countries in the study there is an etplrgument that ensuring that industry
representatives drive the process of specifyingnleg outcomes, competencies, or
occupational standards through a qualificationsnéaork will ensure that qualifications
are relevant and of high quality. For example, gorent in England, Wales, and Northern
Ireland hoped that because employers ‘owned’ the wecational qualifications, they
would take responsibility for using them to asgbssr employees, and would use them in
recruitment and placement of employees. In Chitewas hoped that by involving
employers in setting labour competences, the esiliattitudes, and knowledge required by
people to be employed and contribute to the cortiyertiess of the companies would be
identified. Policy makers in Turkey hope that thmlifications framework will promote the
acquisition of certificates reflecting possessibkrmwledge and skills really needed in the
labour market. In Mexico, in the second attemptd&velop the Labour Competence
Framework, very specific indicators have been gehis regard, including that students
should need less time to find employment after gaéidn; that the type of employment
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found by students after graduation should be mormapatible with their education and
training; that there should be less time spent betwobs and more time employed in each
job; starting salaries for those assessed as cemtpgitould be higher than those without
certificates; and employers should be happier wjtaduates from competence-based
training programmes.

In nearly all the countries in the study, many pras attempts had been made to
involve employers in education and training, inghgdsetting up sub-structures such as
Sector Councils to involve industry in setting slards. In addition, many countries
describe their technical vocational education aathing systemgrior to the introduction
of a qualifications framework as competency-basedbased on occupational skills
standards. Chile is a striking example. The mifitgovernment introduced a strong
emphasis on individual choice and market modelslinaspects of the education and
training system. It completely decentralized vomaai secondary schools, and expected
them to work with local industries in order to die appropriate competency-based
curricula. After democratization, the basic throsthese reforms remained intact, although
there was more emphasis on the regulatory rolehef dtate. The decentralization of
vocational schools became seen as a problem—inbadchieved labour market linkages
with local industries, but led to a highly diveraed fragmented system. The democratic
government introduced a curriculum reform which wasional, but also based on labour
competencies. This was followed by a GTZ-suppopegject which again used labour
competencies, developing occupational profilesughoan analysis of labour market and
workplace requirements, in consultation with indgstommerce, trade unions, employers,
academic institutions, and public organizationsisTivas followed by the attempts at
developing labour competence frameworks, and neagntly, an NQF.

Bangladesh similarly has introduced competency+basericula, and structures to
ensure the involvement of industry in its technigadational education and training system
in prior reforms. In Tunisia the NQF is seen aslding on existing competency-based
training reforms, while in Sri Lanka, past reformere seen as unsuccessful, and it is
hoped that the NQF will now succeed where they liaved. The case study on Sri Lanka
cites several decades of donor-assisted projaathiding the Asian Development Bank,
the World Bank, the United Nations Development Paiogne, the GTZ, and the Canadian
International Development Agency. It is argued tlia¢se reforms introduced some
improvements but failed to make technical vocatieducation and training or tertiary
education more responsive to the labour marketnore efficient and effective, partly
because they were reflective of the work and teldyical practices of the 1980s, and were
predominantly construction sector-oriented whileestemerging and important industrial
sectors were not accommodated. It is believedth®introduction of the NVQF, with the
specification of visible and comparable outcome#| mow ensure both labour market
responsiveness and efficiency and effectiveness.

Nonetheless, nearly all case studies suggestitedatk of employer involvement is a
key reason why qualifications do not meet empldyreeds. Why the existing systems
have failed to ensure industry input is not alwelgsr, although nearly all the case studies
cite lack of willingness of industry to participafEhe case of Mexico is particularly stark,
as the aims for the second version of the Labounggence are very similar to the goals
for the policy which is being replaced (althoughrenspecific). Countries seem to believe
that the introduction of an NQF will enable thenstaceed in involving industry, where in
the past they have failed.

Policy makers interviewed in the various countrias official documents analyzed,
argued that curricula were irrelevant or outdatedf meeting learners’ or employers’
needs. In most countries the main emphasis washenperception that educational
provision did not meet the needs of the labour etarkn Botswana a slightly different
angle on this was presented, where it was felt thatcurricula for different vocational
courses did not meet the demands of the economgubecsome were developed outside
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the country for altogether different needs—in otiwerds, that international qualifications
may not be relevant to local conditions.

It is difficult to understand the nature and extehthis problem, as research-based
evidence for it was not cited by any of the indixatk interviewed or accessed by the
researchers. This is not to suggest that therenargroblems: clearly there are. Many
employer representatives interviewed in the caséiest reiterated the view expressed by
policy makers. What the case studies did not mariagencover, however, is specific
evidence of the specific problems. This is clearlgpomplex area, as employment patterns
are affected by a range of factors. For examplelithuania, although all types of
education and training are described as inadedaatine purposes of the labour market,
from 2001 to 2007 there was a decrease in unemg@oyfior all groups. For bearers of
higher and post-secondary qualifications unemployniell from 8.4 per cent to 2.1 per
cent; for those with general upper secondary amdtianal education from 19.7 per cent to
5.1 per cent; and for those with vocational lonesandary or primary education from 23.6
per cent to 7.3 per cent. Of coutbese figures say more about the general statheof t
labour market than the appropriateness or other@figelucation and training programmes.
But they are included to indicate some of the caxifies of this issue—as conditions in
labour markets often seem to be stronger deternsnainemployment patterns than the
nature of education and training programres.

In Malaysia industry representatives interviewddtfet many graduates from tertiary
education lacked relevant skills, and that the iuaf education and training is variable;
however, private rates of return for tertiary legeklifications are strong, and staff from
universities, colleges, and training sectors shieirtgraduates are readily employed,
although employment of humanities graduates is asdower, especially by industry. The
reputation of providers, as well as linkages wittustry at an institutional level, is said to
be key in this process, and at higher levels, tieeeestrong preference for graduates from
overseas universities. In addition, many stakehslidgerviewed in Malaysia argued that
demand for skills below a professional level is siwbng, because of what they described
as historical approaches of low wage, low skillustiies, the presence of immigrants who
are prepared to work in these conditions, and tkakwregulatory framework for work
conditions. In Mauritius employers interviewed prio the introduction of the NQF were
mainly happy with the skills levels of their workées. In Tunisia, on the other hand, there
has been a dramatic increase in enrolments in higbacation, with no concomitant
increase in job possibilities, and consequently,dm@matic increase in graduate
unemployment.

5.4 Credit accumulation and transfer

Improving the transparency of qualifications is édpto improve possibilities for
credit accumulation and transfer. Many of the coastwere concerned about the lack of
comparability of qualifications from different ecatonal institutions, and NQFs are hoped
to be the basis for developing systems of creditianulation and transfer. For example, in
Bangladesh, Botswana, Lithuania, South Africa, amkey, policy makers were concerned
that qualifications from different providers ardfeliently valued. In Malaysia this was an
issue across private and public higher educatistititions. Increasing the transparency of
qualifications is hoped to improve progression patys within education and training—
across different institutions and geographical siread across different sectors of the

1 See de Moura Castro (2000) and Wolf (2002) focutision of this problem.
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education and training system. This point is mewibin all case studies, and the term
‘seamlessness’ is popular in describing the aintuafifications frameworks.

In the countries where vocational frameworks arendeéntroduced, the focus is
obviously not on pathways with the rest of the edionn system, but only between
education and training institutions within techhigacational education and training, as
well as, in some instances, between workplace-bdsmding and formal technical
vocational education and training provision. In sorountries, transfer between school and
technical vocational education and training is sasna focus (Bangladesh and South
Africa), while in many others movement between vimrel education and higher
education (or technical higher education) is therjy (Chile, Lithuania, Scotland, and Sri
Lanka). In Chile, Lithuania, and Malaysia, an issafemajor concern is the transition
between workplace-based training and technical timta education and training. In
Malaysia, for example, the qualifications framewbids three separate sectors: for higher
education, for vocational and technical educatimg for skills. Although they are all
placed on a single national framework, there igenily very poor articulation between
skills and the rest of the education and trainygfem. The case study suggests that this is
partly because the skills qualifications are veny level. It is also suggested that because
they are based only on skills standards, they khdoretical or knowledge basis. A
difficulty here is that the qualifications are seidtjto two sets of demands. On the one hand,
they are designed to meet industry needs, and tiydssems to be relatively happy with
them. On the other hand, they should have reldtipaswith other qualifications, but this
does not work well, because of the low levels ddlifications and the lack of theoretical
knowledge. This issue is also a serious conceidtiuania although the language used
there is continuing training versus vocational edion. In Lithuania there are also
problems in the relationships between universitg aon-university higher education
institutions. In many of the countries studiedjsitbelieved that there are unnecessary
obstacles for people who want to move from technicaational education and training to
higher education. In many countries creating pregjom pathways from technical
vocational education and training to higher edarais seen as a way of increasing the
status of the former. In Tunisia aligning secondadycation with technical vocational
education and training is seen to be a key chadleng

5.5 Recognition of prior learning

One of the major aims for all countries is the mgton of competencies, knowledge,
skills, and abilities that have been acquired det$ormal education and training systems.
Countries hope that qualifications frameworks \piibvide a basis for recognizing a wide
range of learning achievements, whether in educaia training or informally at work or
in the community. Different countries use differéatms, with perhaps the most widely
used being recognition of prior learning. All coues see the lack of such recognition as a
problem. It is seen as creating inefficiencies duaation and training (through forcing
learners to complete courses unnecessarily) amdirgenefficiencies in the labour market
(because employers do not know what skills potkatigloyees have). This is described as
leading to serious wastages of skills within ecom®mas well as exacerbation of
inequality.

In some countries the emphasis is on the creafioew systems and mechanisms to
recognize competencies (Chile, Mexico, and Turkdygreas in others, there is more focus
on trying to ensure that the systems which are tseelcognize competencies on the basis
of formal education and training are teameas those used to recognize competencies
acquired in the workplace or in the course of (New Zealand, South Africa, and Turkey).
However, in Turkey there is the hope that the negtesn will extend to the formal
education and training system. In Malaysia the amjshis mainly on recognition for
access to education, while in Chile, Mexico, andkéy the emphasis is on recognition of
competencies for labour market entry and moveméhimihe labour market. In Turkey in
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particular there is an argument that assessmetdgngaeed to be created and funded by
government, for the benefit of industry. In Lithimna key issue is a perceived lack of
motivation for adults to learn in the workplace antbrmally. It is assumed that this is
because such learning is not certified, and itapeld that certifying non-formal learning
will encourage people to learn at work.

5.6 Access

It is hoped that increasing the transparency oflifigetions, thereby enabling the
recognition of prior learning and creating creddanisfer and accumulation mechanisms,
will make it easier for learners to enter or reeemducation and training. It is in this regard
that qualifications frameworks are seen as a kécle for increasing access (Australia,
Bangladesh, Botswana, New Zealand, Scotland, andgthSafrica), firstly through
recognizing skills and knowledge acquired in thekptace and outside of education and
training, and secondly through removing what amns&s unnecessary legal or regulatory
blockages between existing types of provision. Thiseen as necessary to encourage or
enable lifelong learning. Related to access, imudania the NQF is seen as a vehicle to
motivate individuals to study.

5.7 Quality assurance systems and new regulatory,
assessment, and certification mechanisms

In most of the case studies, NQFs were seen agahti® quality assurance systems.
A key hope here is that a qualifications framewocak be a point of reference external to
education and training institutions that provides lbasis for quality assurance, for both self
assessment by individual institutions and evalwaltip external agencies. This, it is hoped,
will lead to user confidence in the system, andemghappropriate, provide the basis for
government funding. For example, in Lithuania a lifjaations framework is seen as
necessary to ensure a systematic approach in degigproviding, and awarding
qualifications, which in turn are seen as neceskargffective quality assurance. In most
countries, the link between qualifications framekgoand quality assurance is assumed to
be through regulatory bodies, which will check uppoovision against specified standards.
This is then linked to changing assessment, agatitin, and other regulatory mechanisms
and systems.

In some countries (notably Chile and Malaysia) djigakions frameworks (the Labour
Competence Framework in the former country) havenbimtroduced as a regulatory
response to highly marketized systems. In othees;amotably in Australia, England,
Wales, and Northern Ireland, New Zealand, and éutliy in South Africa, qualifications
frameworks are seen as part of creating marketiseirdelivery of education and training.
This seems to be an emphasis in the emerging frankewin Russia, Sri Lanka, and
Turkey as well. In Turkey it is emphasized that peiting providers to compete against
each other will increase efficiency and quality.

In many countries, there are attempts to use theifggation of standards to develop
what are seen as more flexible assessment systanidew Zealand and South Africa
strong arguments were made against the use of patons. Outcomes-based
qualifications were seen as a mechanism to enaskesament to be site- and workplace-
based, as it was believed that they would ensateathassessors would assess to the same
standard. In Sri Lanka, an emphasis on decentdalimsessment is intended to ensure
greater flexibility and convenience for applicarits. Turkey there is a very strong notion
that the qualifications framework will enable theparation of assessment and provision.
Here, the proposal is for the development of amealiation system for institutions which
conduct assessment. It seems paradoxical, thoiggm the arguments for increasing the
role of industry in general, that both Turkey arithuania seem to be movirsgvayfrom a
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centralized assessment model whereby the Chambkrdoétry and Commerce plays a
major role in the assessment system.

Linked to reforming how education and training akelivered and regulated are
attempts to change governance systems. ConsidergexXample, the governance of
education and training in Malaysia. Schools are eanthe Ministry of Education.
Polytechnics and colleges are publicly owned anchimidtered, under the Ministry for
Higher Education. Higher education has public ursities as well as a large number of
private universities and colleges, including braaxhf overseas universities, and a number
of internationally sponsored institutes, also unither Ministry for Higher Education, but
through a different division. The Skills systemuisder the Ministry of Human Resource
Development. Respondents in the case study stdiat there were considerable
overlapping responsibilities of different minisgiand agencies for qualifications, and little
coordination amongst them. The NQF was introdugedarily to attempt to change these
relationships.

Some of the countries also seem to want to chaegdication systems. This issue is
most clearly addressed in the proposed system ikeyuwhere institutions will have to
apply for accreditation in order to issue certificsa Interestingly, the countries in the study
start from very different points with regard to tdfiazation, ranging from very centralized
systems, such as in Mexico where all certificates mocessed through the Ministry of
Education, to very decentralized ones, such asteviBana, where all certificates are issued
by individual educational institutions. Certificati is the one issue which is least directly
addressed in official statements of NQF aims. Téimteresting because it is clearly an
issue that policy makers want to tackle, and in tmostances, they want to de-link
qualifications and assessment from providing instins, which implies the need for new
certification mechanisms.

5.8 Reforming delivery of education and training

The changes to assessment, certification, and aggyl mechanisms which are
associated with NQFs are seen in many of the cesnin the study as part of reforming
how education and training are delivered. Increpdime flexibility of education and
training, and shifting to what is described as ‘dadiled’ systems are key desires here.

In many of the countries, policy makers suggeshed ¢tentrally-specified curricula,
centralized state delivery mechanisms, and ingiitlinked qualifications all prevent
education and training from meeting the needs & dtonomy. In relation to the
management and delivery of education and trairpoticy makers argued that educational
institutions are rigid and inflexible, with rigichd unreasonable entrance requirements, and
inflexibility in terms of how courses are offerddflexibility may refer to access criteria
(Bangladesh, Botswana) or lack of responsiveneshdd-term needs of industry (Mexico,
Russia, Turkey) or it may refer to the approactewery of education and training which
make it difficult for working people to attend (hitania). Many of the countries feel that
the traditional notion of qualifications linked tpecific institutions, specific learning
programmes, and specific durations of study, liffekibility. Thus, ‘time serving’ is
quoted as a problem to be solved by qualificativtammeworks in most of the studies.
Related to this is a desire in many countries tift $tn what is described as ‘learner-
centered’ pedagogy, which countries also believebmachieved through the introduction
of qualifications frameworks, perhaps through ootes or competency statements. This is
seen as linked, in certain countries, to centrdlidelivery systems, and decentralization is
seen as a solution. In addition, governments tinatcentralized training systems seem to
feel that they do not have sufficient control owdrat actually happens in training centres.
This paradox is seen as one which can be solveaighra framework of outcomes or
competency-based qualifications, because, it isved that this will offer a mechanism for
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decentralizing provision, increasing competitiand ensuring accountability of providers
for funds that are given to them (by governmemdustry, or individual students).

According to the case study on Turkey, policy makspecifically in the Vocational
Qualifications Authority, believe that industry dorot always need students to complete
full technical vocational education and traininggmammes. Often, it is argued, industry is
in urgent need of qualified people and cannot @itthem to complete their formal
education and training; it is claimed that in mamages the needed qualifications can be
acquired through short-term courses. This time (qnality) gap between the world of
work requirements and the education and trainirsesy is therefore an important area in
which it is hoped the NQF can shape change. Tligeiscan be seen in Australia,
Botswana, New Zealand, and South Africa, where N@&® designed to enable learners
to gain credit for parts of qualifications (refatre as ‘skills sets’ in Australia and ‘unit
standards’ in the other three countries).

5.9 Improving parity of esteem for TVET and skills
qualifications

In all countries in the study, to differing degreéswas seen as a problem that
technical vocational education and training (TVETWworkplace-based or skills
qualifications tend to have a lower status tharostlnd university qualifications. In all
countries, the hope was that a clearer understgradiwhat the bearer of a qualification is
competent to do (the transparency aim discussedreqbwill raise the status of
qualifications, particularly of vocational and $&ibased qualifications. This is in most
cases based on a notion (sometimes implicit) thet public perceptions about
qualifications are irrational, and due to prejudiaad therefore, can be changed through
greater transparency. The low status of TVET iergern in nearly all the countries, where
it is seen as a fall-back option for learners ftwom all other routes have been exhausted.
In Lithuania, it is argued that workplace-basedniray is even more stigmatized than
formal TVET. Countries hope to ‘attract’ students TVET (Bangladesh, the English
NVQs, Lithuania, Scotland, and South Africa) bygotg vocational qualifications on a
framework, thus demonstrating their equivalencetter, more desired qualifications. In
Malaysia stakeholders hope that the NQF can cpeatty of esteem between academic and
vocational qualifications and make the skills seaoviable alternative route to higher
education. Similarly, in Lithuania, it is hoped thlhe NQF will raise the status of TVET,
by showing that the knowledge and skills are onaégerms with academic education.
This, in turn, it is hoped, will help to get moreotivated and skillful young people to
choose TVET.

5.10 Increasing private sector financial contributi on,
especially for TVET and skills training

Many of the case studies (with emphases in Bangladgotswana, Chile, Lithuania,
and South Africa) cited systemic and protracteck lat funding for TVET as a key
problem. Some of the countries (Bangladesh, Newasea and Russia) explicitly hope
that the introduction of a qualifications framewaskll encourage industry to invest in
education and training, thus reducing expectatirgovernment. The idea seems to be that
because the system involves industry, industry lvdlimore interested in investing. In New
Zealand there was also considerable focus on isicigandividual user fees, and this
seems to be the case in the emerging frameworki#siR as well.

57



5.11 International recognition and labour mobility

A major reason for introducing qualifications franweks is countries’ attempts to
relate to international systems, and to participeithin what are described as globalized
labour markets (although of course the latter moti® highly contested from various
perspectives in the literature of political econoamd economics). This becomes a self-
perpetuating policy cycle: as more countries haaeebtbped frameworks, and as regional
frameworks such as the EQF have come into existgrudiey makers seem to feel under
increasing pressure to have a framework in ordetheir national qualifications to fit in
internationally. Even the ‘early starters’ hadrmisg sense that a qualifications framework
will make it easier to indicate its equivalencdrtternational qualifications where this was
required. This was a particularly strong featuréhaf rationale for the NQF in Mauritius,
where there are large numbers of people that neigparticularly to Australia, Canada, and
Europe, and according to the case study, reportadig numbers of people that migrate to
Mauritius. However, it is also a strong rationateBangladesh, with its large number of
migrant workers sending remittances home. Remi¢isuare also a concern in Sri Lanka
and Tunisia. In Botswana it is believed by policgkars that Zimbabwean workers in the
construction industry are hired instead of Botswangkers because their qualifications are
seen as better (although the case study also atdahges that they are prepared to work for
lower wages). All European countries in the study attempting to fit their qualifications
to the EQF, and a national framework is seen asyaskep in this process. Many non-
European countries are also hoping to align theitesns with the EQF; Chile and Tunisia
stand out here. A less explicitly mentioned isdud, one which nonetheless appears in
some of the studies, particularly Australia, Malayand New Zealand, is the desire to earn
foreign currency by attracting foreign students gwh most countries pay much higher
fees than local students). International benchmgris seen as an important part of this
process.

The notion of a nationally accepted framework isriany cases linked to other aims
discussed below, such as improving transpareneyration of a set of national standards
(as in Bangladesh, Botswana, Lithuania, RussiathiSédrica, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, and
Turkey), or standardizing the use of academic lmadredits in defining qualifications (as
in Malaysia). In the attempt to resolve these athgtoissues, qualifications frameworks
may become part of the regulatory frameworks thateasingly control movements of
individuals.

5.12 Broader goals

The literature on NQFs generally suggests that tt@snhope that by achieving the
above objectives, NQFs will improve social cohes#nd assist people who have been
marginalized to obtain qualifications or gain accts educational programmes, as well as
promoting access, and motivating learners to getenskills by certification, thereby
raising education and training levels and strengtigginternational competitiveness, and
enhancing lifelong learning. These broader goaleweentioned in many of the countries
in the current study. Perhaps the strongest exahgie is South Africa, which had very
ambitious hopes for its qualifications frameworkgarding it as a key transformative
instrument to enable dramatic change in educatiwhteaining as well as in the labour
market and the economy and society more broadly.

Many of the countries come to qualifications frareks through an analysis of skills
shortages. This is linked to the notion of relewariscussed above: the idea is that
education and training systems are not producimgagppropriate levels of skill in the
workforce. So, for example, in Malaysia industrypnesentatives argued that most
workforce entrants are people who either have rat-pchool qualifications, or have basic
level skills qualifications. Similarly in Chile adh proportion of the adult labour force has
few years of schooling and no qualifications. Arpleit goal of the Chile Qualifies
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Programme, which included the further developmédrihe fledgling Labour Competence
Framework, was developing ‘human capital’. Mostlef countries in the study hope that a
qualifications framework can play a role in raissiglls levels in their countries.

In most of the countries, TVET reform is seen ag tkesocial and economic reform.
Youth unemployment is a particular focus. Incregshe relevance of TVET to industry as
discussed in the previous section is obviouslyyaigsue here. Reforming TVET is linked
with problems in school systems. For example in Nias, low levels of throughput in
schooling are seen as a major reason for improViW&T to provide an alternative
progression pathway for young people. In many efdbuntries the poor quality of private
provision was cited as a problem, and it was ardghatiprivate providers did not have the
resources and long-term perspective required; ifleChis problem was described as
particularly stark given the high levels of markation of the education and training
system.

Paradoxically, although NQFs are supposed to bipslwhich allow industry to
lead TVET, in many instances governments are nppyavith industries’ approach to
training, or the types of investments that are madd hope that NQFs will assist them to
shift existing practices within industries. Theynvdo encourage employers to invest in
education and training (thus reducing strains obliputspending), but they also want to
shape the nature of industry and employment irr d@intry, which they believe they can
do through shaping the type and level of skillsuiegl by the workforce or potential
workforce. In Mauritius, Malaysia, and Tunisia theis a strong focus on building a
‘knowledge economy’, understood as the idea thah@mic value will increasingly come
from knowledge-intensive work, and less from phgkiproduction. In Tunisia policy
makers hope that an NQF can be part of a cycleeafting better jobs, and ensuring that
individuals have higher levels of skills for thgsés. These countries hope that an NQF
can facilitate this through improving the culturé toaining and raising standards of
education and training. It is thus hoped that NQ@# increase the productivity and
competitiveness of industry through a flexible gitmbally employable workforce. Some of
the countries specifically target increasing tlsiare of the global labour market through
better-qualified workers (Bangladesh, Sri Lanka] @nnisia). It is also hoped in the case
of Sri Lanka that the NQF will enable greater afigmt to national development goals.

Some countries explicitly mention the reductionusfemployment and poverty as
goals for their NQFs (e.g. Botswana), while othbes/e broad statements of socio-
economic goals (e.g. South Africa). As already ulised, most countries link NQFs to
increasing access, and hope that in this way #madwork can contribute to greater social
inclusion. In South Africa this was specificallylted to the redress of past discrimination.
Policy makers in Bangladesh hope the framework iwaprove chances for upward
economic and social mobility, and in Botswana it hisped that the qualifications
framework will reduce unemployment by equippingtess with relevant skills. In Mexico
the original Labour Competence Framework, as welha broader project through which
it was introduced, hoped to influence employmertt amployability of people, the levels
of productivity and competitiveness, and the ralarse of the resources invested in human
capital development. In South Africa one of thelexpgoals of the NQF is to contribute to
the full personal development of each learner &rdsbcial and economic development of
the nation at large.

An ambitious general goal of NQFs, but also oné ihamentioned explicitly by all
countries in the current study, is the idea of pting lifelong learning. For example, the
Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework ainte help people of all ages and
circumstances to access appropriate educationrainthy over their lifetime to fulfil their
personal, social and economic potential”. In sorases (such as Botswana, Chile, and
Tunisia) lifelong learning is simply specified asgeneral aim of the qualifications
framework (possibly indicating a more rhetoricatdolic approach to this issue). In
others, lifelong learning is linked more specifigalo the other aims of qualifications
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frameworks. For example, in Russia and Malaysiapkmg learners to transfer from one
site or sector of learning to another is seen ablamy lifelong learning. In other countries,
is seen as the key to enabling lifelong learnirgijtas believed that in this way learners
will be able to access education and training neaisly.

5.13 Differences in goals for NQFs

There are some important differences revealed énctse studies in terms of what
countries aim to achieve through the introductibaroNQF.

The case studies in general do not make a cletinaien between the operational
objectives and wider objectives. However, thereddiferences of emphasis in some of the
countries. For example, the case study on the Em$lVQs suggests that a key driver for
their introduction was an attempt by the governnterdchieve greater control over public
expenditure by colleges and Awarding Bodies andhift power over the provision of
TVET towards employers, reducing power of tradeonsi over apprenticeships. In
Botswana and Sri Lanka, a focus on provider acedility is very evident, where
developing better mechanisms for controlling gowegnt expenditure in TVET institutions
seems to be a driving goal of government. In Turkeparating provision from assessment
seems to be a key issue. Achieving modularizasoa particular focus in Lithuania, as is
attempting to develop social dialogue and strengttee capacity and role of various
stakeholders. A driving force in Malaysia has beeextend the existing higher education
quality assurance model, which was implementetiérmprivate sector, to the public sector.

Another way of understanding the difference in gaail the various countries is in
terms of their relative ambition. There are sigwfit distinctions in emphasis in terms of
what is expected of qualifications frameworks, p@d linked to different expectations
about how much specificity can be provided througmalification documentation.
Although the term ‘transparency’ is used in all doeintries in the study, in some instances,
the focus is more on the transparency of the doalibn system as a whole—what has
been described above as the communication funatiomualifications systems. For
example in Scotland, the emphasis seems to be prwng understandings of the various
qualifications on offer. Mauritius talks similarlabout qualifications being readily
understood by the public, while Malaysia emphasirgsroving public understanding of
qualifications, establishing greater clarity of drhation about qualifications, and
facilitating evaluation and comparison of qualifioas. In other words, the development of
a simplified framework of qualifications with a fatally agreed nomenclature is supposed
to make it easier for employers (and others) toewstdnd which qualification fits where,
thus to some extent improving their understandingraduates. These countries seem less
ambitious with regard to what a qualifications femork can achieve in this regard.

In other countries, stronger claims are made, hetetare greater expectations from
qualifications frameworks with regard to makingiindual qualifications transparent. The
Labour Competence Framework originally introducedvexico, for example, hoped to
provide greater information to employers by prowgiindividuals with qualifications
certifying what they were competent to do, andrisuee transparency between educational
and training institutions and the productive sextof the economy. Similarly, in the
original NQFs in New Zealand and South Africa, am@8angladesh, Botswana, Sri Lanka,
and Turkey strong claims are made about the roldeafning outcomes irensuring
‘transparency’. Similarly, the New Zealand Quabtions Authority proposed providing all
learners with an individual record of their leaginwvhich would showclearly what
learners had achieved and could do. In Lithuanis ihoped that standards can ensure
coordination between education and the labour maitkereby enhancing the transparency
of qualifications (access to processes of desigmngvision, and recognition) as well as
information for individuals about the content ofddjfications as well as pathways.
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These differences can be understood in relatiorsdme of the typologies of
qualifications frameworks proposed by researchetlis area, mentioned in Chapter 3. For
example, Raffe (2009c¢) distinguishes betweemmunications frameworks,which takes
the existing education and training system as Hirggapoint, aiming to make it more
transparent and easier to understandefarming framework, which takes the existing
system as its starting point but aims to improvim ispecific ways such as by enhancing
quality, increasing consistency, filling gaps imyision or increasing accountability; and a
transformational framework, which takes a proposed future system as its stppoint
and defines the outcomes-based qualifications itlavitke to see in such a system, without
explicit reference to existing provision.

Another difference is that some countries trieduse NQFs to create a break with
previous policies and systems (for example, Newatehand South Africa) while others
have focused on more incremental reform, with &oaklbeing the most quoted example in
this regard. In some of the countries, NQFs areridex as aiming to build on previous
reforms which seem to be generally regarded asessfid (for example, the previous
competency-based training reform in Tunisia), wasr@ many others, they are attempting
to introduce a new reform because previous refarasseen as unsuccessful (such as in
Bangladesh and Sri Lanka).

A final difference worth pointing out is that sommuntries aim to develop
frameworks for specific economic sectors whichidemtified as key to the economy, with
the long-term aim of a national framework. Tuniaiad Turkey are described as adopting
this approach. Other countries aim for more comgmetve reform in the short-term—for
example, New Zealand and South Africa.

5.14 International influences and the developmento f
NQFs

Based on these case studies as well as the briitadature review, policy borrowing
and international organizations seem to be at iegsrt playing a role in the international
spread of this discourse. There are important rdiffees between the very early starters,
which developed their frameworks as a result oérimil reforms, and the more recent
frameworks, which are much more influenced by mational models and pressure. The
only two frameworks in which policy borrowing is thmentioned as an explicit factor in
the countries’ decision to adopt a framework aslvesl in its design, are the first
qualifications frameworks, Scotland, and the Efgi&vQs. These two frameworks have
been particularly influential in other countriesjttwthe Scottish framework offering
encouragement about the possibilities of an NQH,tha English NVQs being used more
directly as a model. Australia, Botswana, Chile xMe, South Africa, and Sri Lanka were
explicitly influenced by the NVQs in England, inres of the specific approach to
designing competency-based qualifications. Most nttes mention the Scottish
framework as influential, and some have used itslldescriptors as a basis for their own;
in addition the Scottish Qualifications Authoritgdplayed an advisory role (for example
in Chile and Mauritius).

As frameworks have emerged, they have also steotedluence other countries. The
New Zealand NQF has been influential in Botswarmytls Africa, and Sri Lanka, and in
some instances unit standards from New Zealand agapted for local use. While the
Australian NQFper sehas not been particularly influential, the Austmalcompetency-
based training model has played a major role in diegelopment of qualifications
frameworks in many countries, including Banglade3hile, Lithuania, South Africa, and
Sri Lanka. The South African NQF has been infliEnt Botswana and Mauritius. Policy
documents relating to the qualifications framewiorBangladesh suggest that its designers
drew on models being developed in the Philippigesl.anka, and Vanuatu.
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Many of the newer qualifications frameworks explicidescribe influences from the
EQF. In some cases, such as Bangladesh, LithuRogsia, and Turkey, level descriptors
were based on or directly copied EQF levels. Eulanpmuntries are particularly influenced
by the EQF, but the Bologna Process is also ardyiforce, more broadly than Europe, as it
seems to be a key factor influencing current degoreknts towards an NQF in Chile, and
has played a major role in reform of higher edweain Tunisia.

In both Lithuania and Russia some stakeholdersticplarly in educational
institutions, were quoted as seeing NQFs as ‘yetham foreign reform’, and something
imposed on the country from the outside. Nonetlseld® experts involved in the design of
the NQF in Lithuania insist that it was designedaading to their needs, and not according
to international models, nor responding to intdomel drivers.

Although Malaysia explicitly considered models ofQNRs in other countries
(Australia, New Zealand, Scotland, England and Waie seems of all the countries in the
study (other than the two initial cases) to be kbast directly influenced by policy
borrowing.

Donor and development agencies seem to play immpontales. For example,
according to the case study the idea of an NQFneaknown in Bangladesh prior to its
introduction through a donor-designed and ILO-imm@ted project. The role of the ETF
is strongly mentioned as an influencing factor insfa and Tunisia. The GTZ is a
particularly interesting case, given that compefdmased training is not a feature of
German technical vocational education and training, GTZ is described as supporting
competency-based training reforms in Botswana, eChaind Sri Lanka, and has been
involved in developing the new framework for trades occupational qualifications in
South Africa. World Bank loans funded the developtef the Labour Competence
Framework in Mexico and an initial competency-bassfdrm for the construction sector in
Sri Lanka (in both cases drawing on the English NviQdel). The European Social Fund
sponsored the development of the NQF in Lithuafdibe Asian Development Bank
Funding for proposed reforms in the technical viovetl education and training sector
incorporating the establishment of an NVQ framewsrélescribed as an important external
impetus in Sri Lanka, and the report on Sri Lankentions that the Asian Development
Bank has funded similar work in Laos, Thailand, tMi&am, and other Asian countries.
European Commission funds were the major sourcehef development and initial
implementation of the South African NQF. The OEGDseen as particularly influential in
Chile. Some of the countries cite the role of cttastis from specific countries suggesting
the use of their models; for example, an Austral@msultancy proposed that the
Australian model could work in Chile. The Tunisiease study describes the role of the
European Union, World Bank, and French aid in teeetbpment of a competency-based
vocational training system. Nearly all the devehgpibr middle-income countries in the
study (but most noticeably Bangladesh and Sri Lpnkave long lists of donor
organizations which have played similar roles ipmarting the reform of technical
vocational education and training, with a particdtacus on competency-based education.
All of this is consistent with what was found inetlbroader literature on qualifications
frameworks, discussed in Chapter 3, and considagath in Chapter 9.
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Chapter 6: NQF design

What kinds of structures and institutions are @@dbd establish NQFs? Are they new
structures, or are existing organizations tasketth wew responsibilities? What are the
different models of NQFs and how do countries ceoasiong them? What are the links
between the goals listed for qualifications framekgand the ways in which they are being
designed? This research hoped to understand thectnop NQFs, but was faced with the
fact that many frameworks were in the very earbges of development. In these cases,
researchers were asked to get policy makers taiexpbw the NQF was going to achieve
its objectives, as well as what kinds of indicatithesy would use for success, and what their
systems for monitoring and evaluation would be.shswn in the country summaries in
Chapter 4, countries appear to be doing ratheerdifft things under the name NQF or
competence framework. However, Chaptewhy do countries introduce NQFs@ggests
that the goals and aspirations across the courgreesather similar. How can this apparent
contradiction be understood? The following seceoplores how frameworks have been
designed in the different countries, looking at ith&itutional arrangements as well as the
design of the actual frameworks.

6.1 Key NQF structures, institutions, and systems

In many of the countries NQFs are introduced witd ghrough the creation of new
institutions, although in some, existing institmsohave developed NQFs, and in some,
existing institutions are given new roles in ortéenmplement NQFs. In some instances
new institutions are built through old institutipnghich means that they have existing
institutional capacity, institutional memory, andpefully, trust and credibility in the
countries. The creation of new institutions is sbmes linked to attempts to shift control
of qualifications away from educational institutiorout may also be linked to the fact that
previous state institutions are not seen as suttess simply that new functions are being
introduced. Involving stakeholders and creatingadatialogue is described as important in
some of the studies, and new structures may beopattempts to achieve these goals.

Quialifications Authorities

Many, but not all, of the countries created new Ifioations Authorities to design
and/or implement and manage qualifications fram&siofhey vary substantially in their
extent in terms of operations, size, and capacity.

Malaysia, Mauritius, and Scotland have organizationalled ‘qualifications
authorities’ whose authority does not extend toulle education and training system.
The Scottish Qualifications Authority covers modtieation and training other than higher
education. The qualifications authorities in Malayand Mauritius have a sectoral focus. In
Malaysia, the Malaysian Qualifications Authority naees higher education as well as
technical vocational education and training but tie skills qualifications. It is also
responsible for quality assurance of higher edanasind technical vocational education
and training. According to the case study, it @ffetl primarily by people with higher
education expertise and interests, and is focuseithe higher education sector. Skills are
under the Ministry of Human Resources Developmemg formally governed by a
National Vocational Training Council. This is a prtite body with an industry
representative as the chair, and it formally adtseall providers of skills qualifications.
The qualifications are standards-based. For assKilalification to be included in the
overall register of qualifications attached to #alaysian Qualifications Framework, it
must be accredited through this system. In Maugitithe Mauritian Qualifications
Authority has some role with regard to the framdwas a whole (mainly in relation to
level descriptors), but its powers are basicallpwerseeing the development of outcomes-
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based vocational qualifications, and accreditirgpécal vocational education and training
providers. The Scottish Qualifications Authority psimarily a regulatory and awarding
body. It is responsible for regulating school dimditions, the qualifications from
mainstream college provision, and all Scottish \iocel Qualifications. It is responsible
for overseeing qualifications, curriculum, and asseent in most secondary education and
technical vocational education and training. Thigth®rity is one of the partners in the
development of the Scottish qualifications framewand predated the framework. The
framework itself does not have a large institutldmareaucracy; instead, it has a Quality
Committee which is responsible for maintaining theottish Credit and Qualifications
Framework guidelines, ensuring consistency in thecgss and criteria for admitting
qualifications and learning to the framework, atigreang the SCQF with other national
and international frameworks.

In Russia a Qualifications Authority was createdt ib is not clear what its scope of
authority is, or how it relates to other relevantharities. In Botswana, a statutory
authority was created, the Botswana Training Authothrough a Vocational Training Act
in 1998. It was given the mandate to develop a émaark and coordinate training. The
Botswana Training Authority registers providers.rifieation happens through training
providers, and not the Botswana Training Authority.

In Turkey a Vocational Qualifications Authority hiagen created to oversee standards
and qualifications development, testing and cedifon, and accreditation. This is
envisaged to take place through a system of détegabrk in these three areas to specific
institutions and organizations. However, while Qealifications Authority is primarily
responsible for authorizing institutions to develsfandards and qualifications, it is
intended that the authorization of testing and sswent will be doneboth by the
Qualifications Authority and another agency, thekigsh Accreditation Agency. This is
discussed further on under accreditation arrangeném Chile there is a new structure
which is intended to include the Ministry of Labptire Ministry of Economy, the Ministry
of Education, the Workers’ Central Union, and theployers’ organizations.

In Tunisia the NQF governance is through a Couraml Human Resource
Development. The Ministry in charge of vocationalirting remains responsible for the
standards of training, assessment, and certifitatioBangladesh, whilst there is no plan to
introduce a new qualifications authority, the léglisn of the Bangladesh Technical
Education Board will be amended to explicitly refertheir role and responsibilities in
relation to the NTVQF.

Sri Lanka is one of the few countries not to hangated new structures, although the
functions of existing organizations have changelde Existing Tertiary and Vocational
Education Commission, the main statutory body @ tdchnical vocational education and
training system, with responsibility for registagimstitutions, has been given the role of
managing the NVQF.

Structures to design competency standards or
outcomes-based qualifications

In many of the countries, new structures have leated to develop competency
standards or outcomes-based qualifications. Maimily has been for technical vocational
education and training qualifications, although South Africa new stakeholder-based
structures were created to desadihqualifications. A key focus in all of these couesrhas
been the attempt to get industry to lead theseegsms, as the point of this move is to
create industry-specified standards which areinkedl to specific educational institutions
or curricula. Some countries have a greater emphasicontractualization—government
agencies or even a non-government agency (as icage of Chile) contract organizations
or institutions to develop standards. Other coaathave a more centralized process where
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qualifications authorities or government agencielsup representative structures or task
teams for this process, although even here, intipeamuch of the work is contracted to
consultants, and the stakeholders tend to playifging role. Structures with names such
as National Industry Advisory Councils (Sri Lankkdustry Skills Councils (Bangladesh),
or Industry Training Advisory Committees (Mauritjusave been established in most of the
countries (in some instances, replacing similaucstres which are seen to have not
functioned well). In other countries (e.g. Botswaarad South Africa) more temporary
structures were created, envisaged not to have bdiyond the design and development of
specific qualifications and unit standards.

South Africa created 12 National Standards Bodidskeholder-based bodies, which
were given responsibility for overseeing qualifioas and unit standards. Under each
National Standards Body a large number of Standasdserating Bodies were created. The
Standards Generating Bodies were comprised of septatives of experts and interest
groups.

In Turkey one of the two key functional departmesitshe Vocational Qualification
Authority is theDepartment of Occupational Standardsis department is responsible for
deciding on methods for Occupational Standard dgweént, and for monitoring of
organizations accredited for developing occupatiostandards. The development of
standards will be sub-contracted to institutionsciwttould include formal and non-formal
training institutions, authorized certification fitgtions, or industry organizations and
institutions who conduct personnel certificatiomeTidea is for standards to be based on
job requirements. In Lithuania too it seems as iSub-contracting approach may be
adopted.

In Mexico technical groups of expert workers anchtécians were established by the
National Council for Standardization and Certifioat of Labour Competences
(CONOCER). In a fairly similar model, Bangladeshaitempting to implement what is
described as the UK/Australian approach to compgtéased training, where learning
outcomes are developed by industry bodies basehleofunctional analysis of occupations
or jobs. The curriculum section of the Bangladeshhhical Education Board will develop
learning and assessment materials, which will reqandorsement by the new Industry
Skills Councils. In Sri Lanka the process is a gowgent-led one, with attempts to involve
industry. Qualifications are developed by a teantrainers and industry specialists who
have undergone special training in the specifietirigues and the documentation systems.

Accreditation, assessment, and certification
arrangements

As discussed in Chapter 5, in many of the counttiies NQF is seen as part of
improving the delivery of education and trainingrailgh a greater emphasis on
accreditation mechanisms and processes. This &n ditked to proposed changes in
assessment systems. The hope is that the outcamed-lgualifications or competency
standards will be a benchmark, against which ustibs conducting assessment or
providing education and training can be contracted evaluated or quality assured. NQFs
are also seen as a tool to change regulatory hnxtand relationships with regard to
quality assurance and assessment. For exampleauimitMds, the Industrial and Vocational
Training Board (IVTB) was both a state training yider and a quality assurer of private
provision. The Mauritian Qualifications Authorityas introduced partially to remove the
latter role from the IVTB.

The Turkish NQF is being created through a doublerelitation mechanism. The
Vocational Qualifications Authority will conduct e@ditation of institutions that want to
teach, assess, or issue certificates. But ingitatiwill also have to be accredited by the
Turkish Accreditation Agency, or by accreditationstitutions that have multilateral
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recognition agreements by the European Accreditadissociation in order to be eligible
for the Vocational Qualifications Authority authpation process. The Turkish
Accreditation Agency is a public entity with adnstrative and financial autonomy and it is
a related organization of the Prime Ministry. &rstd its operations in 2000 and conducts
accreditation of laboratories, accreditation of tiieation agencies, accreditation of
personnel certification agencies, and accreditaiompublic and private enterprises. It is
hoped that this ‘double’ filtering will increase ajity and recognition of certificates.
Informal communications between the Vocational @igations Authority and the Turkish
Accreditation Agency try to build common understagd

In Turkey and Lithuania, assessment as a funcsoenvisaged as being handled
through the accreditation of institutions. Sepatssessment from teaching and training
through accreditation systems is a major focuheffturkish NQF. Nonetheless, there still
appears to be centralized mechanisms for estaidigbst item banks, for the supervision
of testing and certification activities, and foettlevelopment and update of test item banks.
Interestingly, in Turkey and Lithuania, the movevéwds an accreditation-based system
involved a move away from existing industry-led teyss. In both these countries,
Chambers of Trades and Industry currently have iderable roles with regard to
assessment and certification. In the envisaged editation-based systems, these
institutions would compete alongside others to ioldacreditation to conduct assessment.

In Sri Lanka there is more of an emphasis on uamlQF to improve accountability
of state providers. Visible and comparable outcoaresseen to be the key mechanism in
this regard. It is believed that this will make teehnical vocational education and training
system more resilient and managed by objective nmeasand fact-led decision-making.
Assessment is centralized in the sense that institsrare centrally-developed by one of
two national institutions, but it will be conductdy individual assessors, who will be
trained, assessed, and registered.

In some countries accreditation and quality assranechanisms are not based on
outcomes-based qualifications or competency stdsdand have a far greater focus on
more traditional aspects, which have come to bermed to as ‘inputs’, such as curricula
and duration, qualification of staff, research at$p and so on. This is the case in most
countries with regard to higher education, and lmarseen in Malaysia, where the NQF is
higher education dominated, and the implementatbrthe NQF has been primarily
through the accreditation and quality assurancigther education. A key focus of the
NQF and the creation of the Malaysian Qualificatigkuthority has been the extension of
the existing quality assurance, which was only dirak private provision, to all higher
education institutions. After the liberal economeforms of the 1980s, a huge private
sector sprung up, which was very unregulated, atdrhany small providers with minimal
facilities and unqualified staff. So quality asswra and accreditation were introduced.
However, poor quality has also been perceived tahwoblem in the state sector. In
addition, industry and the public sector have faeduforeign qualifications, which has
been both symptomatic of poor quality and exacerbat Thus, the quality assurance
regime was later extended to the public sector.isAsncreasingly the case in many
countries, higher education is also an ‘export’ djom the sense that it brings in money,
through higher fees for foreign students.

Some countries emphasize the role of accreditatienhanisms in ‘opening up the
market’. For example, in Mauritius it was arguedatthaccreditation against NQF
qualifications will enable a larger number of pibefis to take responsibility for provision
and assessment. Australia, England (with regatdedNVQs), and New Zealand all had an
explicit focus of increasing marketization of theéechnical vocational education and
training systems. In Russia there is an emphasha is called the ‘module-competitive’
approach, where competition is increased througlvigers being contracted to provide
modules against standards. In Turkey it is arghetl tcompetition is seen as necessary to
improve quality. On the other hand, there are atsucerns about marketized systems. In
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Chile and Lithuania it is argued that competitiomoagst providers is unhealthy and

counterproductive. In Chile, the market-based sysig® seen as restricting access, and
producing poor quality, as private providers areahle to build and develop the

technological base necessary for technical vocaltieducation and training provision. In

Malaysia and Chile, NQFs were seen more as tootedulate existing markets. In both

cases markets were seen as leading to unevenyqualit

The issuing of certificates should be a key issmerdlation to qualifications.
Surprisingly, with a couple of exceptions, mosthe case studies were not able to provide
much information in this regard. It seems as i$ ian issue which has not been the focus of
policy attention in many of the newer NQFs. Thisildobe because existing certification
arrangements are going to continue. Some of ther l@Fs do seem to indicate evidence
of this—in Mauritius, for example, the Mauritius &xinations Syndicate has continued to
conduct assessment and issue certificates for rgoatifications outside of higher
education, including vocational qualifications. Tmnisia, certification currently happens
through ministries, with separate systems for higi#ucation and technical vocational
education and training, and this is likely to coo#. This, though, raises interesting
questions about how NQFs are supposed to fundimhthe nature of change that they are
intended (and able) to introduce. Unfortunatelys th not an issue which can be explored
here, but could be a useful focus for future redear

6.2 NQF design features

A nationally accepted framework

There is clearly debate and different perspectalasut what counts as an NQF, and
this issue is given considerable considerationhat ¢nd of this report. However, as
discussed in Chapter 5, the most basic aim ofiageatqualifications framework is to have
a nationally accepted framework or grid of levehsl/ar qualifications and qualification
types, sometimes for all qualifications and somesirfor specific sectors. Differences in
terminology and the configuration of education #&adhing systems make classification of
the scope of the frameworks in the study difficBlangladesh and Botswana, for example,
call their frameworks vocational, but technical kfiGations at higher levels are not
included. The vocational sector of the Malaysiaanfework is specifically aimed at
polytechnics and colleges, and includes technindl\acational qualifications, but skills
qualifications have their own separate sub-fram&wbithuania and Russia are officially
discussing and designing comprehensive framewdniisgxcluding schools), but the case
studies reflect policy attention being focused @chhical vocational education and
training? The framework in Turkey is also intended to be peehensive but is limited to
vocational qualifications and possibly even workplbased in practice. The NQF in
Malaysia is interesting as it is higher educatiomahated. The case study argues that the
main reason school qualifications were not inclugethe NQF is that it has been driven
from the Ministry of Higher Education. There isotlyh, the intention to create more
coherence between the different systems.

The exclusively vocational focus of some of the ldfjgations frameworks in this
study (Bangladesh, Botswana, Chile, the English EM@exico, Sri Lanka, and Tunisia) is

21t may well be the case that there is also comalile attention on higher education related to the
Bologna Process, but it was not captured in theeotrstudies; this suggests that at the least,
qualifications reforms in these different sectasm to be happening through different processes.
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interesting given that other research (for examg@edefop, 2009a) describes a trend
towards the development of comprehensive NQFd BBuabpean countries.

The two design features which are seen as mostaténmtmost of the countries are
level descriptors and learning outcomes.

Level descriptors

Level descriptors are described in most countriesthie study asthe crucial
mechanism to achieve the claims made about qualifits frameworks, with the possible
exceptions of Australia, where there have been naltigough descriptors are now being
introduced, Botswana and Mauritius, where it seethatl there was less emphasis on the
role of the descriptors, and in the competence draonks in Chile, and Mexico, where
there was very little mention of descriptors. Lewegscriptors are seen as a guide for
clarifying equivalence and rationalizing qualificats systems. They are also seen as a
mechanism to increase transparency of qualificatEystems, because they try to provide
broad information about skills, abilities, and pEssion/mastery of knowledge areas, which
should apply to all qualifications which are peggeda specific level of a qualifications
framework. They are also seen as the mechanismhwhiltensure that qualifications are
broadly ‘comparable’, and that equivalent qualificas, which are currently not viewed as
equivalent, will be recognized as such.

For example, in Lithuania it is hoped that leveta&tors can provide instruments to
reference and compare qualifications, for the psepaf human resource management and
development. In Russia, it is hoped that level dp&ws will be an important mechanism to
simplify the existing frameworks for occupationshely are seen as a way of ensuring
comparability of qualifications and providing foew transition routes from education and
training to work. They are also seen as the basisdw systems of assessment. Tunisia has
similar intentions: it is hoped that level desarigt will ensure that decisions are made
based on clear criteria and not on prejudices. ILdgsacriptors are seen to facilitate the
recognition of prior learning because they indidatead levels of competency, which, it is
believed, can be measured or judged. It is als@dap Tunisia that the level descriptors
will enable comparison of graduates from differpragrammes. In countries where labour
markets are more regulated, level descriptors rekaye to salary scales, and policy makers
in Sri Lanka and Turkey are hoping that in the loeign the NVQF will be related more
directly to salaries.

For those countries which see an NQF as a waysfjti@g new qualifications, level
descriptors are seen as the starting point in tefnisoad specifications of competencies,
from which more specific specifications can be gesd. For those countries which want to
organize and systematize existing qualificatioegel descriptors are seen as the tool which
will enable this to be done in a clear, consistant] transparent manner. In other words,
level descriptors are seen as the main mechanesimvth create or improve transparency.

What then, do these descriptors look like? The temee of the European
Qualifications Framework (EQF) as a powerful forice the world of qualifications
frameworks may lead to level descriptors lookingikir. Turkey, for example, has adopted
the EQF descriptors. In Bangladesh level descspthew on the EQF, but with some
changes. They are based on ‘knowledge, skill, @sgansibility’, and are linked to very
broad ‘classes’ of jobs. However, other countriasehdeveloped their own descriptors.
Many countries have a large number of domains anpstence areas, and each of these
then need to be defined for each level of the frmomk. Examples in the box below
provide further details on some of the specificrapphes.
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Box 1: Level descriptors in some countries in the s tudy
Six types of descriptors in Tunisia

The Qualifications Framework in Tunisia has six types of descriptors of learning outcomes:
Complexity, Autonomy, Responsibility, Adaptability, Knowledge, and Know-how and Behaviour.

Five ‘characteristic generic outcomes’ in Scotland

The Scottish level descriptors specify ‘characteristic generic outcomes’ for each level (except
level 1) under five headings: knowledge and understanding; practice (applied knowledge and
understanding); generic cognitive skills; communication, ICT and numeracy skills; autonomy,
accountability and working with others. They were developed based on pre-existing descriptors for
the different sectors.

Eight ‘domains’ in Malaysia

Malaysia has eight domains of descriptors: Knowledge; Practical skills; Social skills and
responsibilities; Values, attitudes and professionalism; Communication, leadership and team skills;
Problem solving and scientific skills; Information management and lifelong learning skills; and
Managerial and entrepreneurial skills.

Ten types of ‘competencies’ in South Africa

South Africa (whose level descriptors are still under re-development) has ten for the higher
levels of its qualifications framework: Scope of knowledge; Knowledge literacy; Method and
procedure; Problem solving; Ethics and professional practice; Accessing, processing and managing
information; Producing and communicating of information; Context and systems; Management of
learning; Accountability.

Concise and detailed descriptors in Lithuania

Levels are defined not only by competences but also by types of activities. There are concise
and detailed level descriptors. Concise descriptors are for general information purpose, qualification
levels may be described briefly. A concise descriptor of level includes: characteristics of activities,
content and acquisition of qualification, opportunities for further learning and qualification
development and types of the recognition of qualifications. Comprehensive descriptors are for the
usage for different experts (designers of technical vocational education and training curricula, experts
involved in the assessment of competences and awarding of qualifications, experts responsible for
the recognition of qualifications acquired abroad, etc). Levels are described comprehensively with
detailed indicative characteristics of the level of qualifications. Descriptors of levels are based on two
parameters. Each parameter contains three criteria.

Ten ‘indicators of professional performance’ in Rus sia

In Russia, ten most important indicators of professional performance were identified to
formulate descriptors—work with information, reflection, ability to learn, business communication,
responsibility, motivation, setting up goals, independence, ability to teach, breadth of views. The
development of the above mentioned indicators from level to level of education makes the main
content of descriptors. Descriptors were developed according to the following accepted rules:

- a descriptor at each level has to be independent of other descriptors. Only at the place of
transfer to a higher level a descriptor has to correlate with the descriptors of higher and lower levels;

- descriptors have to be defined in the affirmative grammar form;

- they have to be concrete and clear, words with abstract lexical meaning cannot be used

”ow

(“good”, “narrow”, “acceptable” and etc.);
- they cannot contain professional slang, they have to be understandable for non-professionals;

- they have to be formulated in a short form to provide clear understanding of the essence of the
given level.
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As can be surmised from the discussion and text, xmany countries the
development of level descriptors is an intrica@nplex, and sometimes arcane process.
This involved and contested work may be understaledaoth in light of what is expected
of level descriptors and because of the difficaltievolved in reaching agreement across
knowledge domains which have developed in quitéeifit ways, as well as between
knowledge domains and the world of wofkSome of these difficulties can be seen in the
descriptors in the various countries. For examipl&ussia, interdisciplinary knowledge is
seen as at a higher level than disciplinary knogded his, however, may be contested by
many disciplinary specialists. In South Africa, rdtnevas much contestation about how
relative autonomy in working practices related doieational levels, as individuals with no
education or training were argued to be able tdkvadghly autonomously.

The examples cited suggest a conceptual diffioutiich some researchers suggest is
inevitable: in the process of attempting to reaeimgparency, the tendency is to provide
more and more detail. It is questionable in practiow many employers or educational
institutions would have a clear understanding oatievel descriptors mean if there are
descriptors for each of ten domains, for each oflégels of qualifications. If in practice
levels are understood through the well-known orepted qualifications placed on a
specific level, it may be that implicit understamgl of the known qualifications plays a
bigger role than the descriptors in developing adeustanding of what the level means. A
more serious problem is that the descriptors aem $e be the central mechanism for
creating transparency, and it is hard to imagine tieey can do so when they themselves
are so complex.

Outcomes, standards, and competencies

All the frameworks in the study involve learningtoomes or competences. The
notion of learning outcomes or competencies israétd the development of NQFs, and it
is specifically linked to many of the claims that anade about NQFs. This is another
complex area, one of the complexities being, asudsed above, that terms are used in
different ways in different countries, and somesmeifferent terms are used across
countries to refer to what appear to be similanghi Some countries talk about learning
outcomes, while others talk about occupationaldsteas or competency standard. Some of
the countries seem to use the term ‘learning ouésonm rather different ways, while in
other instances, ‘learning outcomes’, ‘occupaticstahdards’ and ‘competency standard’
seem to refer to very similar things. For exampidylexico labour competencies are seen
as specifications separate from learning institigjovhile learning outcomes are seen as
part of education and training. On the other ham&outh Africa, learning outcomes were
supposed to be developed separately from educhtingtitutions, and the notion of
competency was rejected as narrow and inappropriatdhough in practice the
qualifications and unit standards developed warelai to those in other countries). The
Sri Lankan NQF uses occupational standasisvell aslearning outcomes. This all makes
for complicated analysis. In addition, the useeafrhing outcomes is an issue that is highly
contested by researchers, but at the same timmirgaoutcomes are seen in many
countries as the most important reform tool assediaith the NQF. Some of these issues
are discussed further in Chapter 9. For now, thidien provides an overview of how the
case studies describe the use of learning outcombe 16 countries.

3 This seems to be in line with international litera; for example, Markowitsch and Luomi-
Messerer (2008) describe the complexities involwedeaching agreement on the level descriptors
for the European Qualifications Framework.

70



As discussed above, the specification of learnungames or competencies is seen as
a key tool for improving the communication functiai qualifications systems and
achieving greater transparency of qualificationke Tidea is that the level descriptors
provide broad descriptors of competency at a pddidevel, and the specific competency
standards or outcomes-based qualifications (orquatifications, such as unit standards in
Botswana, New Zealand, and South Africa) provideergpecific competencies in specific
fields or areas.

The original NQFs in New Zealand and South Africarevdesigned based on the
specification of learning outcomes separate fronucational institutions or specific
learning programmes and curricula. In Australialdyisia and Mauritius, this approach is
used for a sub-framework of the national framewadrk;Australia and Mauritius for
technical vocational education and training, andMalaysia for skills training. The
Botswana vocational framework and the Labour Coempe# Frameworks in Chile and
Mexico were designed according to this approachd fameworks in Sri Lanka and
Turkey are also being designed in this way.

The summary of the English NVQs above mentions nioon of ‘functional
analysis’. As it recurs in many of the other coig®tr more elaboration on this idea is
provided below, drawn from the case study on thgliEim NVQs, which describes the
approach to outcomes as having emerged in occuphtpsychology in the USA in the
1960s and the earlier ideas of scientific managémerthe late 1980s in the UK it was
seen as a new approach to the design of vocatiprdifications, intended to make a clean
break with the two main elements of qualificati@sigin prior to the 1980s. These were:

« the importance of specifying the amount of time tha apprentice would need
(sometimes as long as seven years) to becomeiqdatiovernments in the 1980s
saw this ‘time serving’ approach as leaving to@mcontrol to the trade unions;

» thesyllabusas the basis for teaching programmes and the assessf off-the-
job learning; governments opposed this as leawingriuch control to the
teachers, the colleges and the Awarding Bodies.

Both these features of traditional qualificationside were seen by proponents of
functional analysis as out-of-date and backwardifmp Functional analysis instead begins
with the assumption that a statement of competenkplace performance can be identified
and described by researchers in ways that are memsmty by appropriate employers. It
derives from such statements a set of individekiments of competenand their
associated performance criteria. ThelEments of competen(taey later became known as
occupational standards) are then grouped togetiterunits of competencevhich are
assumed by policy makers to make sense to, andlbed/by employers and hence warrant
separate accreditation. Each NVQ was made up ofuraber of related ‘units of
competence’.

This approach, developed first through the Engi8tQs, is described as the basis of
many of the NQFs in the study. For example, thd_8nkan study describes the following
approach:

The NVQF is based on units which in turn are clgsténto qualifications by occupation
and level. The minutest element is the elementarhpetence which is described through
performance criteria. The process adopted is fanati analysis, supported by DACUM
(developing a curriculum) analysis, verificationasfalyzed results, and finally task analysis.

This is followed by a series of technical requiraise Many countries have similar
requirements, although the Sri Lankan model ised#ffit to that in Botswana, New Zealand,
and South Africa, in that it only allows for the @ of whole qualifications, whereas the
other countries also award unit standards (patifapagions). In most of the countries there
are detailed specifications of what an outcomedsiethshould look like. In some countries
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there may be different approaches, as the fundtianalysis technique of developing
learning outcomes or competencies is not mentiamechy of these case studies, although
most of them include a learning outcomes or conmmgtepecification approach.

Countries which adopt this approach to learningcamies in their NQF (the
frameworks in Bangladesh, Botswana, Chile, the iIBEhgNVQs, Mexico, New Zealand,
and South Africa, as well as the vocational compomé the Australian NQF, the skills
sector component of the Malaysian NQF, and thenieah vocational education and
training sector of the Mauritius NQF) tend to skee $pecification of learning outcomes or
competencies as a central and key mechanism faewaich the aims of the NQF. It is
believed that learning outcomes will ensure trarespay as well as making standards clear,
and providing a clear basis for quality assuramzbaccountability.

Countries which include higher education in theanfeworks are less likely to use
this approach, or may use it for the vocationatweanly. In Malaysia, for example, while
the framework is described as outcomes-based atbee study argues that this is essentially
because of the level descriptors. The technicalvacdtional sector has not adopted skills
standards, and uses more broad-based standards cehnibine knowledge-based curricula
with skills standards. ‘Input’ factors are seerimagortant in higher education. In Lithuania,
the higher education sector is described as hostilthe competency-based approach,
although there seems to be broad acceptance d@kelevel descriptors. It seems that
they will reject the idea that they must use octiopal standards as instruments to guide
their decisions about content. Only in New Zealamdl South Africa was something
similar attempted at higher levels, although theme indications that some of the newer
NQFs may make similar attempts.

In Scotland (except for the Scottish Vocational Iigations, which are similar to the
English NVQs), higher education providers and tleetification body for schools and
vocational education specify learning outcomeshis approach, learning outcomes are not
seen as separate from specific educational instigt it is educational institutions that
specify the learning outcomes of the qualificatighat they offer. Similarly, in South
Africa, when provider-based qualifications were eqated onto the NQF (initially as an
interim strategy, but later accepted as an ong@iragress), institutions were asked to
describe their qualifications in terms of learnmgcomes.

Some countries (Lithuania, Russia, Scotland, andisia) see frameworks as
primarily grids of level descriptors on which exigf qualifications can be organized, and
through which existing qualifications can be untterd, but also hope that the frameworks
can provide the base for the development of newifmadions, in the sense that sets of
qualification specifications will be developed, farhich educational institutions can
develop learning programmes, or against which assest and certification bodies can
assess and certify. Here the idea seems to beytsi@ms will be created to set standards or
outcome statements which will comprise the officgalification requirements, and
training providers will then be able to developrinag programmes against them.

Another term which is used differently across tliféetent countries is curriculum.
Properly understanding the differences would ingolar more detailed study in the 16
countries as well as considerably more theoretinalysis of curriculum than is possible in
this study. Some of the studies specifically discesrriculum in relation to learning
outcomes. For example, the case study on SouthaAfiescribes a model whereby learning
outcomes were supposed to be the basis for degignimiculum, and also explains that
South Africa has returned to a model of centrabyaloped curricula for vocational
qualifications, in conjunction with what is des@&tbas a retreat from the outcomes model.
In Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and Turkey case studiggest that curricula as well as learning
outcomes/competency standards will be centrallyebiged, and indeed in Sri Lanka this is
seen as one of the central improvements introdubedugh the NQF. While some
countries see a specified curriculum as creatifigxibilities and therefore not meeting the
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needs of industry, Sri Lankan policy makers arduwe the variation in quality caused by
the lack of a central curriculum is a more seripusblem for industry. The Sri Lankan
model goes further and provides additional learnmaterials, learner guides, trainer
guides, and so on. Increasing equipment in vocatioentres is also stressed. Turkey also
sees curriculum development as something whichldhmntinue to be done centrally at
the level of the Ministry of National Education ded on the standards which have been set
through industry-led processes. In Lithuania, thuels suggests that the current model of
curriculum development, with the involvement of erg under the coordination of the
Centre for Methodology of vocational education amdining, as well as industry
representatives and vocational education and mgininstitutions, will continue, but
suggests that in the future institutions will berentightly controlled than before, as the
curricula will be expected to be based on the $jgelcoccupational standards. But it points
out that it is not clear how the new occupatiortaindards will relate to the existing
vocational education and training standards, attteitwo will coexist.

6.3 Monitoring and evaluation systems

Very little information was found by researcherabmonitoring and evaluation
systems with regard to the aims and objectives@F$ Only South Africa had developed
a specific set of success indicators, but these weveloped through an impact evaluation,
and not up front. Many of the studies suggest thate are indicators which have been
developed for separate institutions and parts @& tjualifications systems. Where
qualifications authorities have success indicatibiesy tend to be based on more operational
objectives, such as how many qualifications hawenlregistered or developed. This may
be because the aims of NQFs are so embedded in stituetures and processes that
governments and authorities do not envisage sepamahitoring and evaluation, or this
may have been a weakness of the research desigme]lass time allocated to researchers.

Stakeholders interviewed in Malaysia suggesteddhatess indicators could include:
= the number of qualifications that are includedhia tegister and the amount of use made
of the register by students, employers and prosider
= graduate and other user surveys;

= the quality of courses and providers as revealemitfh the audit processes;

= the number of international students who study aladyisia towards qualifications that are
included on the register;

= employer feedback through committees and constdtédirums; and

= graduate tracer studies that reveal informatioruatheeir patterns of employment and
salary levels.
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Chapter 7: Implementation and use of NQFs

What is involved in developing and introducing aQfand what are the factors that
facilitate or hinder progress? How are the NQFshm study being used? What are the
indications that they will be used? This chaptensiders implementation and use in
relation to the design features and institutionaregements discussed in the previous
chapter.

7.1 The creation of NQF structures, institutions, a  nd
systems

Qualifications authorities

Qualifications Authorities, as new institutionsybéhad uneven paths of development,
and in some cases have come into conflict withtiexgjsnstitutions and agencies.

New Zealand and South Africa created qualificatianthorities which were supposed
to be in charge of all qualifications in the redper countries. The New Zealand
Qualification Authority was to have authority fop@oving all qualifications provided by
degree awarding institutions. However, authority &pproving degrees provided by
universities has remained with the universitiesisTheans that in New Zealand degrees
can be approved by two bodies; the New Zealand if@adions Authority and the
Universities (via the New Zealand Vice Chancell@smmittee on University Academic
Programmes). South African Qualifications Autharityeated through an act of parliament
in 1995 as a completely new independent statutody tunder the joint oversight of the
Ministries of Education and Labour, has lost mokit® powers with regard to setting
standards. The large number of quality assuranteaties has been rationalized to three
Quality Councils.

Lithuania established and abolished a National ifcations Authority within the
space of a single year. There are proposals forlnstitution of Governance of
Qualifications and a Centre for the DevelopmentQufalifications at the Ministry of
Education and Science, but no single institutioat tls driving and coordinating the
development and implementation of the NQF. Therecascern that if a vocational
education and training-based institution is apmaintt will be ignored by higher education,
and vice versa.

In Botswana, the Botswana Training Authority cobilseen as either rather weak or
very pragmatic and flexible, as its main work haer to give official approval to
providers, and it has done so on their terms, &kt according to its own rules, in the
sense that providers continue to offer their owalifjoations, and not the newly-developed
qualifications from the qualifications frameworkc@ording to official policy, this is a
short-term ‘stage’, and in the long-term providevdl be accredited based on unit
standards-based offerings. However, there is netéible for the introduction of this
longer-term approach.

The newness of the Vocational Qualifications Auitiyoin Turkey is associated with
some challenges, particularly limited staff capaeis there are only a few subject matter
experts. New staff are recruited with due attenttongeneral technical skills and high
qualifications, however, capacity building on tipeaific area (i.e. qualifications) will take
time. In Mexico the National Council for Standaation and Certification of Labour
Competence (CONOCER), which has had a chequertahhibas been changed in various
ways in terms of its functions, powers, and govecea
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Governance issues

A striking similarity in most of the countries isat NQFs seem to be in tension with
existing forms of governance. This may be inevialdiven the introduction of new
organizations, and the changes in modalities oegmance. A thorough engagement with
theories of the state and political economy woulomafor analysis of what this means in
the various countries, but this was beyond theipitiies of the current research.

The Malaysian case study argues that a centratigneer all NQFs and especially
national qualifications agencies or authoritieghs relationship between the distributed
‘ownership’ of qualifications (by educational irstions or awarding bodies) and their
communities of users or trust and the centralize® rof the agencies in ensuring
consistency in quality and standards, and theioelships between qualifications. Many of
the case studies highlight that qualifications tipalarly those which relate to university
entrance or entrance to professions, are high steeeies which touch on many power
relations in society, and that introducing quadifions frameworks therefore inevitably
results in conflicts and disagreements. It is peshaartly because of this that the
incremental approach in the development of thetSboframework was successful—key
educational role-players are described as havinmdst instances, been kept on board and
feeling that they were in charge of processes. #iting to the case study, the strengths of
the Scottish model are that it built on other refsy that it was driven by key stakeholders
from within the education system, and especialymfrhigher education; and that it was
seen as an enabling instrument which could be bgdubdies involved in change, but not
as an agent of change in its own right. This wdeaiby the fact that Scotland is a small
country and has a small and relatively homogenaolisypcommunity.

In many countries existing systems are at odds thighogic of the newly developing
qualifications frameworks, and most of the studeesphasize that institutions in each
country have a logic of their own, which the NQFynwme into conflict with. This is
stark in Russia, with the various existing regudatérameworks in occupations and
education and training. Sri Lanka may be an exoeptis the NQF is being implemented
through existing institutions.

In nearly all the case studies, implementationeiscdbed as having been ‘hindered’
by differences between different government depamtsior agencies, lack of power of
qualifications authorities, overlapping respondgiles, conflicts between different laws and
regulations, and changes in government. This mapdoause NQFs are often discussed
with a focus on implementation, and policy desigiassumed to be accepted as given. The
case studies offer considerable evidence of falusé government departments and
agencies to work together or maintain a consigpefity over time. However, ‘hindered’
has a negative connotation, and implies, as isritbesk in Lithuania, self-interested
bureaucracies guarding their own interests. Buttimaushould be adopted here, as
sometimes government agencies may ‘hinder’ withdgogason. In South Africa, for
example, the case study suggests that some goveraegartments ‘hindered’ the NQF at
least in part because of problems with the origmatiel.

NQFs in some sense depend on coordination betwiferedt government agencies,
but they are also brought in order to create coatdin—a chicken and egg situation. In
the case of Malaysia, the NQF seems to be a sufiestior coordinated government
systems. Malaysia has a formalized and centralipsgrnance structure and culture which
is strongly legislation based, with a high degrdeirwtitutional separation between
Ministries. A major focus of the NQF developmentogesses has been reconciling
differences between government agencies, rather Iiglding support of industry and
providers. This is reflected in the compositiontbé Malaysian Qualifications Agency
Council, where the largest group of members is fgmvernment agencies.
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Managing interrelationships between government eigerseems to be a tricky issue
in many of the countries. South Africa shows a mioee a system jointly managed by the
Ministries of Education and Labour to MinistriesEducation only. In Mexico, one of the
serious problems of the first attempt to createaddur Competence Framework was
extreme difficulties with working across a largemher of government agencies as well as
other stakeholders and role players. In Botswaeagumlifications framework has been
housed in the Ministry of Labour and Home Affaikfowever, it is with the Ministry of
Education and Skills Development that the Botswaraning Authority does most of its
business, and it looks set to relocate.

In Turkey, the Vocational Qualification Authority represented by its president in the
Economic Coordination Council of the government. Tanisia, the location of the
framework in the Council for Human Resource Develept is seen as a strategic location
which will ensure impartiality and that all certifition decisions in all ministries are
informed by the level descriptors. In Sri Lanka Mmmistry of Vocational and Technical
Training is the national oversight Ministry for thiechnical vocational education and
training sector.

Accreditation, assessment, and certification structures
and institutions

The English NVQs as well as the South African NQEerapted to introduce
decentralized assessment with registered assessdh& former, assessment was initially
supposed to be internal, workplace-based assessménhis came into tension with the
output-related funding, and the perceived needefmate assessment from provision.
South Africa had registration systems for provid@rsor to the introduction of the NQF,
but registration could be described as a very tlighuch’ system, with very basic
information being required in order to registerravider. This was based on the idea that
institutions would be subjected to the same cdgpteald externally set examinations, which
then functioned as the key quality assurance mésmaisouth Africa tried to introduce an
accreditation system that gave greater autonomyinstitutions, subject to meeting
accreditation requirements. This was linked to fheposed decentralized assessment
model. The idea was that the quality assuranceebodiould check up on how well
providers were training against the outcomes, dsml @n how assessment was conducted
against the learning outcomes. This did not work \farious reasons, one being that
standards of assessment were far too divergeniitfpaasurance bodies were not able to
conduct more than a cursory examination of mostitut®ns, given the number of
education and training institutions in the counffpere has been a return to centralized
assessment.

In Lithuania the idea is that learners should ble &b be assessed for each acquired
competence separately, as and when they choasédlieved that the NQF will make this
possible as it will be comprised of occupationalngards. A first step is seen as taking
away the ‘monopoly’ on assessment currently held thg Chambers of Industry,
Commerce, and Trades. There is an explicit notibhmarketizing the system, by
introducing competition. Any institution should béle to prove its capacity to conduct
assessment. But, there is as yet no clarity ashtowill conduct this assessment and how.
The idea was that the National Qualifications Auilyonvould certify institutions who felt
they had the capacity, including employers, tradgiens, and so on. But, after the abolition
of this short-lived authority, this function hasveeted back to the Ministry of Education
and Science, who have indicated that they wanomdirtue the function of the Chambers of
Industry, Commerce, and Trades. What is not ckeliow/if this institution will shift based
on a competence-model. One industry representatteeviewed described the proposed
assessment models as bureaucratic and “difficudbtdrol”. Industry representatives were
particularly concerned about the notion of new ni®deplacing the experience built up in
the Chambers of Industry, Commerce, and Tradescabe study also argues that there is a
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dearth of competent professional organizations stalleholders who can “evaluate and
award competences and qualifications acquired fierdnt ways, especially in informal
and non-formal ways”.

In Mexico, where the labour competence frameworks waimarily linked to
assessment and certification rather than teaclhiegfocus of accreditation was on giving
institutions authorization to conduct assessmeihie initial idea was that assessment
centres should be third party organizations, bteraftrong pressure it was accepted that
educational institutions could be assessment cenfarious problems were experienced.
For example, although assessment centres deveinggdments according to an official
manual, and based on the same labour competenudastia, their quality was uneven.
Additional guidelines and specifications were prgill Assessment costs were high,
although they varied among assessment centresvaadliiag bodies, and showed some
signs of going down.

The case study on Russia indicates that therepmposal to set up Certification
Centres to enable systems of certification independf educational institutions; it is not
clear how developed this idea is. It would seent gmvernments are less likely to sub-
contract certification through accreditation sysiemlthough this has been done in Chile
and Mexico, and is proposed in Turkey. The promosall urkey are particularly interesting
given that the current journeyman and craftsman) (sertificates are issued through an
organization representing industry. The currenugeis seen as unacceptable because the
same body is involved in training provision. In Ntx the idea of separately authorizing
awarding bodies, assessment centres, and indegeasegssors was seen as a way of
guaranteeing the impartiality of the assessmeriification process. Awarding bodies must
be third-party organizations—in other words, thegnmot be education and training
institutions. CONOCER was in charge of awarding iesdexternal quality assurance,
while awarding bodies were responsible for assesso@ntre’s external quality assurance.
In Chile there is a strong emphasis on separataigig, assessment, and certification, to
prevent conflicts of interest, and to ensure amamparket among suppliers of assessment
services and certification in order to achieve gpamency. The idea is that this will be
initially financed by the state, later 49 per cégtthe state and 51 per cent by private
sector.

In some of the older NQFs, certification was noiratial policy focus, and this led to
problems at a later stage. For example, in bothiSafrica and Mauritius the initial design
of the NQF did not make explicit who would be desitgd to issue the new qualifications.
In South Africa, some of the new quality assuraagencies in the economic sectors issued
qualifications, but many of them did not have trepacity to do so, and certificates
continued to be issued by educational institutidngvlauritius, the lack of a certification
agency for the new qualifications is believed todoe of the reasons why they have not
been used.

In some of the countries the new accreditation esgst whether for provision,
assessment, standards setting, or certificatioemseo imply a large amount of
contractualization, including contracts for stam$asetting, contracts for assessment, and
contracts for certification, all based on the oig#rsof accreditation authorities. In other
cases, it is not so much a case of contractingum@azing these functions. In both cases,
there are high expectations from accreditation esyst and high expectations that
accreditation agencies can effectively monitor t@ious institutions contracted or
authorized to conduct the various functions.
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Structures and processes to design competency
standards or outcomes-based qualifications

Many of the case studies suggest that the proce$sis/eloping learning outcomes
have not been straightforward. In some the techspecifications of outcomes have been
through various reviews and changes. For examplilexico various revisions were made
when it was felt that the information containedhie element components was not sufficient
and not clear enough, above all for users thattbatk someone to translate the standard
contents.

Involving industry in the development of competerstgndards or outcomes-based
qualifications is a major goal of NQFs, as wellba#sng a major way in which NQFs are
intended to achieve their goals of relevant edonaind training. It is important, therefore,
to note that industry involvement is a key diffiguin most of the countries in the study.
Nearly all the case studies cited difficulties mvalving employers, and participation was
much lower than governments and policy makers lopedh. Involvement of trade unions is
an even greater difficulty, with most case studegsorting little or erratic involvement, or
problems such as unions being ‘silent partnersthad.ithuanian study suggests. In some
cases researchers struggled to find union repiserg to be interviewed who could
comment on the NQFs, indicating that there had beeylittle involvement.

In many countries, in practice the work of designioutcomes or competency
standards is outsourced to consultants. In moghede instances, there are still some
processes or structures for ‘consultation’, buséhare subject to the same difficulties, with
poor participation. In South Africa, National Stands Bodies, which were created as
stakeholder-driven structures to approve qualificest and unit standards in 12 different
areas, were the first structures to be changedhes were largely dysfunctional. The
structures established to design outcomes-baselificateons have also been largely
abandoned. In Mexico participation in the technigedbups was quickly designated to
human resources personnel. In some instances dioidivivorkers participated in technical
groups to develop standards, but not as trade urgpmesentatives. Participation of
educational and training institutions was very tadi In Sri Lanka, while some individual
employers in some sectors participate, employegirorgtions are generally not active, and
many sectors have little employer representatioriithuania employers are described as
reluctant to invest the required time and energyBangladesh employers are described as
reluctant to be involved, although industry engagetms growing in two of the four
sectors piloting implementation of the NTVQF. Whererk on NQFs is initiated through
technical assistance projects, there is alwaysezongbout the long-term sustainability of
institutions set up to maintain industry involverndn the absence of these ongoing donor-
funded technical cooperation projects, there isaghvconcern about the long-term
sustainability of maintaining industry involvemenmith the responsible government bodies.

In Lithuania, the development of standards wagaihjt to be located under the
National Qualifications Authority. Some work wasngoby a small group of contracted
experts through a European Social Fund project.s&hexperts analyzed existing
qualifications, designed standards, and prepaiet y@rsions of occupational standards in
the sectors of construction and hospitality. Thdidwal Qualifications Authority in its
single year of existence attempted to start theeldpment of occupational standards, but,
according to the case study, stakeholders did ae¢ la clear understanding of their roles.
Similarly with regard to assessment and awardinguadifications, there is an ongoing lack
of clarity about roles and responsibilities. Novie tdevelopment of standards and
qualifications will be located under the Ministry &ducation and Science, and may
involve subcontracting experts from business asdaechers.

In Bangladesh the case study suggests that malsé sEpresentatives in the Industry

Skills Councils did not know about the NQF at thate, and were unable to comment on
whether the qualification levels in the framewor&uld fit with levels in their workplaces.
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In Russia although a main aim was reducing the éexitg of existing occupational
qualifications, so far the NQF is not used withe tlassification of labour qualifications,
and is not used for making reports or forecasti@gcupational standards developed
through the NQF do not have good linkages withekisting system of labour legislations
and classification in the labour sphere. Most etlosal standards continue to be
developed with no reference to occupational statsdar

7.2 Social dialogue and the role of stakeholders:
employers, trade unions, and providers

Most of the qualifications frameworks in the stuahg very government-led, although
government is trying to ensure partnerships esiieaiath employers and trade unions.
Scotland is an exception as the framework is le@dycational institutions, either directly
through higher educational institutions or throutarding bodies. The higher education
sector, SQA, Scotland colleges, and government ddrian company limited by guarantee
and registered charity (the SCQF Partnership) toaga and lead the framework.

In some, such as Sri Lanka, where provision of rimah vocational education and
training has been centralized through the govermrieris described as inevitable that
government should lead such an initiative, but tilsisnot seen as contradictory with
involvement of other social partners. In othersghsas Lithuania, NQF development is
described as a ‘top-down regulative approach’, witee role of social partners may be
undermined. There are cases (such as Russia) thieeNQF initiative is led by employers’
organizations or, in the case of Chile, where aapei foundation has been a key driver. In
many of the countries there is strong stakeholdppart for the NQFs, and a belief that
they will achieve their objectives. However, manfy tbe case studies report serious
difficulties as well. In some of the countries, dayers and trade unions are described as
‘passive’ or unwilling to be involved, and educatib institutions are described as offering
‘resistance’. These issues are explored furthenbel

The case studies on Malaysia and Turkey reflectespasitive experiences. Officials
interviewed for the Turkish case study argue tha# woluntary participation and
involvement of stakeholders (specifically the woaoldwork) in the process as one of the
strengths of the emerging Turkish qualificationnieavork. Social partners have been
represented in the general board of Vocational iQeetion Authority and this gives them
the opportunity to express their needs and prawitind to set strategies for the system
accordingly. It is further suggested that staketiddhave a say at every stage of the
process and system is shaped through consensusvolingary approach is supported
through continuous representation of stakeholdershe Authority’s highest and most
important strategic decision-making organ. Thisolagment is described as enhancing the
sense of ownership and having a positive effect tiom outcomes of the system.
Interviewees from the Vocational Qualification Aatlly emphasize the commitment and
consensus on NQF activities both from the induatrg from the education and training
side. They also emphasized that the educationraimirnty stakeholders know what they are
supposed to do and there is consensus at the folagro) level among these stakeholders.
It is hoped that where there are differing viewsfarher details, these can be discussed
and mediated through continuous dialogue.

The Turkish authorities interviewed also emphasibed industry was involved in all
key structures. Industry and world of work are esgnted by various institutions/
organizations in the General Assembly of the Varati Qualifications Authority. The
Confederation of Turkish Tradesmen and Craftsmaerg of the largest civil society
organizations having the highest level of repres@nt both from production and service
sectors with around 4 million registered membdrs, Turkish Confederation of Employer
Associations, the Union of Chambers and CommoditghBnges of Turkey, and the
Confederation of Turkish Trade Unions are amongnth@ name a few. Members of these
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institutions/organizations are authorized to talig ;n NQF-related activities (occupational
standard development) by signing the protocols @bperation with the Vocational
Qualifications Authority. There are some sectorat thave not been involved. The
Qualifications Authority believes this is due t@heof vision, lack of knowledge about the
concept of qualification framework, and lack ofgesces and capacity.

Similarly in Malaysia stakeholders and role playieterviewed felt that processes had
been consultative, and in general expressed sufgrothe framework. They pointed out
that initially there was extreme tension betweentigipants, particularly over the location
of responsibility for quality assurance, as wellfas jurisdiction over levels and credit
values of qualifications, but that this had beesoheed. It should be noted, though, that
union involvement is very limited, and professiomedsociations seem to be the main
stakeholders. This is a problem for the Skills @echs well as for technical vocational
education and training, as many if not most profesd associations only recognize
degrees. Industry in general has played a miner irothe development of the Malaysian
Qualifications Framework, although it is involvedthe Skills sub-framework.

Other case studies reflect more difficulties. Messd_abour Competence Framework
was initially developed through a complex projettich attempted to bring all relevant
stakeholders and role players on board. In the Aieah Education and Training
Modernization Project (PMETyYC) governance, the 8eciats of Public Education and of
Labour and Social Welfare participated, and an Adstiative Unit was created in the
Secretariat of Public Education, called AdministatUnit of PMETYC (UAPMETYC). It
had a Technical Committee integrated by four ursderetaries from three secretariats, and
the heads of CONOCER, the Technical Vocational Btion National College, and
UAPMETYC, as well as a representative of Nationalakcing Entity (the financial
intermediary). Just trying to follow the structsir@and acronyms in the previous sentences
can make one confused, so it is no wonder thatake study suggests that this complicated
arrangement had many problems, and led to powagges among persons who had
similar levels in their official positions or didbhaccept authority of others, specially from
other Secretaries of State. The case study alsdspout that the commendable attempt to
build a multi-sector and multi-institutional paipatory approach was difficult to put into
practice. The role of stakeholders was not quiéarchmong institutions, organizations, and
users of the Project. In the second attempt atimgila Labour Competence Framework,
CONOCER describes the process of convincing enserand trade union authorities to
adopt the competence approach as a key strategy.

South Africa has also struggled with stakeholdeseblaprocesses, after the failed
attempt at an extremely inclusive and consultapproach. There was considerable debate
about where and how stakeholder participation efulsor appropriate. In general, while
stakeholder consultation is very much valued intBdAfrica, the new structures which
have been created are not primarily stakeholdeedriand there is a greater emphasis on
expertise.

In Mauritius, while some employer representatiyesticularly those involved in the
Industry Training Advisory Committees, were postabout the processes, and felt that the
qualifications would be useful, other employers amébn representatives had never seen
the new qualifications and were not even aware that process was taking place.
Interviewees from one of the unions had not evesntmvare that work on an NQF was
taking place. Other interviewees in Mauritius, udihg employers and representatives of
private providers, stated that while they have begalved in the process it has been very
time consuming and lengthy and that this impacttherextent to which they can offer the
process their full commitment. One intervieweeeparted as observing that, “I have been
to 47 meetings, there are a few qualifications, iahéds been two years!”

In Bangladesh industry is mainly not yet involvedthough sustained attempts are
being made to involve them. A serious problem ie #ize of the informal economy
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compared to the formal. But even in the formal ecoy at this early stage in the process,
most employers are unaware of the proposed NQFreThee plans to undertake a
significant social marketing campaign. In Sri Land@ame of the newly emerging sub-
sectors such as the Catering, Personal Servicesths, etc. have subscribed to the NVQ
qualifications as they consider subscription toatiamal qualification improves the image
and recognition of the industry. The National Camgion Contractors Association and the
Construction Chamber through their training arme actively engaged in promoting
training and certification conforming to NVQs. Mosther Chambers have not actively
pursued a concerted and focused program to proMdt@ among their member firms.
Currently relationships built are more with indiva firms and not with employer
associations. The absence of a networking or oglsttiip building strategy with employers,
and Chambers, and other potential users (direciraigbct), is seen as a key shortcoming.

The case studies on Bangladesh, Lithuania, Sridaakd Turkey all argue that more
employers would become involved if more informatisare provided, so that they could
become aware of the potential benefits. In Lithagamdustry was described as sometimes
resisting the new approach; the case study atésbilis to ignorance, as experts who had
been involved in the design of the NQF suggest ithist not sufficiently known by the
business community. This is a problem as the pexgbosodel of the NQF is dependent on
an active and important role of employers and eyg#e in designing qualifications,
organizing training, and conducting assessment. il&iy) experts argue that
implementation will only work with strong and adivparticipation of professional
associations and trade unions, but unions inteedefglt that they had been ignored in the
design processes. The existing problem in the sy#etheir lack of participation. This
raises the question: are NQFs dependent on thigipation, or can they be a tool or
process to facilitate it? The case study on Lithmatso argues that social partnerships are
not properly conceptualized, and roles not welltitd through, and that in many instances,
stakeholders are not fully apprised of the broadiemtions of government with regard to
processes and structures in which they participatethermore, where roles are better
conceptualized, stakeholder representatives areergment appointed. Expert groups
constituted by industry sector on a tripartite fapian qualifications and provide
information on labour market demands and requiadpetencies; however, these groups
are often seen as dominated by technical vocatiedatation and training schools. The
case study moreover argues that ultimately staken®lhave a limited role according to
how the NQF has been designed, and that they w/idlutbordinate to state institutions. One
stakeholder interviewed in Lithuania said discussion the higher education law
amendment reminded him of his youth in the commup@ith organizations, where
dissenting opinions were not permitted. Other pedaplerviewed said it was hard to find
the correct balance: the initial processes hadt aflaialogue but no legal clout. Now
government is pushing ahead with law in the absericsocial dialogue. Some of the
stakeholders interviewed, particularly trade unjda# that the processes so far have been
rather rushed, and have underestimated what idviedoThere is concern that tasks are
delegated to institutions that don’t have suffitieapacity or resources, and timelines are
unrealistic. Where professional bodies are strardjw@here there is strong organization in
the academic community, this is seen as a potesttiahgth and something that can assist
implementation of the NQF.

In Russia there is a very strong role for induséy,the NQF is driven through the
Russian Chamber of Industry. A National Agency tfee Development of Qualifications
has been established in the Russian Union of Indlists and Entrepreneurs. This agency
has developed a model for the development of sechk@meworks based on the national
framework of levels and level descriptors. As maméid earlier, there is a problem with
lack of coordination with other initiatives whicheaalso trying to improve or reform the
various classification or regulatory systems andhmaisms.

In some of the countries, trade unionists suppdfiectreation of an NQF, hoping that
it would improve their members’ ability to accesasirting, get certification for existing
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skills, and strengthen their bargaining power. Thenisian case describes union
involvement at certain stages of the process. Inyncauntries unions have not really been
involved, and lack capacity, although there arengtas of unions being hopeful about
what NQFs can achieve. In Lithuania, Malaysia, Malritius, private sector unions are
very weak, but public sector unions are stronget &el they could play a role. In
Mauritius in most instances unions leaders inteve had not even heard of the NQF. In
Tunisia, with a stronger history of occupationahlifications and regulation, unions have
shown some suspicion about the processes of dénglap NQF, and some have felt that
new classifications may undermine collective bargg agreements. In some instances this
has led to trade unions not participating, for epl@min the tourism sector. In Sri Lanka
there is very little trade union involvement. Tlgsattributed by policy makers as due to
preoccupation with bread-and-butter issues, andcl bf culture of tripartism in the
country. Unions interviewed had only recently beeasmware of the NVQF, and were still
considering its potential benefits.

It appeared as if in most countries there had eenlbsustained attempts to conduct
informed debates between stakeholders based oorlabarket research. It could be the
case that this kind of process has taken placedétatled information was not obtained
through this research.

The role of educational providers is an area wipeoblems are described in many of
the case studies. In many of the countries edutatial training providers are described as
‘offering resistance’. In Sri Lanka, for exampleis argued that institutional traditions and
the previous culture of training delivery interfevéh the introduction of new systems and
measures for quality control and accountabilityisTif attributed to earlier independence in
determining the content and non-accountability dontent or quality of training, and
internal and external efficiencies not being visiltb external third parties. It is also
reported that trainers are very concerned thaicsefit funds will not be forthcoming to
make implementation possible. Some trainers claahthe new curriculum is a straitjacket
and is unrealistic given existing resources. Théhaity in charge of the Labour
Competence Framework in Mexico argues that the etemgy-based approach has not
permeated education and training in Mexico becaofsdahe rigidity of educational
institutions. In Turkey the Qualifications Authgriinticipates that there may be resistance
from those who it describes as having a monopolgoime sectors for training provision,
testing-assessment, and certification. The Litharanstudy suggests that it is higher
education providers who are likely to resist wogkiwith occupational standards (as
happened in New Zealand).

The case study on Botswana argues that privatedensvare not interested in whether
or not learners get employed. They sell courseb asccomputer literacy courses because
there is a demand for them, or because they agetegsovide, even though people who
complete these courses do not get jobs. Their corisgo make a profit. The case study
also argues that private providers lack resoureesled to re-design courses. Adoption of
the new Qualifications Framework would inevitabgadl to higher costs as they would
have to train trainers, buy new resources, andf@agther processes required to meet the
Botswana Training Authority accreditation and régison standards. State colleges see no
point in abandoning tried and tested methods, anttithe unit standards difficult to work
with and difficult to interpret. Botswana also Hittites resistance from educators to
conservatism and elitism.

In New Zealand and South Africa dissatisfactiorpadviders, particularly in higher
education in New Zealand, was a key factor leadtinthe collapse of the original NQFs.
The new NQF in South Africa looks as if it will Imeuch closer to educational institutions,
and reflect their concerns more directly. The coastin which providers seem to be the
most supportive are Malaysia and Scotland, whexdNitQFs are driven by either providers
or educational agencies such as awarding bodiesgaality assurance agencies. These
studies also emphasize that ‘providers’ are nobmdgenous body. Some clearly have
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more power than others, and they may therefore tdifferent relationships with
qualifications frameworks and authorities.

Besides resistance from providers, in many cowttieaknesses of providers is seen
as a major problem. Here, some of the studies thigefact that technical vocational
education and training receives a very small pathe total education and training budget,
and that institutions have been neglected. Faslisire an issue, as well as the capacity of
staff.

While some of the case studies describe educatiastifutions as ‘hindrances’, in
general they do not consider the possibility tiha ¢concerns of these institutions may be
serious or valid. This raises many questions abdutational institutions: Are educational
institutions just another stakeholder in educatiod training systems? Are they just users
of systems which should be designed by others? Wiudivates people who work in
educational institutions? What types of arrangememe likely to lead to high quality
education? Should policy not be more focused orrdripg or supporting education and
training institutions? These are questions whicHicpomakers and development
organizations may want to consider when desigmigyventions.

7.3 Development and use of level descriptors

How are level descriptors designed, and how arg lleeng used? Are stakeholders
involved? In Scotland, where the process has bedéengthy one driven by the key
institutions involved in awarding qualificationshet official descriptors may be well
understood by these partners. The building of sheied meanings is not possible in cases
where descriptors are adopted or developed byréggsesentative groups—such as, where
they are designed by a technical expert, as the stasly on Bangladesh suggests was the
case in that country. In South Africa there wassigrable debate about level descriptors,
and it was initially felt that they could not beeated ‘in a vacuum’—independently of
specific exemplars. Some felt that the outcomeestants for the different specialist areas
must be created first, and that the level desasmbould be created from them. Others felt
that the level descriptors needed to be the stppoint. Qualification design started in the
absence of level descriptors, and qualificationsewsaced on the framework prior to the
creation of level descriptors. Drafts of descriptarere argued over for some time, and it
was difficult to reach agreement across differesicational sectors. In Lithuania, they
were designed by a group of experts, through theoggan Social Fund project that
initiated work on the NQF. The descriptors needé¢oapproved by the government. In
Chile, they are being designed by experts comgyisepresentatives from government
agencies in th€hile Qualifiesproject, and professionals commissioned from aearsity.

In practice, looking at the countries with longexperience of implementing
qualifications frameworks, it is not clear how muekel descriptors are actually used, and
how much assistance they have provided. From tpergence of the older frameworks, it
seems as if the allocation of qualifications toelsvis likely to be based on the relative
power of institutions, as well as already accepieplicit levels within the country. For
example, it is unlikely that a vocational collegeul be able to assert the level of their
qualifications against the judgment of universitgmassion officers, unless this was
supported by government.

In Scotland, what are known as ‘the developmenttnpas’, (the Scottish
Qualifications Authority, which is responsible feecondary and vocational qualifications,
as well as higher education institutions), are easgble for placing their own qualifications
in the framework. Credit-rating is the name givertte process for admitting other bodies’
qualifications. This is seen as involving a ‘pracesd professional judgement ... exercised
by those best qualified through experience and kedge of the discipline, field of study,
profession, trade or area of skill (SCQF, 200713). The level descriptors, key

84



instruments in the credit-rating process, ‘givedatogeneral, but meaningful indicators of
the characteristics of learning at each level. They not intended to give precise or
comprehensive statements of required learningcit kavel.’ (ibid, p.7). In Malaysia there
is an equivalency committee which decides whergldoe qualifications. However, given
that the three sectors differentiate their différgmalifications that are located at the same
level by the percentage of practical and applieditaroretical learning that is contained in
their respective qualifications, it would be difficto use level descriptors for an exercise
such as credit rating of equivalent qualificatiaesoss two sectors.

7.4 Use of learning outcomes

As discussed earlier, in most of the frameworksames are seen as a key tool and
are linked to many of the goals of NQFs, such asatorg transparency and ‘demand-led’
education and training systems, and others. In stases, outcomes are seen as a way of
describing qualifications that already are parttiod education and training system. In
others, outcomes and competency standards areasedime basis for developing new
qualification specifications, which, it is hopedilldead to new learning programmes, and
new awards. However, the case studies in this stidg some concerns for this latter idea.

Although developed through stakeholder-based pseses including industry
involvement, in many instances none or few of tlesvmualifications or competence
standards have been used, in the sense of ha\segsasent and awards conducted against
them, or provision delivered against them. For gdamin South Africa, 787 new
qualifications were developed, and only 180 hawenbesed, and the awards made against
these 180 qualifications represents a tiny fractibthe total awards made in South Africa,
despite the original intention that the new quedifions would replace all existing
qualifications. Many of the qualifications were 8egs very narrow and over specified. In
Mauritius none of the new qualifications have besad, eight years after the introduction
of the NQF. In Botswana only ten courses have ldesrloped based on the standards. The
Botswana Training Authority does not have recorfdearner numbers in these courses, or
numbers of achievements against the standards. \Howen courses from ten individual
providers is a very small fraction of total prowisj and it is interesting that even
government colleges do not use the newly-designédtandards.

In Mexico, 16 of the 128 standards generated 83 eet of total certificates; 37 per
cent of the total correspond to the level two dication. Of around 630 labour competence
technical standards registered up to 2008, 53batad any assessment and certification
use. Some higher education institutions that werdracted to develop competence-based
educational materials argued that standards wemglistic and there should be an analysis
of the needed learning process that precedes perfmes. An official interviewed in
Mexico suggested that the first attempt at intracgica Labour Competence
Standardization System had no effect on employdivatmon and even less interest from
workers. This is attributed to a strong traditidrseniority in job placement and promotion.

The situation with regard to the English NVQs imitr, and Australia and New
Zealand also have many qualifications with low take and some which are completely
unused. In both the English NVQs and the Mexicamdua Competence Framework, many
of the qualifications that have been awarded hasenhbinked to specific government-
funded projects or government requirements, andbasied on spontaneous or direct
requests from industry.

The design of outcomes-based qualifications in samt&ances seems to affect the
extent to which a framework is nationally accepfdte original NQFs in New Zealand and
South Africa were both substantially changed, agational institutions, researchers, and
policy makers criticized this approach. New Zealatiltl uses this approach for some of the
vocational and technical qualifications on its stgl of qualifications, but South Africa has
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completely moved away from it. In some countriessth qualifications cover the lower
levels of higher education, but in most of the ddas, the bulk of qualifications, both in
terms of the numbers of qualifications on the fraumik and the numbers of qualifications
awarded, are at the lowest levels. In New Zealaigher education’s rejection of the unit
standards-based approach was a key factor leaamgbstantial changes to the framework.
Even when there are higher levels within the coempet-based qualifications, for example,
in Mexico where the NQF has five levels with thithfisupposed to be at the level of a
Bachelors degree, there were no actual qualifioatior labour competences developed at
this level. In Turkey most qualifications desigremdfar are between levels 2 and 5. This is
not necessarily a problem in itself, except wharalifications frameworks are intended as
comprehensive, or where policy makers or stakehsldee trying to encourage higher
levels of education and training. The Australiamdgt for example, points out that the use
of competency-based training in technical vocatioeducation and training makes
movement to higher education particularly difficulb Tunisia there is concern from
stakeholders that the proposal to place trainiqgochas from levels 1 to 4, and higher
education qualifications from levels 5 to 7, simpproduces the existing divisions.

7.5 Legal status of NQFs

In many of the countries, formal legislation angulations are important tools to
create, manage, and govern NQFs. The existenagisfdtion may also be seen to serve as
a signal to key stakeholders of the value attadlyegbvernment and its commitment to the
NQF.

In Botswana, Mauritius, and South Africa, laws wpessed to create Qualifications
Authorities, with the purpose of creating an NQButh Africa later amended this, so that
the NQF itself is created through legislation, @hd Qualifications Authority and other
related bodies have separate legislation. NQFs atajsia and New Zealand have a
legislative base, and the NQF in Australia is n@md in various regulations and policies,
and can thus be seen as having a legislative latsgzestingly, the NQF in Scotland,
widely seen as one of the few successful examplas,been created through voluntary
agreement amongst the key role players, and doesiave a legal base. In Sri Lanka
legislative changes do not so far seem to be seapaessary.

The Labour Competence Framework in Chile was legdliafter a very long process
of contestation. The NQF in Tunisia was introdutie®ugh a vocational education and
training law introduced in 2008. Its design and gyoance has been defined through a
decree attached to this legislation. In Lithuaitidas hoped that amendments to existing
legislation will give the NQF legal status. It waentioned in the 2007 Amendment of the
Law on Vocational Education and Training, throughickh the National Qualifications
Authority was established. In so far as the NQFstexihrough this law, it is a vocational
framework only.

Not surprisingly, NQFs regulations have in some ntoes overlapped or been
inconsistent with other laws and regulation of edien and training, labour laws, and so
on. This was a clear problem in South Africa, amdain anticipated problem in Russia,
where the development of the NQF is already at autls various legal and regulatory
frameworks that it is trying to engage with. Foramwple, use of the newly developed
occupational standards would be against existibgua law, and getting the necessary
legal changes to coincide with each other is difficAt the same time, the NQF and the
new occupational standards contradict the acteiigting state educational standards and
accreditation requirements.
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7.6 Pilots and sectoral approaches to implementatio n

In an ideal world, policy development would cong&exploratory phases, followed
by conceptual discussions and design, pilotingtasting, implementation, and reviewing.
This is not always possible, though. For examplés hard to see how a comprehensive
NQF could be pilotegber se The current set of case studies show the impléatien of
NQFs to be a much less straightforward processgeddud in other policy processes and
structures. In many instances it is not a policycihs designed, tested, implemented, and
reviewed, but a policy which builds on, revisesings together, or modifies existing
policies to do with qualifications, regulation ofaupations and professions, curriculum
policies, and delivery and management of educadtidgmstitutions. In Scotland and
Malaysia, for example, although the formal introtiie of an NQF can be seen as a
specific moment, the NQFs are so much part of pliegeeducational reforms that they
cannot really be separated out. New Zealand anthS¥ftica have been characterized by
reviews and ongoing changes. In Botswana theresota® sense of an initial design phase,
followed by a capacity building phase, followed &y implementation phase, but there
were no pilotper se and there has been no formal evaluation.

The case studies do not report attempts to pilplementation of NQFs. However,
there are some countriesych as Bangladesh, which are starting with sdideed
implementation, which could be seen as pilotingzofnmon trend across the case studies,
as discussed in Chapter 8 below, is success starigsecific economic sectors. It seems
clear even with the newer frameworks that someosgedcre more likely to experience
successes than others. For example, in Lithuaniaeatime of writing the case study,
employers in the construction industry were tryiagttract skilled workers, and therefore
trying to improve wages and promising training dadher wage increases. This sector,
therefore, is seen as one in which qualificati@ierm may play a useful role.

In Turkey there is a strong sectoral approach tgémentation, and specific sectors
are described as being likely to succeed becauseetifdeveloped, committed, and
powerful sectoral organizations. It is hoped thatcgess stories will create constructive
competition among other sectors (as industries lf@ae not previously taken part in
Vocational Qualification Authority activities stashowing interest to the process) but also
that they help create awareness and knowledge eofytialifications framework among
larger groups thus indirectly contributing to thesemination efforts.

One of the most cooperative sectors in NQF aatiwitn Turkey is the construction
sector as it has been in the process since thesit@8@ugh earlier donor-funded projects
and still takes an active part in relevant initiati. This sector has a need for well-trained
and qualified workers. The Turkish Constructiondstlty Employers’ Union (INTES) has
taken an active part in occupational standard dgweént process for about a year and they
have determined the occupations to be taken tadkada mostly through a labour market
needs analysis (a survey) rolled out to their 128nipers, in addition to the medium and
long-term investment plans of the government. INTig®nds to expand its activities to
different stages of the process including testiggessment and certification and has a
target of properly certifying one million people the sector in the medium-term. It is
preparing for the accreditation processes.

Tourism sector organizations in Turkey have al&ernaan active part in qualification
framework-related initiatives since the early 1%90ded by the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism. The Ministry is currently involved in ogquational standard development in
cooperation with the Touristic Hotels and Invest@ssociation and the Mediterranean
Touristic Hotels Association. The Ministry has alited 20 staff for qualification related
activities all coming from (and having experieneg the tourism sector, participated
previously to standard development activities amding a good knowledge on real
implementation. A consultation process was undertain all regions, and reflected
different sectoral segments—for example, for hatatle occupations, information from
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hotels with different star ratings have been ctdldcand care is given to gather feedback
from all regions of Turkey.

Bangladesh and Russia are also following a sectmatoach to implementation. In
Bangladesh, four key industry sub-sectors are tedgend 13 occupations. Four other
sectors will be covered in a later project throwglifferent donor (Asian Development
Bank). A third project through a third donor (WoBank) will support training activities at
the tertiary level. In Russia, different sectore &ying to develop frameworks which fit
into the nine levels, although they are also alldweab levels. The most active sectors are
those which are new (florists and ritual servicabpse which are developing rapidly
(catering, information technologies, constructioaipd those experiencing shortages of
qualified employees (aircraft construction, machime construction, information
technology).

As a broader part of vocational education reforomi$ia has created pilot projects in
15 sectors for increasing the autonomy of techniealational education and training
institutions. It is intended that the learning frahese pilots will then be extended to the
rest of the professional education and trainingesys Since 2006 professional sectoral
classification has been in process, where qudiifinalevels are expressed in terms of
results of training. Initially repertories of thedles and competences were developed on the
basis of analysis of employment.

7.7 Policy breadth

Policy breadth is understood as a range of polieied institutions which work
towards the same objectives, or contribute to cemphtary objectives, or which reinforce
and support each other. NQFs are much more likelgontribute to the achievement of
objectives if other policies also support the beyagims. This research was interested in
whether there are necessary prior conditions wimokt be met in order for NQFs to play a
useful role—for example, the literature review segjged that the existence of strong
professional communities of practice is necessaryhdve a shared understanding of
standards. Another interest was which complemegaligies seemed to be necessary.

In most of the countries in the study, there setni®e some degree of policy breadth.
For example, the NQF in Lithuania is part of thepiementation of a modular technical
vocational education and training system and linteedhe introduction of the European
Credit Transfer System in higher education. InL8rka, the creation of new qualifications
has been supported by the establishment of theelkily of Vocational Technology
(Univotec) in June 2009, although the Univotec basn established as an entity separate
from the traditional University setup and has sp ria alignment with the traditional
university system. In Malaysia related policiestsas a skills levy have worked well with
the skills sub-framework of the NQF, despite opposi from industry and a recent
reduction in the levy from 1 to .5 per cent becaakéhe current economic crises. In
general the money does seem to be spent on traifiegChile Qualifiesprogramme was a
broad programme involving upgrading of schoolsjnirg technical teachers, labour
market studies, information systems, and so omedisas a unit for the Standardization and
Certification of Labour Competences. Its main aiaswthe coordination of the wide range
of projects and programmes on offer, and the Laimmpetences Framework was seen as
a tool in this regard.

However, the case studies did not provide cleaicains of necessary prior
conditions, or about the appropriate broader pokoyironment. This could be partly
because of the early stage of implementation ofynadithe frameworks, or because it was
difficult for individuals interviewed to separateitocausal relationships. The case studies
show that the notion of policy breadth is not a @emone with regard to policy
implementation. For example, in Botswana thererftaof policies in relation to technical
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vocational education and training reform, youth i@gl policy to encourage
entrepreneurship and provide loans to small sfast but none seemed to be particularly
successful in their own right. Similarly in Childae Labour Competence Framework was
not created in a vacuum. The Mexican Labour Conmpet&ramework was introduced as a
component of broader reforms, which also aimed edemizing training programmes to
increase their flexibility and relevancy on theibas labour competence qualifications and
stimulating demand for competency-based trainirdy @ntification to promote private sector
initiative and participation in training design amdplementation. It seems that too much
complexity was created in the attempt to have gdiieadth and involve all the relevant
role players.

7.8 Other implementation issues

As is much discussed and reported on, the Scqitstess can probably be seen as the
most incremental process, building on a series@tquling reforms. The New Zealand and
South African NQFs, on the other hand, as wellhesEnglish NVQs, were attempts to
make a ‘break with the past’, and were thereforgighed to be implemented as entirely
new systems. In Lithuania implementation was dbeckias initially incremental, led by
academics, through what the case study describedna%pen, discussion-based and
incremental process of implementation”. The studggests that this approach was
overtaken by state bureaucracy and a top-down,doamd legalistic approach, which has
been exacerbated by hasty and impatient implenientbecause of a desire to articulate
with the EQF by 2012. However, it does not seemifasither phase has had great
stakeholder input. NQFs are clearly embedded ineporglationships, and this affects
implementation. For example, in Tunisia, ongoingpdie about the parity of esteem
between vocational or technical training on the dwand, and schooling and higher
education on the other is reflected in disagreerbetween different ministries.

The Sri Lankan model is interesting because itighlis centralized. Treasury is
ensuring that institutions comply with NVQF requirents in order to get funding. An
executive order of the Ministry of Vocational anéchnical Training of 2005 makes it
incumbent upon all Vocational Training Centres unitie Ministry to be registered with
the Tertiary and Vocational Education Council, tbatrses be accredited where NVQ
standards exist, and that all trainees are placedN¥Q assessments. In addition, steps
have been taken to ensure the development of @eattacurricula and other support
materials. It is believed that this highly centzali approach will ensure coherent policies
and delivery mechanisms that are responsive tostridg’ and broader national social and
economic development needs.

The Turkish model, on the other hand, is voluntatgwever, it may be the case that
some ‘mandatory’ initiatives are introduced, such as, for exampiequiring NQF
certification for the award of tenders in areas nghlkeealth and safety requirements are
critical. The Turkish model also builds on a prexdistory of an Occupational Standards
notion. In some cases, there are ongoing reforasatte at odds with the implementation
of the NQF. For example, in Lithuania, Chamberrafustry, Commerce, and Trades, with
the assistance of the European Social Fund, has dissngthening various approaches to
assessment, yet, the NQF proposal is to remoesssssment monopoly.

A potential area of concern is that many countaes very dependent on donor aid
and technical assistance. This is specifically meet in the case studies on Bangladesh,
Botswana, Chile, Mexico, and to some extent in Russd Sri Lanka. Clearly, many
countries feel the need for both financial and humasources in this area, and no one
interviewed argued against the value of internalid@chnical cooperation. However, some
individuals interviewed raised potential concerdmw longer-term sustainability, and
whether sufficient funds would be available to ntaim the systems which were being
established. Another concern raised was that solsitsometimes seem to be decided upon
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based on practices in other countries, without icdefit local knowledge, and the
development of shared analysis of problems anchfiatesolutions.
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Chapter 8: Impact of NQFs

8.1

Introductory remarks

This section provides information about and analydi some of the achievements,
problems, and failures that are evident from theecstudies. Each researcher looked for
evidence of impact according to authorities, stakddrs, and researchers in the country
they were researching, and also sought views &Ebtdders and role players. Researchers
were asked to look for evidence of who is usingvidwéous frameworks, and to what effect,
in an attempt to gain insight into possible impagtéch are not recorded by authorities.
Some of the data is drawn from official evaluatiomsevaluations of projects conducted by
donor agencies. The possibility remains that evident successes exists in the countries,
but was not found by our researchers.

In most of the case studies, it was too early tovgaether or not the qualifications
framework would achieve its goals. Nonetheless,esamalysis of impact can be made in
relation to the five earliest NQFs (the English N8/@nd the Australian, New Zealand,
Scottish, and South African qualifications framek&)r NQFs in Botswana and Mauritius
have also been implemented for some time, and Hrersome lessons available. While the
Malaysian NQF is new as a national comprehensigendswork, it builds on previous
frameworks, and thus is drawn on to some exterd. Jdbour Competence Frameworks in
Chile and Mexico have also been under developnm@ansdme time, and thus analysis of
impact and achievements can be made.

Of all the cases in the study, South Africa is ¢inéy one to have attempted a formal
impact study. Various subsequent reports and researchestegllimitations with the
impact study (Allais, Raffe, Strathdee, Wheelalsand Young, 2009). A new study of the
use and impact of the NQF has been initiated. &edthas commissioned evaluations of its
framework, and evaluations have been conductedaridd. As mentioned in Chapter 6,
none of the case studies found information aboygarh evaluation strategies, although
there are some monitoring and evaluation stratefpessome aspects of the NQFs.
Authorities in the countries in many cases did hate clear indicators at the start, or
conduct baseline studies against which evaluattongd be conducted. There are few, if
any, places in which successes and failures dirdéimework have been brought together in
a clear and accessible format for practitioners @oticy makers in the countries
themselves, or in other countries, to learn frongnein the countries that have been
implementing NQFs the longest.

Clearly, in any policy implementation, impact ewion is complex. NQFs, as
discussed above, aim to change education andrigagyistems in a whole range of different
ways, in order to achieve desired effects. It mayifficult to measure an NQF’s impact on
the performance of an education and training sysiece the concepts and categories used
to measure performance may be changed by the NE@F. itWhat constitutes success is
also contested. In some of the case studies, sexegere claimed or reported which, on
analysis, do not seem to be clear gains. It is di§icult to clearly argue whether or not a
change in the right direction can be seen as duthéoNQF or to other policy or
institutional reforms. For example, the case stolyscotland points out that much of what
iIs perceived as the achievements of the ScottistF M&1 be attributed not to the
frameworkper se but to the series of reforms which precedednit] the sub-frameworks.
The case study also argues that there has alsovekenadded by bringing them together
in a single framework. Thus, the lessons of theusege of reforms that preceded the
SCQF are part of the lessons to be drawn from twtiSh experience. To add to these
difficulties, the aims of some of the frameworke @ery high level and ambitious, whereas
the frameworks themselves are rather narrowly ddfsnd technical.
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Nonetheless, strong claims continue to be madetaklbat NQFs should be able to
do. If policy makers in other countries are to tedwom the experience of the earlier
qualifications frameworks, it is necessary to hagme sense of whether they have in fact
achieved their objectives, and how. As discusselimpter 3 on methodology, this
research did not start with one single set of iatdics which could be used as evidence of
impact. This study does not make any categorieaing or judgements about successes and
failures. Nonetheless, where there is little pupliavailable demonstrated evidence of
success, and where authorities were unable to peoevidence of success, this is likely to
indicate that there may not be many successepanteular area. In some cases, evidence
of problems is clear—such as where qualificationsrevnot used, or governments
instigated policy reviews because they were diseti with policies or policy
implementation. In other cases, there is evidef@®msiderable criticism from researchers
and stakeholders. What follows below is a discussibachievements and problemsn
relation to the aims discussed in Chapter 5.

8.2 Improving the communication of qualification
systems

As discussed in Chapter 5, the most general gadleointroduction of a qualifications
framework is the creation of a nationally accepsingle framework of qualifications,
which makes qualifications in the country (or edimsal sub-sector) easier to understand,
and avoids duplication and overlap of qualificatiomhile making sure all learning needs
are covered. Most countries in the study seem Ye naade some headway in this regard,
although in all countries, the development of ggle@mationally accepted framework of
qualifications is a work in progress—constantly e@nchange and redevelopment.

The Scottish framework can be described as the mostessful in terms of a
framework which improves how the qualification gyatis understood. The framework is
described in the case study as having broad actaptaithin the educational community,
and as having contributed to the development ebenmon language’. How this support is
measured is not clear, but there has been no secmmtestation, as has been the case in
other countries. Although many of its successesaaileast partially attributable to prior
reforms, the case study argues that it was onlynvte different frameworks were brought
together within a single comprehensive framewoid tine range of currentsesof the
framework become available. In Mauritius, therense® be some gains in terms of
clarification of nomenclature of qualifications,darelationships between qualifications do
seem to be more explicit. The Australian Qualifimas Framework is seen as having
played some role in controlling the proliferatidnnew qualifications. The Australian study
suggests that bringing different education systéogether in a single framework can
improve pathways between systems, and highlightevliee problems with pathways are.
The Australian Qualifications Framework has hadrttmest impact on vocational education
and training where it has contributed to the cogatf a national vocational education and
training system and national vocational educatiod @aining qualifications to supersede
the pre-existing separate and disparate systeithe @ight state and territory governments.
There is more contestation over the qualificatibresnselves, as discussed in the following
section.

In some countries, substantial problems have adem lexperienced in the attempt to
create a single national accepted framework ofifigetions; the degree of problems seems
to be proportional to the ‘tightness’ of the franwely as well as the ways in which the
outcomes-based model are conceptualized. Framewotkew Zealand and South Africa
failed to become nationally accepted, and had tsubstantially changed. In South Africa,
the framework was entirely changed, and all th@a@ated mechanisms for determining
standards and monitoring and maintaining qualityehalso been changed. The New
Zealand framework was also substantially changetih® original model survived as part
of a broader register of qualifications, which islist of all nationally recognized
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8.3

qualifications in the country. Both countries hameved from a single model for the whole
education and training system to a model with dififices for different education and
training sectors. The framework in Botswana als® dqgparently failed to achieve national
acceptance. Although it is a government policy,agoment training colleges do not use it,
let alone other providers. The same situation piewa Mauritius with regard to the new
outcomes-based qualifications that were designedhi® technical vocational education
and training sector.

Improving the transparency of individual

qualifications through learning outcomes

As discussed in Chapter 6, the main mechanismeatertransparency in most of the
countries is the specification of learning outcomessompetency statements, as well as
level descriptors. Official sets of levels have megeated in all the countries, and level
descriptors in most of them, and there are corsiderexpectations about what level
descriptors can achieve. Little specific eviden@s found that level descriptors are useful
in making decisions about the location of qualiilmas on the framework, or about credit
transfer, although in the Scottish case they dg pleole in course planning and redesign,
for credit rating, and for cross referencing. lruBoAfrica, on the other hand, some of the
educational authorities are quoted as saying évai ldescriptors were of no use to them. It
seems likely that if there was clear evidence alsoatessful uses of level descriptors,
researchers would have discovered it, or had ivdreo their attention, given that level
descriptors are described as such an importanurgeatf the design of most of the
frameworks in the study, and given that qualificas authorities were interviewed and
their reports and evaluations were scrutinizeddsgarchers.

The case study on Australia suggests that whileitig packages are strongly
supported by employer and union industry peak Ispdieachers and some providers
express more disquiet. A 2004 national review afning packages called for a ‘new
settlement’ as a way of trying to build consensusiiad technical vocational education and
training qualifications. In Malaysia, industry isported to be relatively happy with the
outcomes-based skills qualifications, although thelifications do not allow much
possibility of movement up the education and trajniadder, because of their low level
and lack of theoretical knowledge. Interestinglye tase study points out that the skills
qualifications mainly use the ILO Regional Model@dmpetency Standards rather than the
Malaysian Qualifications Framework, which is sesroHering little to the skills sector.

Although learning outcomes and competency standaespecifically introduced as
the key mechanism through which qualificationstarbe made more transparent, there are
indications in some countries that the reverseceffethe case. In many of the countries,
the implementation of outcomes or competency-bagedoaches seems to necessitate very
elaborate and detailed rules and specifications.Stuth Africa, attempts to create
transparency led to so much specification thatdeteds became very narrow and very
long—and inherently untransparent. It would beidift to argue that the registers of
qualifications created in New Zealand and Southcafhave created transparency, as they
are both lists of incredibly large numbers of deditions—for example, there are 7,960
registered qualifications in South Africa, as wek 10,582 unit standards, or part
qualifications. Similarly, in the English NVQs atipts to ensure transparency led to over
specified and narrow qualifications. In Botswanait standards were seen as difficult to
understand. Sri Lanka intends to provide a seffieglditional documents in addition to the
competency standards, including curricula whichtaimnspecified learning outcomes.

What follows are more specific discussions on fedussues in relation to the aims
which are associated with the desire for increasatparency.
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8.4 Reducing the ‘mismatch’ between education and
the labour market

In general case studies were not able to find exelalemonstrating that employers
found qualifications easier to use than they wenergo the introduction of an NQF.
Qualifications authorities, government agencies] entustry bodies interviewed did not
have concrete evidence, evaluations, researchyen strongly articulated opinions that
there had been achievements in this regard.

As discussed above, the intention in many of thent@es is that once industry is
involved in developing qualifications, the standaott outcomes will be more appropriate,
more learners will get better jobs, and industri} get the skills that they require. In most
countries there isome evidence of increased involvement of employersdefining
qualifications anddentifying valuable knowledge and skills. In all countrieartjzipation
of employers in the processes of identifying skiiseds and defining outcomes and
qualifications is mixed, with more success in soaneas than others. Chapter 7 also
discusses the finding that in some of the countriggalifications and unit
standards/competency standards have been develdgibethdustry involvement and have
not been used—in the sense that no institution® tdaveloped learning programmes
against them, no one has been assessed againstat@émo one has been awarded them.
They are merely qualification specifications onofficial framework.

While in some countries the development of new i§joations was claimed as an
achievement by the qualification authorities, idifficult to see how the development of
unused qualifications can be an achievement. Tidiest on the English NVQs as well as
the South African NQF suggest that employers seeprdfer the old qualifications, even
when industry was involved in the design of the m&®s. It seems that even where there is
dissatisfaction with existing qualifications, theay be preferred over qualifications from
newly-created authorities with no track record. Mexico it is argued, based on
employment patterns, that the new certificates wtil 2008 had mainly not been
recognized by the labour market, so certificatesrdit attain the intended “value” in the
labour market. Both the productive and social ssoiere said to trust certificates from the
Secretariat of Public Education rather than thosm fthe new CONOCER, despite the fact
that industry was involved in the creation of thadr. New rules have been introduced so
that the Secretariat of Public Education can bhekcompetence certificates, in an attempt
to promote a large-scale worker assessment arificaion process. Sri Lanka also claims
the development of new qualifications as an acm®ré—there are now 90 occupational
standards, versus the previous 25. So far near@000awards have been made against
these qualifications, and it is too early to telhether or not the problem of unused
qualifications will occur, although the authoritie confident that it will not.

There are few specific data in any of the counttiest show that qualifications
frameworks have improved the match of supply andnadel between educational
institutions and the labour market, or that quedifions frameworks have raised the
qualifications levels of the workforce, or led tamm appropriate skills and knowledge
being obtained by learners. The Australian studyes that the ‘fit' between qualifications
and occupations is very loose with the exceptiorregfulated occupations (such as the
electrical trades or nursing) where the fit is mughter. Some limited (small scale)
achievements in certification of prior or experiahtearning could be seen as contributing
to the latter. An officer from the Botswana Confedimn of Commerce, Industry and
Manpower (BOCCIM) argued that they find it difficub sell the idea of unit standards to
industry because few employers find it easy todi@e them into practice. In Mexico,
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despite many changes and re-specifications todhigal of standards, they were seen as not
transparent, and were interpreted in very differeays’*

This does not mean that there are no successes progress at all. The Scottish
framework is used in some occupational and prafessiareas such as health service and
banking, for example to give exemption from queéfion requirements. The case study on
Scotland suggests that Careers Scotland has to somesmt used the qualifications
framework to support its work, and that employerd arofessional bodies have used the
framework for recruitment as well as planning anghnizing training provision, but so far
total activity has been small, and tended to avigeof specific needs. Similar use has been
made of it in adult education and in niche areagrofision. In Botswana one employer is
cited as having worked with the Botswana Trainingthrity to develop a specific
qualification for their workplace, and being happiyh the results in terms of what learners
knew and could do after having been through thmitrg programme and awarded the
qualification. In Sri Lanka a few employers areaded to have conducted assessment
against the new standards, and to have linked thessary scales.

In the case of the English NVQs as well as the aienxe framework in Mexico, the
new qualifications were used in specific sectodeske ‘successes’ have been based on
strong human resource development policies in thekplace, or, in one of the English
cases, strong professional bodies which influenaoalification design and maintain
examinations based assessment. However, thesedmaits have not been quantified. As
discussed above, one company in Botswana feltghalifications acquired were useful,
and a few employers are cited in Sri Lanka as lpyound the assessment against
competency-standards useful. However, it is a negaign that BOCCIM continues to
offer courses to its member industries without editation from the Botswana Training
Authority. Furthermore, most of the few unit start¥awhich have been awarded in
Botswana are generic ones (using computers andikgabout HIV/AIDs) with no direct
workplace application. Employer representativesririewed thought they were not useful,
and representatives from the Ministry of LabourBotswana argued that there is no
evidence to suggest that investment in ‘core skilesg. computer literacy) assists
individuals to find jobs, or reduce their levels pbverty. Similarly, in Mexico, a
competence standard for computisghe most awarded, followed lylvising on housing
credit, child care in child care centresraining provision face-to-facegndtraining course
design and implementatiowhat the role of such ‘generic’ or ‘core’ skillseaor could be
in relation to employment is not an issue whicls tleisearch could explore. It is mentioned
here because individuals in Botswana felt that dh& standards awarded against the
Botswana NQF did not have value in the labour marked because if NQFs and
competence frameworks are to improve relationstipsveen education and training

1% Information provided to the ILO by CONOCER in Ma910 updated the findings in the Mexico
case study which relates information from 2003 tlgito2007, and explained three main components
of the reform for “A New CONOCER for Mexico” thatas launched in 2008: empowerment of
sector competence committees to define the Meximanan capital agenda for competitiveness;
construction of new mechanisms and instrumentsniprove education and link education and
training more clearly to the world of work; and thedesign of the assessment and certification
structure. The new tripartite board of CONOCERLUudes line ministries in education, labour and
economy, representatives of three major employewafederations, and the general secretaries of
three major trade union confederations, thus sthemjng social dialogue in the area of training and
qualifications. The restructuring is credited witlcreasing the number of competence certifications
issued by CONOCER from 12,000 in 2007 to 60,002068, and to 80,000 in 2009 in spite of the
impact of the economic and financial crisis in Mmxi
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provision and labour markets, it seems worrying tha competencies or unit standards
directly relating to workplace requirements are uexd, and the more generic ones are.

In many countries, policy makers argue that ingustill come on board once they
realize the value of the competency-based apprdawhit seems from these studies as if
employers do not behave as policy makers desitgrasshey will. For example, by 2002
in New Zealand, 45 per cent of employees were woemed by an Industry Training
Organization, the structures designed to ensungirtcgphappens in different sectors of the
economy. This was either because many employersndidbelieve that the Industry
Training Organization met their needs, or becabhsyg telied on the university system to
regulate qualifications (i.e. employers had faithihie formal education system, and not the
new qualifications, despite them being so-calletlstry-led). In many instances industry
was reluctant to be involved in training that colddd to demands for higher wages. The
New Zealand study points out that many firms do se#m to see improving the skill of
their lower level workers as part of their competitstrategy and that many areas of the
labour market do not require such workers to hagh kevels of skills; this is probably an
issue which applies elsewhere as well. In Malaysgay companies, particularly smaller
ones, prefer to employ trained workers or outsouetber than organize training, and
individual and worker demand is also seen to bekwdhe provision of publicly-funded
training places, including those for redundant veosk has been met with weak take-up.

There is some evidence that even where industry dlagy a strong role, industry-led
systems have mixed reactions from employers themse{(who are of course, very
heterogeneous in all countries). For example, #ee study on Australia cites research
suggesting that while those employers who use dlsnical vocational education and
training system report that they are satisfied li results, some employers, particularly
in small and medium enterprises, find the systemctumplex. The Australian study quotes
research showing that employers do not value geatlibns in the same way that the
technical vocational education and training sedms, and indicating that developers are
“not in touch with the need of industry”.

The problem of over-specified and narrow qualifimas was mentioned above as a
problem of lack of transparency. However, it isoasproblem for quality, as in Botswana,
the English NVQs, and in South Africa, the newlyweleped qualifications were seen as
very atomized, and focused on very narrow skillse Rustralian case study suggests that
some researchers also find this to be the caseugtrdlia. Both Mexico and South Africa
report finding the recurrence of courses of dracaditi varied quality and standards being
based on the same outcomes. Of course variedygigliot a new problem, or one that is
simple to solve; however, this issue is mentionegrgthat many countries hope that the
specification of clear outcomes or competenciekssilve this problem.

8.5 Credit accumulation and transfer

With regards to articulation amongst educationaljaters there is greater evidence of
success, although there are also suggestions tadificptions frameworks have in fact
reduced learner mobility in some countries. In ¢das where there have been successes,
qualifications frameworks can be seen as playingiesdacilitating role in improving
pathways, although they do not replace institutmimstitution partnerships and multi-
institutional arrangements. Again, the Scottistecsteidy claims some successes. The NQF
is described as having introduced a common natitarajuage’ to support access, transfer,
and progression, possibly strengthening existimgngements or making them easier to
use. The NQF is described associated with{(although not necessarily the main causal
mechanism in) positive developments in access,ressgn, and transfer. The framework
has provided a tool for creating new pathways betwte three main sub-frameworks,
although there is no clear evidence on how wideiduthis is.
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The Australian framework has, to a limited extgpvided the basis for dialogue
between sectors and been used to underpin creghsfér agreements and pathways.
However, the case study on Australia suggests that Australian Qualifications
Framework can be seen as entrenching sectoraledivitbcause vocational education and
training qualifications are output-driven, based @ympetency-based training, whereas
higher education qualifications are based on acadeeguirements established through
shared understandings of syllabuses, processesmwiing, assessment, and outcomes. The
government is concerned with the limited succespatfiways and credit-transfer, and it
looks set to introduce changes to the Australiaali@cations Framework. In Botswana,
the existence of a framework only for technicalat@nal education and training is seen as
making technical vocational education and trairéagn more isolated, as there are no clear
pathways for articulation. Similarly in Russia, h@ligh the NQF is only just being
developed, there is concern that there will beawirg gulf between those qualifications
operating within the NQF (mainly technical vocatbmducation and training) and those
outside of it (secondary and higher education).

The Malaysian Qualifications Framework does noisase allowing or facilitating
qualifications to ‘talk to each other’. The framawonly allows 30 per cent credit transfer
between qualifications, and the sub-framework fkitlss does not allow for any credit
transfer within the skills qualifications. Provid@presentatives interviewed argued that the
epistemological and learning practices are tocethffit for credit transfer to be possible,
and that this is exacerbated by the educationddraunds of the learners. Credit transfer
is ultimately decided by institutions, and therevésy little credit transfer between skills
and the other two sectors.

The studies (particularly on Scotland and AustjaBaow that relationships and
arrangements between institutions, as well as tumth is established over time, are
crucial to ensure movement of students betweenagidnal institutions, whether within a
single educational sector (for example from ondndigeducation institution to another) or
from one sector to another (for example from tecainfocational education and training to
higher education). While qualifications framewonkay play some role in providing a
common language and formalizing these relationshifgsy cannot replace relationships of
trust.

8.6 Recognition of prior learning

Evidence of recognition of existing skills, knowmg and abilities of workers and
potential workers is small scale in most of thertdas in the study. The Scottish case
study suggests that the Scottish NQF has beentassoime extent in the recognition of
prior learning, but that this is not quantifieddathe Australian and South African studies
also provide information about certificates whicivé been issued for prior learning. Sri
Lanka has made 1,950 awards of certificates inufaig, and in Chile and Mexico some
awards were made to workers and potential workasedb on recognizing prior learning. In
Chile worker organizations involved in pilots hguasitive views about the experience, and
suggest that workers feel proud of certificatiobtamed. The assessments were conducted
through workplace experts, with no role for tramimstitutions. Technical problems with
the legal status of the Labour Competence Framewavie meant that the certificates are
not always recognized by educational institutidnsMexico, the cost of assessment was
seen as a barrier to the recognition of prior le@nas generally the most disadvantaged
people constitute the potential demand of this iservin Chile, while workers were
assessed as competent, there are legal complexitimsnd the acceptance of the
certificates.

In Botswana, standards were developed for traditidancers; a group of traditional

dancers was assessed, found competent, and gixt#icates. However, it is hard to see
what advantage this gave the dancers, who weradgineorking as traditional dancers, and
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were not given access to any other training or afilical programmes based on the
acquisition of these certificates. Further, thisjgct was government-driven and funded,
and very small scale.

In Malaysia the focus is on the recognition of piigarning for access to education
and training, and not for certification for otharrposes. While there is emphasis given to
the recognition of prior learning at the level betoric and policy, there are few concrete
policies or institutional arrangements in placeTimisia, an approach to validating prior
experience has been developed, and a group oétsaigpecialists, and professionals has
been created to put mechanisms in place. In Rushiég there is a strong emphasis on the
recognition of prior learning routes to qualificats in theory, so far the sectoral
qualifications frameworks which have been developadist on formal education
qualifications, and the proposed NQF also emphada®nal education and training routes:
there is a table maintaining links between qualifan levels and educational levels. The
existence of the document can be explained bydbethat the formal education plays a
significant role for the Russian population. Acdogdto the Russian Law on education a
learner can get the state certificate or diplomeogaizing his/her qualification only
through the formal education.

In Lithuania there is concern that there are nor@piate competent professional
organizations and stakeholders who can evaluate aavard certificates for specific
competences as well as evaluating and awardingfigatibns for knowledge and skills
acquired informally and non-formally.

8.7 Access

The case study on Scotland suggested that the S€@ssociated with gains with
regard to access. Other than that, the studiesda@ome indirect evidence that NQFs may
have led to increased access, in so far as themvitkence of awards based on the
recognition of prior learning, as discussed abdvee Lithuanian study suggests that the
NQF may not solve what is described as one of tiveent problems of access—that
graduates of vocational higher education are reduio undertake ‘compensatory’ studies
before they can access Masters programmes.

The one area in which qualifications frameworksldqlay a clear role is where there
are legal regulations with regard to qualificatiomich are demonstrably irrational—in
other words, where certain qualifications do ndbvalaccess to further learning, even
though it can be demonstrated that the individhalse the necessary skills and knowledge.
Many of the case studies cited the fact that learrfeom technical and vocational
programmes are often unable to move to higher dducaHowever, the studies were
unable to discover whether the problem was anrarigualification requirement, which
could be removed through a framework, or a probhth regard to the nature and quality
of the curricula of the vocational programmes, whigwuld be far more difficult to solve;
neither did researchers manage to find specificlemge that such problems had been
solved. In Sri Lanka, an attempted solution to thieblem is the creation of a new
university specifically for technical education.

Given that most studies suggest fees, and laclasickeducation, are key problems
with regard to access, it is not clear that quadiibns can play a major role in this area.
With regard to the fees, in Chile, for example,ilumery recently, students in technical
training got very little assistance from the staed even today they receive less in loans
than those in higher education. This in turn leimdgnderfunded institutions, and makes it
harder for poorer youth to access training and retite labour market, and creates
disincentives for people wanting to follow techricareers. Besides fees, the opportunity
cost of not working may be insurmountable; thispgcifically mentioned in Mauritius.
With regard to the lack of basic education, casdist cited two problems: either learners
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lack basic literacy and numeracy, and therefotgggte to access training programmes, or,
graduates from training programmes lack the knogédohse that they would need in order
to access further education and training. In Badegh, the designers of the NQF have
offered a solution by creating qualifications atvérs levels—called ‘pre-vocational’
qualifications. However, it is not yet clear whollvaffer learning programmes that will
lead to these qualifications, and who will aware tjualifications.

8.8 Quality assurance systems and new regulatory,
assessment, and certification mechanisms

Australia and New Zealand succeeded in their aintrefting highly-marketized,
competition-based technical vocational education a&raining systems, and in New
Zealand, the accreditation system created throglotitcomes-based qualification model
was seen as successful in terms of leading to thergence of new providers. It is
important to note that both these countries arelttwgadeveloped countries, with high
levels of expertise and professional provision mfining. Also, in Australia, with its
strongly marketized model, around 75 per cent lo$tabdlents and 84 per cent of provision
is still through state colleges. It is not cleamfrthe case studies whether the achievement
of a marketized competition-oriented system nec#gsachieved technical vocational
education and training delivery which is higher Iguamore efficient, or more equitable,
and there is some contestation on this area incthatries. Problems are evident in
Australia at the moment, particularly in relatianits international student market, and the
government is seeking to tighten regulatory andityuassurance arrangements. Malaysia,
on the other hand, seems to be achieving its ainmtodducing more regulation for its
already highly-marketized system.

Other countries have had more difficult experiencEsperiences in Botswana,
Mauritius, and South Africa suggest that the deedimfition which countries tried to
achieve through the development of outcomes-basedifiqgations is a risky road, and
relying on an accreditation model in the contexivefik and uneven institutions is difficult.
The South African case study argues that whilesteagion and accreditation processes are
important, they proved costly, time consuming, altiinately ineffective, in the absence of
strong educational institutions and more traditiomays of attempting to ensure quality,
such as prescribed syllabuses and centrally-sesss®nts (outside of the university
system). A more serious problem experienced intSafrica is a simple lack of provision
in many key areas. While the hope was that oncdifigations had been specified,
provision would emerge, in many cases this did happen, and provision remains
primarily based on those institutions which alreadtisted. In Mauritius, the accreditation
system is seen as stifling responsiveness withiding value, as all short course providers
have to get their courses accredited—in other waaidg provider wanting to develop a
short, customized, focused course for a specifmrtdbrm process has to go through
quality assurance processes which could take songe éven though in nearly all cases
courses do end up obtaining the necessary approval.

In Turkey, although there is confidence in the rn@aposed systems, there are some
concerns that there are currently no institutioméctv have been accredited for any of the
key functions, while the new system depends heavilyaccreditation. In addition, there is
some concern about the capacity of the accreditatistitutions, and concern that once
institutions and organizations start applying, leotcks might occur. There is also a
concern that institutions may not want to be adteddto conduct assessment and
certification, where revenues from these activities/ not compensate costs.

In Chile and South Africa complex governance aresngnts emerged from attempts
to create quality assurance and accreditation ragstsometimes in contradiction with
existing systems. This has been flagged as a pessihcern in Russia. Another difficulty
of this type of approach, as experienced in Mexgied South Africa, is that institutions and
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individuals needed to be certified as competentsasss in order to award qualifications,
but their competences had to be evaluated by utistits or individuals which had not yet
been found competent, or accredited to performetifwsctions. Both countries also found
that their accreditation systems tended towardsdugracy, without real impact on
educational quality. The case studies of the dideneworks suggest that it is difficult to
expect new institutions to assess and certify.

8.9 Reforming delivery of education and training

In Scotland the NQF is associated with more fldiybiin delivery, as the
development of the NQF was based on previous refonumich focused on increasing
flexibility through modularization. The case studyports some tension, though, between
the flexibility provided by modularization and thegidity created by the greater
standardization and control involved. The countrigsch attempted to use unit-standards
or competency-standards to create flexibility havaixed picture. The system in Australia
is described as having some successes, but mdigultiés and much contestation. The
unit standards in Botswana and South Africa wetesaen as contributing to flexibility. An
employer interviewed in Botswana argued that preegsn the workplace change more
often than formal standards can accommodate. lthS&fica, unit standards became rigid
requirements which made educational provisionaliffi

8.10 Improving parity of esteem for TVET and
workplace-based qualifications

None of the case studies was able to find any Bpesidence demonstrating that the
status of technical vocational education and tngjirjualifications had improved since the
introduction of the NQFs. It is possible that ssahas improved but evidence of it has not
been recorded or researched in the countries; baimgatter of perception, status is
obviously not an easy thing to research. Howeueis likely that changes like greater
influx of learners into programmes previously seenless desirable would have been
observed, if they had in fact occurred.

8.11 Increasing private sector financial contributi ons to
TVET

The idea in most of the countries is that throdghdreation of an NQF, industry can
be encouraged to share the cost of technical wtieducation and training. In the
countries with older NQFs, there is little evidertbat this has happened. In nearly all
countries, the problems and weaknesses of techachivocational education and training
are attributed to systematic under-funding. Thisk$o set to continue in some of the
countries—in Malaysia, for example, the focus igady on higher education and
professional training, despite the fact that 80 get of the workforce is low skilled. The
focus seems to be on changed modalities of fundimg) accountability (and in many
instances, doing more with less), rather than fifjganew funds into the system, although
donors are providing funds for reform at a systelmi@l. There are indications that new
government money may be injected into technicalawtional education and training in
Bangladesh, Chile, Sri Lanka, and Tunisia.

8.12 International recognition and labour mobility
The case studies did not provide clear evidendmpfoved international recognition

or mobility because of the existence of a qualifares framework. This does not mean that
no evidence exists in these countries, but thatiafé interviewed, and official and
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research documentation which was included in thidysdid not provide such evidence.
Critical readers of earlier drafts of this reporere surprised by this and suggested that
favourable evidence in this regard should be abklin Australia and New Zealand, but
researchers in these countries were unable toelosath evidence, despite additional
requests and attempts in this regard. The Scofttesmework is being aligned to the
European Qualifications Framework, and the otheofean countries are directly basing
their frameworks on the European one. Whether ithigroves mobility and recognition
remain to be seen. In Lithuania some experts ireed were concerned that if the NQF
did improve mobility, this could be negative foretltountry, as it could endanger the
national and ethnic identity of Lithuania, and emgier its economic development because
more mobile skilled workers will move, thus undening Lithuania’s workforce further.
However, a trade unionist representative intervibWwad a very different opinion, arguing
that increased mobility (via the NQF or the EQF)Iviielp employees improve their
socioeconomic status and increase their bargapomger in the field of industrial relations.

For a consideration of recent research on quadii@ina and international recognition,
see Johnson and Wolf, 2009a, Special editiorAsdessment in Education: Principles,
Policy & Practice volume 16, issue 1.
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Chapter 9: Reflections and discussion

9.1 Reflecting on the difficulties

The case studies in this study, comprising manyhef countries which are most
advanced in terms of qualifications framework inggionally, clearly reflect considerable
difficulties. In many cases, these difficulties agéated to very specific contextual factors,
as well as institutional arrangements and traditionthe countries, which this research
could not investigate in great depth. What follag@an attempt to reflect on where there
seem to be patterns in the problems, and drawsalsther research related to NQFs.

Contexts, tensions, and the roles of stakeholders

Raffe (2009b) suggests that NQFs are more likelyetsuccessful if, while attempting
to implement the intrinsic logic of the new reforntisey recognize the institutional logics
that exist in the countries. The Malaysian caselystargues that NQFs are inherently
dependent on established institutions, and by drgwn the strengths of institutions, NQFs
can be stronger. Other commentators have discups¢idl dependency’, and how new
policies seldom succeed in breaking a particulaunty out of a particular path, as
education, training, and labour market relatiorsd®eply embedded in institutional, social,
and economic relationships and realities. Theséradictions are evident in some of the
case studies.

For example, the case study on Russia argueshia is a strong culture of valuing
formal education, and even regulatory frameworksctispecify that qualifications must
be linked to formal education and training. Thisftiots with the desire to recognize prior
learning (although it is obviously important to wal education strongly). Similarly, in
Lithuania, educational awards are very stronglitdohto time spent studying. There is no
experience in developing or offering modular-bagedgrammes. While the study on
Lithuania suggests that this is a challenge th&dseo be overcome, there is much
contestation in research literature on the valud possibility of modularization. In
addition, in Lithuania there is a history of celiged systems, a command economy, and
little social dialogue. The case study suggest$ #van industry at times argues that
government should regulate human resource develdpmwith state planning, based on the
old central planning models. There are difficulties employers to be involved in training
or supporting technical vocational education araining (TVET) schools unless all
employers buy-in to it, as poaching is a concem working with TVET schools is an
investment in time. (However, poaching is even nlikely to be a problem in more free
market systems). Similarly, Sri Lanka has a histofrya large public sector run economy
with centralized systems.

There is a ‘chicken-and-egg’ kind of problem witdgard to stakeholders in many of
the countries: the NQF depends on the effectiveigiaation of social partners and
stakeholders. But the lack of participation of abpiartners and stakeholders is the problem
that the NQF is trying to solve. Furthermore, ttefirdtion of ‘stakeholders’ may be
contested. For example, the case studies of NevdaZeaand South Africa show how
bodies set up to administer and develop a qudiifica framework, or sub-framework,
become stakeholders in their own right—with theoagganying vested interests. This
could explain at least partially why qualificatiofremeworks survive in the context of
reviews and dissatisfaction from other ‘stakehatdand ‘role players’.

In many of the countries in the study the econosydominated by the informal

economy. The need for qualifications in this cohtisxarguable. The case is sometimes
made that recognizing workers’ skills, and givihgm qualifications will help them move

103



to the formal economy, but this presupposes trexetlare jobs in the formal economy to
which they can move. Many other policy intervensiamould be required in order to build
the formal economies of countries. On the othedhaie OECD (2009) argues that better
qualified individuals are more mobile and have mbkelihood of succeeding in the
informal sector than less skilled individuals.

Some of the case studies suggest that the varimss & qualifications frameworks
can be in tension with each other. In Malaysia,efcample, industry is largely happy with
the skills qualifications, but policy makers feleat learners need pathways to higher levels
of skills, and that the current qualifications gpt-does not allow this. But improving
pathways between TVET and higher education may leenflict with improving pathways
between education and training systems and theutab@rket. In Scotland, as Higher
National Diplomas became more accepted as a routedegree, they started to lose their
character as an exit qualification leading into Empment. This is a tension that many
countries have to face. Improving the possibilities progression from TVET to higher
education is a major way of improving the esteem wihich the former is held in society,
and the likelihood that learners will enrol for TVEprogrammes in countries where it is
not well regarded. This is a feature of all cowedyieven those with highly respected
systems of TVET; however, it is likely to be pauniirly true for developing countries as in
the case of South Africa. However, equally impastan perhaps more important, may be
changing the conditions, remuneration, and caratirsgn the working world.

Chapter 5 mentions that some countries see NQRgags of getting employers to
contribute to the financing of training, assessmant certification. The difficulties with
employer involvement as well as lack of take up qoialifications and competency
standards is cause for concern about the likelinafothis being achieved. It is also in
contradiction with the fact that employers see N@Bsways of getting governments to
publicly fund assessment systems for the workfofecmther contradiction with regards to
financing is that while NQFs are argued to be resmgsto increase access to education and
training, they are often associated with the intiiibn of user fees, both for training, and
assessment and certification.

There is an inherent tension between the desireclassify and describe all
competences and all qualifications versus the @dsirsimplicity and transparency. Some
frameworks end up with thousands of qualificatiorzd detailed stipulations of
occupations and qualifications at all levels leads very long and cumbersome
documentation.

The desire for short courses and responsivenessmay tension with the desire for
more regulation, standardization, and quality ie dontext of many different providers.
While unit standards or competency standards gyposed to lead to flexibility, in some
cases they are seen as rigid. The desire for ma&kingational programmes shorter in order
to meet short-term requirements of the labour maftescribed as cost-effective quick
start/accelerated short-term employment-orientashityg activities for priority jobs) may
conflict with the idea of improving quality, and ynanake it less likely that completing
learners will acquire sufficient basis to move bp education and training system. Some
countries are mainly using NQFs as a part of dg@ietplower level artisans. This could be
part of broader efforts to expand training oppadttes, but in some ways appears to
contradict the notion of the ‘knowledge economy’.

Learning outcomes

Claims about the role of learning outcomes in mfag qualifications and thereby
education and training systems are at the heatteotievelopment of NQFs. It is useful,
therefore, to reflect on what light the studiesdslo@ this matter, as well as how other
research can explain the relative successes dndefabf the frameworks in question. The

104



study suggests that the problems experienced i sirthe countries is linked at least in
part to a particular use of learning outcomes.

All qualifications are in some sense concerned witttomes—because they represent
a statement about what the holder knows and caramtb,are an outcome ¢darning
Educational ‘outcomes’—such as, how many people lypalified to become engineers in
a particular year in a particular country, or whia¢ graduation or throughput rate of a
particular institution is, or what levels of mathainal ability are obtained by school
students—are obviously of concern to all governmeAnd all NQFs seem to work with
the notion of learning outcomes, albeit in diffédremys. But, as described above, in many
instances NQFs attempt to use outcomes in a vegifgpway, as providing an exact and
transparent description of occupational competermed at the same time, providing an
exact and transparent basis for the developmdetafing programmes, for the conducting
of assessment, and for evaluating educationaltguali

Many of the current studies (as well as other stidin NQFs and competence-based
assessmerif)show that when outcomes are used in this tightn@arand when very many
expectations are placed on outcomes or competdatements, they tend to proliferate
over-specified, detailed, unwieldy, narrow docursenhich are supposed to be the basis
for assessment. The very length and complexithefstandards makes them unintelligible
to anyone other than those involved in standardsgde This is often the reason for
qualifications not being used at all. Where theg ased, it leads to narrow forms of
assessment and fragmented learning experienceghdary the problem of over-
specification could occur in any area or practickiclw is regulated by performance
statements. But the specific problem within edwcatand training is the structure of
educational knowledge. Researchers have also démtmts how a rigid separation of
outcomes and competences from syllabuses or leprpimogrammes leads to the
marginalization of educational knowledeForcing curricula to be ‘designed down’ from
outcome statements trivializes knowledge, and reslitdo pieces of unrelated information.
This may explain the low take-up of such qualificas in general and particularly at higher
levels. It is also in direct contradiction to pgligoals related to ‘knowledge economies’ as
well as broader notions of raising educational lewé the workforce, as it leads to narrow
qualifications without theoretical components.

The case study on the English NVQs points out amathitique made in the United
Kingdom: that assessment is always about makiregentes on the basis of performance.
Even assessment in workplaces does not show hawea gandidate will perform when
the assessor is not present, or in a slightly diffesituation, or even, simply in a repeat of
the same task. In an outcomes-based frameworksassdsave to draw inferences about
the underlying competence of the candidate, basetheir performance. It is never a
straightforward matter setting an assessment tagldging a candidate on one. There may
be situations in which assessment which concestrate knowledge and understanding
may provide better grounds for inferring competeti@ a specific number of observable
performances, and implies that this is more likedybe the case the higher up the
qualification ladder one proceeds. The case stistyargues, in direct contradiction to the
claims often made by advocates of outcomes-basalifigations, that knowledge of the
learning process which leads to an outcome mayanyninstances be essential in order to
make a reliable judgement about an observed pesforen

15 See for example, Wolf (1993, 1995, 2002), All&@97a, 2007c), Young (2005), Lugg (2007),
Wheelahan (2008b, 2008c)

'8 For example, Allais (2007b, 2007c), Wolf (2002959
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There seems to be some acceptance that the compd@sed training model or a
strong outcomes-based model will not work acrossasdas of schooling and higher
education. In New Zealand and South Africa where \tas attempted,
ministries/departments of education have revertedsytlabus/curriculum-type models.
However, the NVQ experience, as well as the problexperienced in Botswana and
Mauritius, suggest even when this approach wasimafto TVET it has experienced
difficulties. With regard to the Competency-Baseaaiiifiing System in Australia, reviews
have argued that the training packages are todlatbtand lengthy, and are not user
friendly to educators, and that they have outlitregr usefulness. The Labour Competence
Framework experience in Chile and Mexico also satggehat this approach has
experienced difficulties even for the much moreitéa aim of enabling recognition of
existing skills in the workforce. And the Australiand Botswana studies suggest that if
this approach is used in TVET and not the reshefdystem, this introduces a new division
between schooling and TVET and between TVET anbdrigducation, and that this could
further accentuate the low status of vocationalifications.

These difficulties raise questions about the pdgsis for NQFs. Can NQFs be
designed without learning outcomes? Can broadéomsobf learning outcomes be used?
Can NQFs be developed through broad statementstofmes or competencies that avoid
the problems of the over-specified models? A femtatve suggestions can be made. It
may be the case that NQFs are inherently linkeoutoomes (or some other generic form
of description which leads to similar problems).dites seem as if broader notions of
outcomes or competence, either, say, in the forsordeed in the Scottish case study, or in
the traditions in countries such as Germany, seechetbetter. ‘Better’ here is used in the
sense that they have broad acceptance, and sdmrused. The Scottish case suggests that
outcomes can inform and aid professional judgenatitpugh they cannot replace it. This
broad understanding of outcomes cannot, and usulBs not claim to, achieve the
specific claims about transparency of qualificasiaaimed by some NQF advocates (as
discussed in Chapter 2). This implies limitatioms vwhat NQFs can achieve. In the
development of NQFs the only alternative to outceme generic descriptors of levels is
for levels of qualifications to be determined priilyaby accepted qualifications, and
accepted relationships among them. Of course thia circular solution, and does not
provide a mechanism for resolving disputes. Orother hand, in practice, this approach is
used to some extent even in outcomes-based NQFgrartice, level descriptors and
outcomes do not replace implicit and generally ptax judgements, although they may
make it possible to challenge these judgementsis@as in the end revert to professional
judgement as well as power relations, and perhagphasis needs to be placed on trying to
ensure that the former dominates the latter.

Accreditation systems in the context of weak provision
of education and training

The case studies on the English NVQs, Australids\Bana, New Zealand, Russia,
South Africa, Sri Lanka, and Turkey, suggest thategnments tried or are trying to use
outcomes-based qualifications frameworks to shifhtwvas/is seen as ‘provider culture’ or
a ‘provider captured’ system, to a ‘user-led’ omgetition-based, marketized system. This
can be located within broader trends in public @eaeform, such as new public
managemen’ﬁ In some of the countries, this is based on coments to neo-liberal
market policies and principles. In others thiseissl evident or less explicit. In South Africa,
for example, there was a strong focus on redregpsalidy, and democratization. With

" For example, Strathdee (2009), Allais (2007a)lliphi(1998).
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regard to the English NVQs, the broader neo-libpralgramme of the government was
more explicit, as government was directly tryingeduce the influence of trade unions and
increase provision, competitiveness, and efficienbyough a marketization strategy. In
Australia, unions were a key part of the process ted to the establishment of the
qualifications framework, but even here policy airte explicitly develop a market in
education, and ‘industry-led’ competency-based ifjcations that were independent of
educational providers in TVET. Here Scotland isoatlier—although it has not been free
from neo-liberal influence, it has a stronger ttiadi of free public provision of education,
and its more consensual political culture may hallewed educational providers and
professionals to retain more influence. Sri Lanka h strong government-based delivery
system, but is trying to move it to a greater ratprly role for government, and sees the
NQF as part of an accountability mechanism.

What is common in many cases is an emphasis oringgeatate and private
institutions in the same way through contractuéiiza and the introduction of
accountability measures in the belief that thisl witrease efficiency and effectiveness.
However, research also points out that managingacts, and evaluating the performance
of contracted institutions, whether public or ptejademands enormous regulatory capacity
from the state. It may lead to many additional eses for the various players in the
education and training system. For example in ldatha, each school would have to
contract assessing institutions to conduct assedsfoe each training programme. In
addition, it could lead to inefficiencies and pese consequences, such as lack of
coordination among the different systems. For exejmip Mexico because the criteria to
become an assessing or awarding centre are sttjntpeme are few bodies, and these
bodies charge high prices for assessment. CONOC@&Rdwike to relax the criteria, to
widen the assessing and certification possibilittast there are concerns about relaxing
standards. Industry representatives interviewddtiuania argue that competition between
providers may be unhealthy, and that the introductif a market-based competition-based
system for its own sake can compromise on expegieara know-how of established
bodies, implying a big waste of financial and humesources. For example, with regard to
assessment, the Chamber of Industry feels thasitetlxceptional experience in assessment
of competences and has a regional structure wioiebrs the country.

One of the difficulties with this approach is thsdtting up a viable accreditation
system is a costly endeavour, and is based onsthergtion that bureaucracies which are
putatively incompetent at delivering good trainarg likely to be good or at least better at
contracting it out and managing quality, or, thatvninstitutions created for this purpose
will be able to do so with no track record or ihdional history. Conducting meaningful
institutional quality assurance is very costly dinte-consuming, and demands high levels
of professional capacity amongst staff. In the erhtof TVET systems which are
underfunded, countries need to make serious chaibest the contribution that quality
assurance can make to improving quality, and thenéxo which their focus should be on
improving institutional capacity.

Assessment and certification are important factorsducation and training systems,
and NQFs need to be developed bearing this in nihd.model (as in the South African
NQF and NVQs) of individual assessors and verifteirsied out to be complicated and
unwieldy, and was not successful in guaranteeilighbity and quality. In many instances,
there has been a return to national examinationdlelw Zealand various problems were
raised with standards based assessment, as pavergsworried that it would lower
standards by reducing student motivation to achiard examinations were reintroduced.

A possible problem with a focus on outcomes, qua#surance, and accreditation, is
that they could shift attention away from learnimgpcesses, and the need to build and
support educational institutions. Quality assurasystems do ndiuild quality; they build
procedures that claim to measure quality. But thay end up being a substitute for
building quality. Poorer countries, and countrieghwweak institutions, may find
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themselves in trouble if they rely on these typemechanisms. This issue may be most
stark in TVET, where considerable infrastructureaguired in order to ensure quality.
Models which narrowly link funding to learner edmoénts and outcomes-based
qualifications may run into difficulties, as theyaynnot enable institutions to take a long-
term perspective, or provide the necessary emphasisbuilding and developing
institutions. NQFs are often introduced with thendaage of ‘autonomy’ and
‘empowerment’ of TVET institutions. But ‘autonomwithout increased capacity, without
increased financial support, and with a seriesesf raccountability’ requirements may turn
out to be rather less empowering for institutidmentis claimed, and governments may not
get the desired results.

This critique implies that it may be more useful pomorer countries, or countries with
weaker education and training systems, to condentrabuilding or supporting institutions
that can provide education and training. Similagyporer or weaker states should be
cautious when assuming that adopting regulatory aetsogvhich rely on contracts and
accountability mechanisms will solve the problemhsittthey have had in delivering
education and training.

Policy borrowing and internationalization

Internationalization of qualifications and educatisystems is clearly an important
issue raised by this research, and one which theerdureport cannot do justice to. As
Stephen Ball (1998, p. 126) suggests:

... hational policy making is inevitably a processboitolage: a matter of borrowing and
copying bits and pieces of ideas from elsewherawiirg on and amending locally tried and
tested approaches, cannibalizing theories, rese@mtds and fashions and not infrequently
flailing around for anything at all that looks &®tigh it might work.

Benjamin Levin (1998, p. 139) points out that:

New agents of disease tend to spread rapidly gsfitte the hosts that are least resistant.
So it is with policy change in education — new Eleaove around quite quickly, but their
adoption may depend on the need any given governsees itself as having. Although many
people may be infected with a given disease, therig can vary greatly.

As is clear from this report, as well as from aablé literature on qualifications
frameworks, policy borrowing (and perhaps sometjrpe&icy learning) is a major factor in
their spread. This applies both to the decisioadopt an NQF as well as the design of
frameworks. Models, titles and formats of qualificas, level descriptors, statements of
competence or unit standards, structures, processegs sometimes entire NQFs are
‘borrowed’. The borrowing country tries to replieatvhat it saw in the original country,
sometimes adapting it, usually because officialudeents in the origin country make
strong claims about what policy makers hope wilbbkieved. But, in most instances, what
is not available from the official documents, oreeveasily found out, by the policy
borrower, is whether or not any of the aims of M@@F in the origin country were achieved.
If some of the goals have been achieved, what tisspparent from official documents is
what led to success—what were the conditions, gtstether policies in place, processes,
and so on, in the origin country.

The English NVQs are widely seen as a problematadeah within the United
Kingdom, and have been changed many times since itteoduction. One of the
consequences of the English NVQ model was to pespetand even accentuate a view of
vocational qualifications as inherently inferior itose obtained at school or university.
One of the striking findings of this research, #fere, is how much this model has
influenced other countries, and how it continuedéoused in some of the most recently
developed NQFs. It may be significant to note thei@us: that the first five NQFs, and the

108



models of NQFs which have spread to many other tc@sn emanate from five English-

speaking Commonwealth countries all of which haberbl market economies, which

influenced each other and which have educatioresystvith a partly shared history. But
the spread has not been limited to the Anglophonddywas the Labour Competence
Frameworks in Chile and Mexico both were very iaflaed by the English NVQs. It also

seems possible that, paradoxically, countries witine regulations of occupations may be
seduced by the ‘anglo’ model, which claims to pdeva neat fit between education and
training and labour markets.

What is equally striking is how the same problesns to have occurred in many of
the countries which have adopted this model. Thé&N® Botswana, New Zealand, and
South Africa, the vocational component of the NQF Mauritius, and the Labour
Competence Frameworks in Chile and Mexico have emtountered considerable
difficulties, and all of them have very few conereichievements to show. Like in England,
Wales, and Northern Ireland, in all these countripsalifications were created, but very
few used. Providers in the main continued offeemgsting qualifications. However, policy
makers and technical experts elsewhere, such Bangladesh and Sri Lanka seem to be
confident that their use of this model will overcotie problems that other countries have
experienced. There are, of course, differencesmthese countries are adopting NQFs, as
will be discussed in the following section. For exde, centrally-developed curricula and
assessment instruments are an important featutleed®ri Lankan system, as opposed to
the decentralized assessment attempted throudintfissh NVQs and South African NQF.

Often, as the case study on the English NVQs pamuats a policy is designed to
overcome or alleviate particular problems that haxieen in a particular historical and
political context. But, when aspects of the polag adopted elsewhere, these contextual
factors are easily forgotten or remain unknown. Bléswana study argues that Botswana
borrowed models from countries like New Zealand&outh Africa, without taking time to
learn what happened in those countries. In Lithauanid Russia, stakeholders are described
as tired of reforms which are perceived as borrgwaed tend to be passive and indifferent
to them, or see them as leading to more adminigtratork and bureaucracy.

The case study on Scotland suggests that the Scdtiimework has gained “an
almost moral authority among NQFs”. Aspects of tBeottish framework are used
(sometimes in an adapted form) around the world. viwat appears in an official policy
document will inevitably play itself out in diffené ways in different contexts. For
example, in addition to the fact that the Scottisfalifications framework was developed
incrementally, over a very long period of timewias developed in eontext with strong
institutions, a relatively strong economy, and treidy high employment, especially
compared to many of the developing countries whighnow attempting to develop NQFs.
Scotland also has a small population (about 5 amijliand a relatively small and
homogenous policy community. The development of doelifications framework was
strongly driven by educational institutions. Ledelscriptors developed by the people who
might actually use them are more likely to be ®dstand are likely to mean something to
the users, not because of how well they are astiedlon paper, but because of the shared
process engaged in arriving at them. Taking offid@uments on their own is unlikely to
replicate the Scottish successes. In countries laiter populations and greater diversity
and contestation among stakeholders and policy rmattee consensus which was the basis
on which agreement on the framework was achieve8adotland may be very hard to
replicate. The problem is that statements such easl |descriptors are so open to
interpretation that they can become meaninglessirTimpact therefore depends on the
context in which they are generated and in whiey tre interpreted and used.

In addition, countries which ‘borrow’ or adapt tBeottish level descriptors, without

directing energy and resources at improving thdityuaf their institutions, or without
providing financial support for students to accedscation, may find that they do not play
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the role in improving educational standards or llewd qualifying learners that they had
hoped.

It is understandable that official documents do cepture for the outside world the
debates, conflicts, and problems experienced iin ttoeintry. But, from the point of view
of policy borrowing, the consequence is that thecgdorrower often does not see the
problems. An important lesson from this researcthat things are ‘never as they seem’.
Often what is borrowed is a snapshot of a movingeia NQFs are complex, dynamic, and
evolving policy instruments. All of the older NQHFmve been subject to debate and
criticism—even the relatively successful Scottistnfework has been criticized for slow
implementation and a lack of ‘teeth’. Criticismsvhded to successive policy reviews and
evaluations which relate to the qualifications feamorks in various ways. All the older
NQFs have seen changes and developments and incam®es very substantial changes.
This is important because often what is ‘borrowed'learnt from’ another country is the
model as it is described on paper at a particiiag ind the desirable goals associated with
it, and not the model as it was implemented in tiraavith all the problems, experiences,
and changes made to the model along the way. @lfiflicuments and accounts often do
not reflect that there have been real changesimibdel since it was first launched. This is
understandable—such documents are aimed at poaetii and users within a country, and
need to provide up-to-date information about hogvdhalifications framework is supposed
to work. But they may inadvertently create mislegdimpressions for those borrowing
from the policies, particularly as the languagedu@ich terms as learning outcomes) may
remain similar through substantial shifts, as caisden in New Zealand and South Africa.

Policy borrowing can be dangerous, especially withibe full picture in the country
that is being borrowed from, and careful considenabf differences in contexts. While
official policy documents from all countries use tanguage of learning outcomes, they do
not all mean the same thing and they do not reffextifferent views held about outcomes
within the country. These differences are thenumaterstood by those looking to borrow or
learn from the official documents and put them iptactice. This is compounded by the
fact that qualifications frameworks clearly touch omportant power relations in each
country, whereas official reports tend to be padditidocuments, designed to present a
consensus.

The current study includes countries describedids fdeveloped’, having many
strong education and training institutions, anditgwobust economies with relatively low
unemployment, as well as countries which are desdras poor, ‘underdeveloped’, having
weak or uneven education and training provisiom kigh unemployment. Yet, all these
countries have developed or are trying to devel@F8| and, as described in Chapter 5,
have similar goals for these frameworks. In thitligf these differences, the trend of policy
borrowing observed in this study is somewhat camiogt Equally concerning is technical
assistance which appears to provide answers withatgful consideration of specific
problems. For example, writing down ‘standards’tle context of strong professional
communities, who have shared understandings of Whieatequired ‘standard’ is, may be
very different to writing down ‘standards’ in thésence of strong professional bodies,
strong education and training institutions, andrgjr social networks. Decentralizing
educational provision where education and trainingtitutions are strong and the
regulatory capacity of the state is strong may teavery different effect to a similar policy
mechanism in a state with weak regulatory capaaity weak or uneven educational
provision. Decentralization and accreditation-basgstems may be particularly seductive
to poorer states, as thegento reduce strain on the national fiscus. Howegevernments
and policy makers firstly need to consider what lites may be in terms of quality and
quantity of educational provision, and secondlg, d&dditional costs which may accompany
the need for increased regulatory capacity.

Chakroun (2010) contrasts policy borrowing with ippllearning The latter, he
suggests, encourages problem solving and reflectiadilitates the involvement of
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stakeholders, and retains an emphasis on the ahtimmtext. Raffe and Spours (2007)
focus on policy learning as a procesdearning lessons about policy. It is hoped that this
research will contribute to policy makers beingeatgllearn from policy in other countries,
and not just borrow from them.

9.2 Different ways of seeing an NQF

This study aimed to investigate the impact and é@mgntation of NQFs, and yet, as is
very clear from the short descriptions of differ@ountries’ ventures into the world of
qualifications frameworks, there is no single ‘@iirthat is represented by the term
‘national qualifications framework’. This createffidulties in terms of linking the claims
made about qualifications frameworks with evideotsuccess. Where there are successes
(or problems), they cannot be linked simply to ational qualifications framework’, but
need to be linked to specific types of NQFs and@gghes to implementation, as well as to
concurrent policy initiatives and institutions.

Part of the challenge of the present study wasuestigate the various types of policy
reform that go by the name of qualifications fraroedy to understand what is meant by
this term, and how the different frameworks work, hmw they are intended to work.
Researchers have developed typologies of framewddsed on what each sees as key
differences, drawing mainly on the early NQFs asngxars. Differences emphasized by
various researchers include how prescriptive taméwork is, what its aims are (as well as
how ambitious it is), how comprehensive it is i dépplication, what its epistemological
stance is, and what the process of implementihgstinvolved (Raffe, 2003, 2009a; Tuck,
Hart, and Keevy, 2004; Young, 2005; Allais, 2007©ne of the ILO Working Papers
published as an interim product of this researctiai®y Raffe, and Young, 2009)
specifically explores typologies of NQFs, and oh¢he products of this research may be a
further elaboration of these typologies.

For the purpose of this discussion, three key dbjes of qualifications frameworks
are differentiated, leading to a suggested thypesof frameworks Typeshere is used for
analytic purposes, focusing on the key intendedureabbf changes involved in the
implementation of the qualifications framework; skeare not definitive descriptive or
prescriptive categories, and may well need conalierrevision based on further study.
The three types of frameworks are offered as aaféying to analyze what is the essence
of the role that NQFs are envisaged to play. Intlalee cases, the notion of learning
outcomes is used, although in specific cases tldig mvolve terms like competencies,
units, or modules. In all three, level descriptoray be seen as a mechanism which can
improve the transparency of qualifications for eoyels, educational institutions, and the
general public. But there are substantial diffeesnin terms of expectations of the nature
and degree of change that it is hoped will be thimed by these different types of
frameworks. The actual frameworks in the study matyall fit neatly into these types, and
some of them straddle the types—for example, wkieoational sub-frameworks seem to
be similar to one type, and the overarching comgmeive framework to another.
Nonetheless, it is hoped that the categories dmritri to sharpening analysis of
qualifications frameworks.

The first way of understanding NQFs is as an attempt to make the relationships
between existing qualifications more explicit. The focus here is on qualifications systems
rather than individual qualifications. An examplayrbe, clarifying which types of college-
based qualifications can lead to which types ohéigeducation institutions, and in which
circumstances. This type of NQF may be introducedttempt to create changes such as
improved credit transfer between educational wstihs or even between educational
institutions in a particular sector of the educatmd training system. Or, the intention may
be to make the qualifications system as a wholeefs students, teachers, and employers
to understand. This could involve getting the tugitbns involved in developing, providing,
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and/or certifying qualifications to agree amongseémselves on how their respective
qualifications relate to each other. Here, the mdstly main actors are educational
institutions such as universities and colleges; rding or examination bodies for
qualifications in secondary, vocational, or furtkducation; and government organizations.

A focus on qualifications based in educationaliinBbns may be likely in countries
where, with the exception of the professions, tleeefew specific qualifications which fit
with specific occupations or levels within occupas. The introduction of an NQF may
involve introducing a set of level descriptors asadtempt to make explicit and clarify
these relationships, as well as to provide a b#misdiscussion and debate amongst
stakeholders about the level at which particulalifiaations should be placed.

It is suggested that the Scottish Credit and Quatibns Framework (SCQF) can be
understood as exemplifying this approach. The SG@IS developed by universities,
university quality assurance bodies, and the bauywlved in awarding pre-university
qualifications. The Scottish framework is the resiila long series of educational reforms
which built sub-frameworks in different sectors,veal as building relationships between
key role players. The Malaysian NQF as a wholectaildo be seen as focused on broadly
improving relationships between educational queadiibns (but excluding the framework
of skills qualifications, which exemplify a veryffiirent approach, as discussed below).
The Mauritian and Australian NQFs, in so far ag/taee comprehensive frameworks, can
also be seen as this type of framework. In botmtraas, however, the technical vocational
education and training sub-frameworks adopt a wdifferent approach, as discussed
further below.

NQFs with this objective are likely to be basedirmeremental reform, as the inherent
rationale means starting from existing qualificati@nd institutions. For example, although
a new organization, the Malaysian Qualificationghuity, was created in Malaysia, the
organization itself was built on existing instituts and processes, and was not completely
new. The NQF in Malaysia can be considered as #@eliiminnovation, given that it is
comprised of two qualification and accreditatiostsyns that already existed.

It is with regard to this objective of NQFs thaeté is the most evidence of success
recorded in the current study.

A second way of understanding the introduction of an NQF is as an attempt to make
the relationships between occupational entry regulations (such as those of the state or
professional bodies, which define who can and chmmber specific occupations and
professions) and qualifications more explicit. Existing occupational-based and
professional frameworks, which regulate, for examghe requirements for recognized
nurses or electricians in the workplace, tend taediaplex. In many countries, professions
have been more directly linked to education aniitrg systems than other occupations.
The idea in introducing an NQF can be seen astampt to develop one uniform set of
levels which bring together the regulation of ocaigns and professions on the one hand,
and educational qualifications on the other, ireottd improve how these qualifications are
understood and used.

This approach to the function of a qualificatioreniework implies more changes and
more role players than the previous one, as ate@ made to bring together systems
which may be complex in their own right, and whiglre originally designed for different
purposes. The reform may be government-driven, ved by national employer
organizations or quasi-government organization$ winployer involvement. It is more
likely to be developed in countries which have @ational classifications which govern
entrance to occupations and may have linkages larysaystems. (Most countries or
regions have some kind of occupational classificatand entry into at least some
occupations is regulated in most). In countriesciwhhistorically have extensive use of
occupational standards, in many instances there havbeen direct relationships with the
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development of curricula. It may be the case thaintries with such a tradition are
attracted to the idea of NQFs precisely becausentbdel (as it has been developed,
primarily in the Anglophone world) claims to achéevery precise relationships between
occupational standards and education and training.

Developing such a framework is likely to involvegoe&ations with trade unions and
professional bodies, as well as with educationatitutions. The relative strengths and
weaknesses of trade unions, professional bodiab,eamployer associations, as well as
educational institutions, could affect decisionswthwhere qualifications are placed, as this
may have salary implications for employees.

In the current study, the NQFs in Lithuania, Russiad Tunisia can be seen as
focused largely on bringing educational qualifica8 and occupational regulations
together. Tunisia can be seen within this categangl it may be significant here that the
NQF is in fact called a National Classification Qfalifications, instead of a National
Qualifications Framework. In all three countridsere are high hopes for the role of level
descriptors and learning outcomes in bringing etimecaand training and occupational
classifications together. The idea seems to beadeentoward describing both in terms of
competence.

These countries have all started developing framesviather recently, and it is too
early to assess their success. However, the prebéxmerienced by other countries with
regard to the development and use of learning outspand the lack of evidence of the use
of level descriptors, indicate potential problefibe study of Russia also reveals other
potential difficulties of this type of approachetkarious systems which are being brought
together are all very complex in their own righte @urrently in use, and have legal and
other implications.

A third way of understanding the introduction of NQFs is as an attempt to use
independently specified outcomes or competency statements to drive a range of different
educational reforms. Although all NQFs use the terms like ‘learning amrhes’ or
‘competencies’, here the development of learningg@mes is seen as the focus, and the
mechanism through which all the goals of NQFs tdlachieved. The specified outcomes
are seen as the key driving mechanism: it is asguha they can be the basis for curricula
to be developed, assessment and quality assurarme ¢conducted, certificates awarded.
Learning outcomes are seen as a mechanism to adfievalignment of qualifications (as
for the first NQF focus), but here the emphasisia¢ so much on the processes and
institutions as in the actual specified outcomesictv are believed to create transparency.
Similarly, it is believed or hoped that the spexfion of outcomes or competencies will
enable a simple and transparent relationship betweecupations and educational
qualifications. It is further hoped that all ofghwill lead to more and better training.

The process of developing these qualificationseensas stakeholder-driven, in many
instances but not necessarily, with a focus on strgiu Qualifications are composed of
these learning outcomes, and are thus not linkedpiecific educational institutions.
Competency-based training models are conceptuaysame as this notion of an NQF. In
many instances introducing an outcomes-based framkevws part of introducing or
reintroducing a competency-based training approach.

This emphasis on qualifications based on learnirtgammes or competencies is where
NQFs can be seen as attempting to make the biggesimost fundamental changes to
education and training systems. Outcomes-basedigatbns are seen as a way of driving
curriculum reform, changing the management andvesli of education and training
systems, and changing the processes and baseswéodirg qualifications, thereby
improving relationships between education and #i®dr market, as well as achieving
broader socio-economic goals. In theory, decisiaf®ut which level to place a
qualification at are based entirely on an analgéithe competencies or learning outcomes

113



comprising a particular qualification, particulars these are in fact supposed to be
designed based on the level descriptors.

The NVQs in England were the first clear examplamfittempt to use an NQF in this
manner. Many countries have subsequently attentptede qualifications frameworks in
this way in technical vocational education and nirag. In the current study, the
frameworks in Bangladesh, Botswana, and Sri Lawkddcbe seen as largely fitting within
this approach in terms of how they have been dedigas can the vocational sub-
framework in Australia, the skills sub-framework Malaysia, and the vocational sub-
framework in Mauritius. The New Zealand and SouthHcan NQFs initially attempted to
use this type of approach for all qualificationsadltlevels. The Chilean, Mexican and
Turkish frameworks also fit within this type, altigh initially focused on assessment of
workplace learning (and training in Turkey), withly indirect attempts to change the
education and training systems. What these cosgntiaee in common is an attempt to use
outcomes-based qualifications to drive reform. &mmple, in Bangladesh, the Technical
and Vocational National Qualifications Frameworkcludes a specification of pre-
vocational qualifications. The hope is that oncealifigations have been specified,
provision be developed against them, as institstiiake them up and start offering them,
thereby increasing access to education and training

There may be considerable variation between framewvthat have this objective,
depending on the transformational ambition of tlaenework. This type of qualifications
frameworks seems to have encountered difficultierany countries.

9.3 Positive possibilities

As discussed above, the research found little ecieldhat NQFs have substantially
improved relationships between education and trgiystems and labour markets. The
scope of this research did not include explorirtgrahtives to NQFs—there are clearly
many policy alternatives that are used and have beed in many countries to attempt to
achieve some or all of the goals that NQFs arended to address (although NQFs
probably claim to solve more problems than mostcms do). What the study does
suggest, though, is that there may be an unheditnptomy created between the role of
industry versus role of educational institutioneelle seems to be a general idea in many of
the countries that educators are not in a positibmevelop curricula, as they do not
understand what workplaces require. This leadf@oidea that industry must provide the
specifications for the ‘product’ that educatiornatitutions should produce.

But all the case studies show that involvementdistry has been problematic. An
interviewee from one of the qualifications authestcommented thatlfe process means
that industry has developed the qualification.hié tiraining provider offers it, they know
that these people will get a job because it wasdmnindustry peoplePractices, though,
seem to be different. Students, parents, employard, governments value university
qualifications, and therefore by extension quaiicns which can potentially lead to
university, and employers do not always seem taevathe qualifications which emanate
from industry-led qualifications processes. NQFmiany cases (particularly where there is
a strong outcomes or competency-based focus) areed to bendustry-ledpolicies. This
may be a problematic expectation, as industry appeductant to lead. Where industry
does patrticipate, it is often not at the desir@gli¢e.g. human resource personnel instead of
technical experts), and in many instances, the ggoof developing the standards is
subcontracted out to consultants. For example, ithubnia, where workplace-based
assessment is officially conducted by the Chamifdndustry, the technical vocational
education and training schools argue that in fagthmof the work is delegated to them
anyway. The Chamber mainly plays a role in orgagizand coordinating. The technical
vocational education and training schools arguexd the Chamber does not have the
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expertise to design the actual assessments, bechimek of expertise and knowledge in
the specific fields.

Besides the practical problem of getting employterbe involved, researchers have
also suggested that employers may not always e tabhrticulate what it is that they
require, and certainly are in most instances nte @bpredict what skills and knowledge
will be required in the futur€. Representatives of educational institutions ireved in
Lithuania argued that the problem is not so muck & input from employers as lack of
research into present and future skills needsdffitian, educational research suggests that
education and training are much more complicatedn tiproducing ‘products’ to
specification. What all this suggests is that a p#in one-size-fits-all approach to
education/labour market relations may be permapettisive. Instead, more success may
be achieved through more flexibility.

Buchanan, Yu, et al (2009) use the notion of ‘skiéico-systems’ as a way of
exploring both the problems and possibilities fompioving education and workplace
interaction. This fits well within the idea of acs¢eral approach, where the focus is on not
just developing qualifications, but ensuring cooaded skills, labour market and
socioeconomic policies in particular sectors. Wiogkivith the needs and possibilities, as
well as institutional strengths in particular sesf@robably has the best chance of success.
Buchanan, Yu, et al, emphasize that trying to asidteining issues without addressing the
nature of education and labour market structuremii&ely to be successful. This fits well
within the ILO’s belief in the need for coordinatedlicies, and the ETF's emphasis on
policy learning. It arguably opens a lot of produetpossibilities for further research and
policy development.

In some instances, the specification of occupatistandards may help qualifications
to fit better with labour market requirements. ey instances, research-based curricula
may be more successful, as industry itself maykmotv what it will require in years to
come. In other instances, professional bodies nayucial roles. Seeing such processes
as ongoing and developmental, rather than fixedkiyuithrough standards specification,
may yield better results. The case studies show N@Fs have had some success in
specific sectors. The English NVQ model is describs having had some successes in
some ‘niche’ areas and a similar situation candmndn Mexico. In both cases, specific
human resource development policies and practicései relevant industries seem to have
made a big difference in achieving success. Tlesiseencouraging for those countries that
are implementing NQFs starting with specific sextor

However, it does not address the concern that gowemts have about investing in
education and training systems which do not seeietavorking, and it is this broader
concern that makes policies like qualificationsnfeavorks appealing, as they appear to
provide more systemic solutions. This researchidhp suggests that as desirable as this
may be, it is questionable whether NQFs can agtydiy the roles claimed for them.
Whether or not there are other ‘systemic’ policidsch can achieve these roles is a subject
for other research. For now, it is merely pointed that qualifications will be more likely
to be of appropriate quality if the needs and ciomias of specific sectors and industries are
considered, if funding for education and trainirsgensured, if education and training
institutions are built and sustained over time ammt only forced into short-term
responsiveness, and if broader conditions in lalmoarkets are addressed. They are also
more likely to succeed in the presence of stromjgssional bodies, strong labour market
research, and strong trade unions, and countrielsl @mnsider policies to support all of

'8 See Wolf (2002) for a useful elaboration of thiskgem.
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these. An issue for future research is the rolavadrding or certification bodies, which the
current case studies were not able to find muatrinétion on.

Financing is a key issue that NQFs bring to thdaser in most of the countries.
Except for Australia, New Zealand, and the UK, tH®Fs in this study have been
developed with donor financing and support (thid priesumably not apply to many of the
European countries which are now in the procesdefeloping NQFs). Improving
technical vocational education and training in molthe countries will clearly require
clear investments in institutions—not just policieisich expect them to do more with less,
or believe that simple competition will drive up aljty. Working with institutions to
strengthen them is clearly important. Ensuring thatners can afford to access education
and training, not just in terms of fees, but inmerof lost income in the case of poorer
people, may be something else that countries doalss more attention on. What may be a
useful focus, then, for future research, is findwigble mechanisms and systems to
evaluate quality of provision, ensure that accessjuitable, and so on.

This report has presented some insights into whiantcies have experienced in their
attempts to introduce qualifications frameworksislby no means definitive, and raises a
good many more questions for further empirical aesle and innovative policies.
Nonetheless, the information and analysis will Holbe be of use to governments,
employer organizations, trade unions, and edudatiorstitutions involved in education
and training reform. And other researchers maytbe @ pursue further some of the many
guestions which are raised by this research, ad sle& and different light on the issues
raised by it. The research suggests that whatyisikkgarticular for developing countries, is
the need for serious consideration of policy ptiesi as well as the sequencing of policies.
Clearly, NQFs are not ‘magic bullets’ as instrunseiatr reform. Countries that have been
most successful in implementing them have beeretiusch have treated the development
of frameworks as complementary to improving insimioal capability rather than as a
substitute for it or as a way of re-shaping inititos. In other words, it seems that NQFs
are more likely to be successful if trainingtcomes and inputs are seen as related to each
other, and policy attention is focused on both.
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