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Foreword

This is the report of an international researchigmoconducted by the Skills and
Employability Department of the ILO on the implertesion of National Qualifications
Frameworks (NQFs) and their use and impact. Theareh aimed to produce empirical
evidence and analysis of countries’ experiences dsasis for advising countries on
whether and, if so, then how to introduce a qualifons framework as part of a strategy to
achieve their wider skills development and employngmals.

A qualifications framework is intended to improvaderstanding of qualifications
(degrees, certificates, or recognition of expei#tased learning and. capabilities) in
terms of the information they convey to an employdout prospective workers’
competencies. Frameworks are also intended taiexpbw qualifications relate to each
other and thus can be combined to build pathwatfsimeducation systems.

The focus on NQFs is important because some 100tesi are now involved in
some way in designing or implementing qualificatioameworks. Whether the emphasis
is on increasing the relevance and flexibility dfieation and training programmes, easing
recognition of prior learning, enhancing lifelorgatning, improving the transparency of
qualification systems, creating possibilities foredit accumulation and transfer, or
developing quality assurance systems, governmemes iacreasingly turning to
gualifications frameworks as a policy tool for nefo In some cases national developments
are propelled by the emergence of regional framksvofsuch as the European
Qualification Framework). In some cases the implataiion of NQFs has been widely
supported by international organizations and isrofinked to aid money and even loans.

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

Furthermore, there is a need to see NQFs in pdamgpecimplementing an NQF is
not an end in itself;, NQFs are a tool or approachuge in combination with others to
improve skills development systems. The ILO’s Regendation on Human Resources
Development, 2004 (no. 195) cites NQFs as a meangrémote recognition and
certification of skills within a holistic strategip develop labour market information,
upgrade training providers, expand career guidamcetraining support services, promote
lifelong learning and social inclusion, and imprdie quality, relevance and accessibility
of education, pre-employment training, and develepnof competencies.

In their discussion orBkills for improved productivity, employment growghd
developmen{international Labour Conference 2008) ILO constitts asked the Office
not only to share information about good practioethese areas but to provide analysis of
why some approaches are effective — from whatiisgadonditions, with what investment
of financial and human resources for what periodtiofe, and with what necessary
complementary policies or institutions. Thus thesearch on NQFs was designed to
examine the evidence of their results to date &edetent to which stakeholders have
confidence or questions about their eventual effecess.

For example, this study sought to discover to wéeent employers are using
gualifications frameworks in their hiring decision¥o what extent are national
gualifications authorities monitoring whether thealifications they develop are being
awarded and whether obtaining these qualificatimakes a difference to workers in the
job market? And amongst officials responsible designing and implementing national



skills systems, is there confidence that NQFs atpifig to make the most of investments
in education and training, or is there concern ¥@Fs are crowding out investments in
extending accessibility of good training, improvirtgacher training and working
conditions, or developing labour market informatiyistems and employment services?

At its core, the research asks discomfiting gqoesti such as whether NQFs are
sometimes being relied on to provide a technichltiem to complex social objectives
(assessing demand and better matching skills poovito it, better accountability of
training providers, better involvement of employar&l workers in training systems, etc.);
or whether some countries are developing NQFs basethe rhetoric surrounding them
rather than on the evidence of their effectiveness.

The fundamental objective of policy advice is t@lpgh constituents avoid
“borrowing” policies indiscriminately from elsewteerand to help them inform their
choices based on consideration of good menu obagticapacity to assess needs, and
understanding of the potential costs, risks, aniefits of adapting different approaches
and policies to their own circumstances and polmyorities. The ILO Skills and
Employability Department will take full account this research in developing policy
advice for member States, Employers’ and Workerssaogiation, in designing further
research, and in collaborative initiatives withatinternational agencies.

As a Research Associate in the Skills and Empldigsatidepartment, Dr. Stephanie
Allais (now postdoctoral fellow at the University/Bdinburgh) led the development of the
research, oversaw the country studies, and wragefimal report. Professor Michael
Young (Emeritus Professor at the Institute of Ediooa University of London) has served
as senior research advisor. Professor David R&ffeféssor of Sociology of Education,
University of Edinburgh) has also acted as an advisthe project.

This research programme has been carried out ipecaton with the European
Training Foundation (ETF), where the research wedsbly Borhene Chakroun and Arjen
Deij. The ETF is advising and assisting more thaenty countries around Europe on the
reform of their qualifications systems, in partaulin the wider context of reforming
vocational education and training. However, thigoré is a result of the author’s analysis
of the case studies and does not necessarily refecviews of the European Training
Foundation or the European Union.

All good research inevitably leads to further sesl questions, especially when, as
is in this case, it is undertaken with limited ficgal resources and a deadline. The report
does not claim to be exhaustive nor to offer casiehl answers to all questions. It does,
however, contribute fresh empirical evidence thettusd inform policy debate at country
and international levels. | would like to thank @tanie Allais for her leadership and
timely completion of this study. | am grateful toidilael Young, David Raffe, and Ron
Tuck for supporting this project through their esiprce and insight. | appreciate the
partnership with the ETF throughout the developnzerd implementation of the project,
including their preparation of three of the coungtydies. Along with the ETF, | would
like to acknowledge our gratitude to all those vginepared the country case studies and to
the practitioners and stakeholders who made tinmegpond to their questions and share
their views. Finally, | would like to thank the mathLO colleagues here in Geneva and in
the field offices for their contributions to plangithe research, organizing country studies
and providing comments on early drafts.

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 starmfone set of definitions of qualifications
frameworks. As discussed further in Chapter Thtiee,focus 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 brieflgotdiss some terms used in this report.

‘Qualifications’ is obviously a key term in this report. The worlalification’ 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 liokaal éducation or training programme
offered in an educational or training institutidn.some countries the term ‘qualification’
means something close to a ‘competence’ for a gossupational practice. Qualifications
have also been linked to official statements timandividual has been accepted to practice
in a certain area (such as, as a lawyer, plumlbegeazher). Whereas until about 30 years
ago, the term ‘qualification’ was usually restratt® trades, crafts, and professions and did
not apply to school certificates or university degg or diplomasjegrees, diplomas, and
certificates are now all seen agpesof qualifications. Qualifications in this light el
formal ‘awards which signify that the bearer has some knowledigeompetencies, or that
they have successfully completed some learningranome.

A different type of usage of the word ‘qualificatias where it is used, as occurs in
some of the case studies for this research, asnggmaus with (or short-hand for)
education programmes. Reformers of qualificatiogstesns over the past 30 years,
including the advocates of qualifications frameveyrtiave 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. Thisages 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 documentsdividuals 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§oation in practice.

What iscompetency-based training Is it the same aompetency-based educatign
is it the same thing asutcomes-based learningor outcomes based educaticghWhat is
the relationship between competencies, competemecsgcomes, and qualifications
frameworks? Gonczi and Arguelles (2000, p. 9) aefcompetency-based educatias
“education based on learning outcomes and predetednstandards”. Vargas (2005) sees
the implementation of competency-based trainingLatin America as a necessary
precursor to the introduction of qualifications mreworks. This may be because
qualifications frameworks are described as focumedhe outcomes of qualifications and
not what are seen as ‘inputs’, such as curriculamthe processes of learning. Guthrie
(2009) suggests thatompetency-based trainingincludes training which is based on
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competency standards, is outcomes and not inpuprocess focussed, is industry
involved/led, is flexibly delivered, involving seffaced approaches where appropriate, is
performance oriented, is assessed using critegferenced rather than norm-referenced
assessment, and allows for the recognition of paarning. Much of this is similar to
Jessup’s (1991) notion obutcomes However, other authors suggest that there are
considerable differences in meaning of the tdearhing outcomesin different countries
and contexts, as well as the teroormpetence (for example, Cedefop 2008, Bohlinger
2007, Brockmann, Clarke and Winch 2008). This partiflects the ambiguity between
different languages and partly that terms like omtes always have to be understood in
terms of the national traditions in which they é&weated. One definition of ‘outcomes’
might include what another calls ‘competencies’jlavlothers distinguish even between
‘competencies’, ‘competences’, and ‘competency’efBhare other terms introduced into
the discussions on these areas, such as ‘generitkeg’ ‘competencies’, as well as
‘capabilities’. In many cases, authors (or policgk®rs) seem to attempt to use a different
term to distance themselves from an approach witiclhwthey disagree or which is seen to
have failed.

Associated with qualifications frameworks, competebased 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 dewslo assist countries in the
Asia/Pacific region to developdustry-based competency standardssuggests that these
are different fromoccupational standards This is because, “one industry may use skills
from many occupations and, conversely, occupaticers cross a number of different
industries” (ibid, p. 7). The report uses the wordsitcomes’ and ‘competencies’
interchangeably to describe the Model, and suggbstisthe 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 fipgt 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 sk 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 beeatlfgat approaches that are intended to
improve industry involvement. The termanit standards’ is sometimes used in the same
way, but sometimes used in a broader way, as atgnsénts of learning outcomes which
can be individually awarded, but which can be aadatad towards 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 seevi-in this context, to offer a learning
programme, conduct assessment, or issue a quadificd he term has different force and
different 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
gualifications’ seems to mainly refer to a list of all the quaktions that are officially
accepted, authorized, or supported within a pdaiccountry or region. In this report, the
term ‘sub-framework’ refers to a qualifications framework in a partarusector of the
education and training system or in an occupatiemahdustrial sector, which together
with other ‘sub-frameworks’, forms part of a broadational qualifications framework.
However, it should also be pointed out that in samantries in the study, theational
gualifications framework is sectoral (i.e. only fawcational education and training), and
therefore may be the same as a sub-framework ith@noountry.
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Chapter 1 Introduction and summary

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
national qualifications frameworks, with over 10@uatries now implementing, or
developing, or considering national qualificatiomameworks, or involved in regional
qualifications frameworks. The implementation o&ljfications frameworks has also been
widely endorsed by influential international orgeations and bilateral agencies, and is
often supported by aid money 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, differentqyafjoals, and different approaches when
decisions are made whether &olapt rather thanadopt existing models. Publications
currently available about qualifications frameworkslude suggestions about what
qualifications frameworks are supposed to achibu¢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 International LabdDrganization (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 whialplementation strategies and
approaches (including broader policy agendas arstitutional arrangements), are most
appropriate in which contexts, in order to achiglie various desired policy objectives
associated with qualifications frameworks?

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

The research reviewed existing research on the idfngNational Vocational
Qualifications (NVQs) and the early reforms leadibg the Scottish Credit and
Qualifications Framework, as well as the other @hrearly starter’ qualifications
frameworks (Australia, New Zealand, and South Afyrién five case studies based on
existing research and documentation. A further h%ecstudies were based on new
fieldwork. Mexico and Chile were researched as éhesuntries started work on the
development of Labour Competence Frameworks inatee 1990s, even though they do
not yet have NQFper se.Malaysia, Mauritius, and Botswana can be descrdasetecond
generation’ NQFs. Sri Lanka, Turkey, Lithuania, &gy, Bangladesh, and Russia have
more recently started developing qualificationsriesvorks, with Russia being the most
recent. The study also involved a review of avdddiierature, a critical analysis of the



different roles of qualifications in educationafaen, and the development of a proposed
typology of qualifications frameworKs.

Summary of key findings

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

Expectations that qualifications frameworks can iedh the ambitious policy
objectives claimed for them in relatively limitedhe periods seem to be ill-founded. This
research found little evidence that NQFs are adamjetheir goals. In many instances this
was because NQFs are a recent intervention, amdajt be simply too early to tell.
Nonetheless, the absence of clearly available sg&l®f successes, particularly for the
older frameworks, is an important finding for aipglthat has been so widely accepted
internationally. Some specific evidence of quadifions frameworks having failed to
achieve their goals was found. Considerable evigleot difficulties associated with
implementing qualifications frameworks was foundheTrramework which emerges from
this study as the most successful, the ScottislliCamd Qualifications Framework, had
relatively limited ambitions and may also be thestrifficult to replicate, because of the
very long term incremental policy reform processmbich it was a part, and the relatively
strong educational institutions in Scotland.

The research found little evidence that NQFs hawbstantially 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 demaimsg that employers found
qualifications easier to use than they had beew mithe introduction of an NQF, nor were
other data found to demonstrate that qualificatioameworks have improved the match of
supply and demand between education and trainiatititions and the labour market.
Representatives of qualifications authorities, gomeent agencies, and industry bodies
interviewed, did not have concrete evidence, evi@og, research that there had been
achievements in this regard, and publically avé#labformation from these organizations
also did not contain such evidence.

With regard to articulation amongst educationalvters there is greater evidence of
success, although there are also suggestions tadifications frameworks have in fact
reduced learner mobility in some countries. Theredme evidence of increased numbers
of certificates which recognize existing skills,okriedge, and abilities of workers and
potential workers being awarded, although thisnsasmall scale in most of the countries
in the study.

! The country case studies are available as backdrastudies atwww.ilo.org/skills/lang--
en/index.htm A short note on qualifications frameworks in Gany was also prepared. A third
country study in Latin America (on Colombia) wagiated but not completed.




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 astbhies 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 welht@s or reenter education and training;
enable the recognition of prior learning; improveality as part of quality assurance
systems, as well as by involving industry in thtiisg of standards or learning outcomes;
increase the flexibility of provision of educati@md training; and increase the status of
qualifications from vocational education and tragiand workplace-based training. There
are differences of emphasis between countries whiaed for improving how their
qualifications system is used and understood, authtdes which were more focused on
achieving transparency for individual qualificatiorAnother difference was the extent to
which an NQF was seen as a way of organizing exjgjualifications, 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 NE 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 andeinghted. The English National
Vocational Qualifications in particular were memta in many of the country studies as
having played an influential role in the adoptiohnNQFs or competence frameworks.
Donor and development agencies seem to play irfalewoles, in some cases with regard
to decisions to adopt a framework as well as whigidel to adopt, and in others with
financial 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 h&ween created in all the countries, and level
descriptors in most of them. While there are camsiblle 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 seemsetsitate 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 educatsnd training systems as a reason for
introducing NQFs. Many of the countries in the sgtushd 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 suagkessmpetency-based training reform, in
most instances it was hoped that an NQF would sihleeproblems that previous reforms
had not solved. However, in many cases the appreaeims to be similar to that of
previous reforms.

Implementation success factors and problems

The research suggests that what is key, in paatidor developing countries, is the
need for serious consideration of policy prioritees well as the sequencing of policies.
Countries that have been most successful have Hemse which have treated the
development of frameworks as complementary to impgpinstitutional capability rather
than as a substitute for it or as a way of re-siw@pistitutions, and have seen outcomes of
gualifications and programmes leading to thermtisately 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 educationaitinisins and awarding bodies, and while
it uses learning outcomes, it has a flexible apginida how they are created and used, and
is described as using them in relation to ‘inpugctoral approaches for specific industries
seemed more viable than attempting to create astersyfor 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, exiggiogernance structures at times conflict
with NQFs.There were instances of strong suppamfigovernments, instances where
governments appeared to not be in the driving seat| 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 apgch. There were instances where trade
unions had strong aspirations for what qualifiaagio'rameworks could do for their
members and workers in general, and instances wrate unions were not involved, or
were disillusioned with qualifications frameworkdany education and training institutions
in the countries in the study seemed to have ratfens 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. Howéerstudy suggests some dificulties. One
is the involvement of industry, as mentioned abdvee weakness of trade unions in many
countries was a particular concern. If employeegrests are going to be addressed in
NQFs or other education and training policies, tyeshere 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 disatisfied with NQFs and relatedrne$o The experiences from the various
countries in the study also suggest that far maoedht needs to go into considering what
roles different stakeholders can and should playyhat 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 foéoisresearch.

Structure of the report

The details of thenethodology of the study are provided @hapter Two. Chapter
Three provides adrief overview of the existing literature and docunentation. Chapter
Four provides ashort summary of the case studiesorganized roughly chronologically
according to when countries started developingr thealifications frameworksChapter
Five discusses thdey drivers behind the introduction of qualifications frameksr
Chapter Six provides information and analysis of how NQFs hbhgendesignedin the



different countriesChapter Sevenprovides information and analysis of how NQFs have
been implemented and how they are being used idiffezent 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, tandar to early to evaluate impaGhapter
Eight then considers what evidence there is onittifgact of NQFs, and their successes
and failures. This draws in particular on the eigrere of employers, trainers, and workers
in using qualifications frameworks. Finallghapter Eight provides someeflections on
the overall findings of the research, provides samalysis of the findings, and proposes a
framework for the analysis of qualifications franoeWs.






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 proposeddggobf qualifications frameworks. A
Working Paper has been produced to share thelitiigaretical ideas developed through
the project (Allais, Raffe, and Young, ILO 2009),nda is available on
www.ilo.org/skills/lang--en/index.htm

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

The case studies

Selection of countries

The research examined qualifications frameworkghi& following countries and
regions:

Africa
The Republic of Botswana (henceforth, Botswana)
The Republic of Mauritius (henceforth, Mauritius)
The Republic of South Africa (henceforth, Southiéedi
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 @eforth, Sri Lanka)
Malaysia
New Zealand
The People’s Republic of Bangladesh (hencefortingBalesh)
Europe
England, Northern Ireland, and Wales: the Natidadational 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 attemptidade a range of criteria. Firstly,
countries were chosen to ensure inclusion of fegrans: Africa, the Americas, Asia and
the Pacific, and Europe. Within regions, cases tbagheet the criterion of there being at
least some progress in terms of implementing an ,NQFhat there would be something of
substance to research. There was also an intawtioclude countries which were outside
of the Anglophone tradition which has dominatedotndf NQF literature. The selected
countries also represent a wide spread of levetcohomic development, and a range of
differences in terms of geographical and populatize, and so on. The study also
deliberately included two countries which have net started developing national
qualifications frameworks, but have many years erpee in developing frameworks of
occupational competencies, Chile and Mexico. Thiziglon was taken because the
frameworks of occupational competencies in thesenties have much in common with
NQFs in other countries, and sharing lessons fratnLAmerican countries was seen as
important; Vargas (2005) argues that the competbasgd training systems in many of
these countries can be seen as part of the lomgdevelopment of NQFs.

A specific mention should be made of the case stadythe English National
Vocational Qualifications (NVQs), which did not Inde other developments with regard
to qualifications frameworks in England, Northeraldnd, and Wales. This is because the
NVQs were the first national attempt to base vaceti qualifications on the idea of
competences or outcomes, and, although they haare d¢réicized 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 franwvidual researchers were expected to
have a minimum of three years of professional égpee at the national level in education
or skills development research or policy implemtata demonstrated ability to undertake
research and excellent analysis and writing abilisoven ability to be constructively
critical and objective, knowledge of local policymronment, 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 developtred 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 studie being completed. This was a
disappointing gap. However, with regard to the fermhe Inter-American Centre for
Knowledge Development in Vocational Training, Ciote has recently compiled
information about qualifications frameworks in latAmerica and the Caribbean. With
regard to the latter, Germany’s widely respectedaldtraining’ system of vocational
education and training and successful economicrdeoatake it a very interesting and
important addition to the countries involved in d®ping qualifications frameworks, albeit
a very recent one. It is hoped that future reseaitihbe able to include these and other
countries.

The frameworks in the study include a range ofdéhces with regard to scope:
Five cases in the study (South Africa, Mauritiussfalia, New Zealand, Scotland) have

attempted or are attempting to implement comprahemsational qualifications
frameworks. They all include an outcomes-basedfiarhework (in other words, a



framework for one sector of the education and ingiisystem) for skills/workplace
learning certificates, and in one case for all Wioceal education.

= Five cases in the study (Botswana, Bangladesh,a@®ika, the English NVQs, and
Tunisia) have frameworks which were designed ooifybcational education and training.
Sometimes this includes workplace training. In Byrkthe NQF officially includes all
vocational and technical education at primary, sdaoy, and tertiary levels, but excludes
all professional qualifications.

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

= Two countries in the study (Chile, Mexico) had afpeed to implement frameworks of
occupational standards for workplace learning. Sattempts were made to apply these
frameworks to the vocational education and trairsector.

= 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 stgualifications frameworks (Australia, the
English NVQs, New Zealand, Scotland, and Southcajriwere conducted on the basis of
existing research and documentation only. No fietdk was conducted. As qualifications
frameworks in these countries have been under mmaiation for some time, there is a
broad existing body of research, literature, ev#ng, policy analysis, and official
documentations, on the basis of which the casdéestudere produced. Researchers were
asked to summarize the debates about what hasaangloh been achieved by qualification
frameworks in their respective countries and whiyey were also asked to comment on
what they saw as the lessons that might be lednoed the experience of introducing a
qualification framework for countries at very diféat stages of political and economic
development. These five case studies have beenspeblin a working paper (Allais,
Raffe, Strathdee, Wheelahan, and Young, ILO 200@hich is available at
www.ilo.org/employment

The case studies in the remaining eleven countrege conducted through two stages
of field work. For the first stage the focus was @andescription and analysis of the
qualifications framework and on the existing systngualifications 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 qualificaticenfework in question has been/is
being designed, the progress that has been madethanproblems that have arisen.
Researchers were asked to focus on the main ddempres of the qualifications
framework, the ways in which it is intended to &k its objectives, and how it will
overcome weaknesses of the existing qualificatymtesn. They were asked to comment on
the likelihood of their respective framework acliigyits 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. Exjplg 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. éf 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 caseistusvere as comparable as possible.
However, researchers were given autonomy to shapeesearch and structure the report
according to the logic of the framework in questand broader history of education and
training in their country.

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

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

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

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

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

Officers from the qualifications authority;

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

Members of task teams responsible for developiegytialifications framework.

Guiding documents for interviews were supplied,ibdividual researchers developed
schedules of interviews based on what was app#dattheir countries. In many instances,
researchers conducted a number of follow-up ingevsito obtain additional information.

Researchers participated in an intensive workshapway 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 quatiica 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 sfdafpe research, as appropriate for the
stage of development of the qualifications framdwoin the various countries. It also
provided assistance and support to researchers.

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

Representatives of unions from leading industreesvell as teacher unions;
Employer representatives and representatives featihg industries;

Education and training providers;

Officials from bilateral or multilateral agenciesopiding assistance on qualifications
frameworks, or consultants and officials from giieditions framework agencies in other
countries providing assistance.
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Researchers were in contact with the research tesad 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 casiest@iained 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.

The individual case studies are availablenatv.ilo.org/skills/lang--en/index.htm

Evaluation criteria and nature of the evidence

Analyzing qualifications frameworks is complicatedrd many of the complexities
emerge in the body of this report. Impact analgiany policy is a highly contested and
complex endeavour, and one which seldom enjoysxisence of a clear base line with
regard to well developed indictors. Starting frohe tassumption that qualifications
frameworks may differ substantially in differentucdries, 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 expeetetasd 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 etgheir expectations?

Researchers were provided with an indicative lispassible positive and negative
outcomes, and possible indicators for them. Fomgke, a positive outcome could have
been increased numbers of people gaining qualiicat(through institutional provision
and through assessment of informal learning); amed progression of learners to higher
levels; increased opportunities for credit accummaand transfer; evidence of impact in
labour markets (e.g. use by employers in recruitmemproved match between education
and labour market, and any indicators that thisldv@uaprove labour market performance,
better links between qualification levels and wagkdry rates, emergence of new
industries, reduction of gender differences); ewage of continuing involvement by
stakeholders; evidence that qualifications had stexbi migrants/returning migrants in
accessing the labour market. Possible negativeomgs could be a proliferation of unused
qualifications; bureaucratization of assessmegt @idence of over-specification and ‘box
ticking’ types of assessment); lack of trust in thew qualifications by employers or
educational institutions; opportunity cost—valualdsources redirected into qualifications
framework development at the expense of more impbnpriorities such as building or
improving educational institutions, upgrading tessh and lecturer, and so on. The
emphasis, however, was on researchers finding bat was considered to be evidence of
success and failure in their respective countries.

Limitations

As with all research, this project had considerdiniétations, 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 wWme: the research was conducted
and completed in less than a year, giving caseystgkarchers and lead researchers severe
time constraints. This inevitably limited the ambuof information which could be
collected, the amount of analysis which could bedemted, and the possibility of engaging
with theoretical literature and available documgataon NQFs. Nonetheless, the short
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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 degutthis regard. It is hoped that future
studies can build on the findings presented in thj®ort to start to develop a far more
complete picture and analysis.

Any comparative educational research is a limitmmplex, and fraught endeavour.
There are difficulties of terms used in differerays, 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 differemdlg.Noah and Eckstein (1998) point out,
even if studies are ‘merely’ descriptive, a trenwmrgl amount of effort has to be exerted
simply to acquire systematic parallel data on défifie educational systems. Qualifications
frameworks are particularly problematic as they arguably the product of global
comparisons and internationalization as much ag #ne 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 theifigs, as more was learnt about design
and implementation of qualifications frameworks rth@bout 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 implaatéon of the NQF, arguing that
others did not know enough about the area to corhoreit. This leads to what Fernie and
Pilcher (2009) describe as a tendency when resegrddQFs which is equivalent to
ancient Babylonian geocentric physics—assuming N@Fs are at the centre of policies
and practices of education systems. The difficidtyhat NQFs are almost certainly the
concerns of only a small group of people in anyntgu many will never have even heard
of them years after they have been launched. Runtesearchers are likely to be biased
towards their own country—even if they aim to béieal of it. In addition, researchers
were only able to interview small numbers of repreatives of employers’ organizations,
trade unions, and educational institutions. As stith studies provide some perspectives,
but cannot claim to be comprehensive.

Researchers were asked to try and go beyond thmascldnat are made for the
qualifications framework in their country and tkakeir informants how they think the
new framework will achieve the claims made for thdrar example, if a country put a
priority on the recognition of informal learningesearchers were asked to find out how and
by whom the assessment would be undertaken, whadveoward 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 edducational providers. In most
instances, researchers struggled to obtain this ¢fpinformation, and tended to provide
rhetorical statements and wish-lists. As Fernie Bitcher (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 gmes the countries. This researcher’s
dilemma is in no way exclusive to research on NQtg; researching NQFs certainly
highlights it.

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

provide some empirical evidence and open up a deddatut what NQFs are for, how far
they are achieving their aims, and possible divastifor 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.

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 processdlittkean education or training
programme offered in an educational institution ilostitution accepted as a training
institution. Qualifications have also been linkedofficial statements that an individial 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
institituions in which individuals obtained educatiand training and the qualifications
obtainedThe OECD (2007, pp.21-22) provides the followindmion of ‘qualification’:

A qualification is achieved when a competent bod@yetmines 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 ediocaand training. A qualification can be a
legal entitlement to practice a trade.

In official policy documents relating to qualifieans frameworks, the word
‘qualification’ is sometimes used to refer to tledssof 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 ‘creatidra gualification here refers to the official
development of a set of requirements for the awardf the qualification in practice. This
notion a ‘qualification’ seems to be that whichirisoked 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, mostimies 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) disgjuishes between ‘old style
frameworks’, which are simple graphic representatiof the main pathways between
qualifications in a country, and ‘new style framek®) that take the form of NQFs. Coles
(2007, p. 4) suggests that “NQFs are considereditbvalue by making explicit the levels
of qualifications thus reducing the scope for difeces of interpretation.” In other words,
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the key difference is seen as that NQFs contaicifspeescriptions of different levels, and
gualifications are designated as occuping thesddetdere, the relationship between NQFs
and outcomes becomes apparent: NQFs can be setteapts to provide broad levels of
outcomes, to create levels, on which more spedfits of outcomes, contained in
gualification 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 havéfigations systems which have
‘framework-like tendencies’. By this, he means ttteg links between qualifications are
explicit. But, he argues (ibid, p. 4), that thesfiNQFs 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 characteristithese NQFs is that the qualifications
they contain are viewed as being independent ofristitutions that offered the programmes
leading to the qualifications. In simple terms thiseans that educational and training
qualifications become ‘national property’ rathemarthbeing owned by the education and
training institutions themselves.

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

A Qualifications Framework is an instrument for ttevelopment, classification and
recognition of skills, knowledge and competenciesig 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 Qimdiions Framework indicates the
comparability of different qualifications and howecan progress from one level to another,
within and across occupations or industrial secfargl even across vocational and academic
fields if the NQF is designed to include both vémadl 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 quatifins, a qualifications framework is
usually understood to make theseplicit national levels of qualificatioexplicit Tuck’s
definition is partially a statement of intentionoaib what it is hoped a NQF will achieve.
This appears to be the case with many definiticnBl@QFs. For example, the European
Commission provides the following definition:

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

(European Commission 2008, p. 11)

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

A qualifications framework is an instrument for sdéfying 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 assurandeey can
support the development of workers’ skills, faeiié educational and labour market mobility,
and help improve the access of individuals to higlued different levels of education and
training over their lives. Education and trainingpyiders and authorities are able to design
more consistent and linked qualifications when dptmrs of qualifications are developed
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within NQFs. Employers benefit in their recruitmesd 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 Grou®2001)
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 descriptoheiselves, 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 sedimr,example initial education, adult
education and training or an occupational area.eSsameworks 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 deisgy 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 2009¢; Tuck, Hart, and Keevy
2004; Young 2005; Allais 20072). As Allais, Raffe, and Young (2009) suggest, theai of a
typology of NQFs is important conceptually as iakles researchers to explore the links
between a general model of NQF structure and dpueat and the case of their particular
country. A typology is also important becauseait enable policy-makers to move beyond
what the American sociologist C. Wright Mills, debed as personal troubles (“why is
my country having so many difficulties in implemimgt its NQF?”) and see such problems
as ‘public issues’ that are common to all NQFs, #dmerefore explicable even if not
immediately solvable. For example, politicians nfexpect policy-makers to introduce an
NQF as an immediate change when all the internaltiexperience suggests that the reform
of qualifications can only be done incrementallyl avhen 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 ibg@aluced in order to rapidly change
existing systems. Some see educational institutesmshe drivers and owners of the
framework, while others see the framework as a wéyreducing the influence of
educational institutions over qualifications. Someoduce 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 countriedescribe as the introduction of a
qualifications framework, and exploring what thigams for the countries, and how it is
being carried out.
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As reforms linked to education and training progmaes, qualifications frameworks
are intended to affect curriculum and pedagogy. ddstdnding NQFs (and hopefully,
designing, developing, and implementing them) iagel understanding theoretical and
empirical research in these areas. Theories arate®n political economy and economics
also have considerable bearing on qualificatiomsnéworks, as they are designed to
change the relationship between governments ancagdo and training systems, as well
as between education and training systems and labatkets. A few of the conceptual
issues raised in the research literature are vwafhbdiscussed at the end of this chapter.

What do governments intend to achieve through NQFs?

From a study of policy documents it appears agjfhN are seen as a solution to many
of the problems with education and training systetvssed on similar diagnoses of
problems. Countries or regions are described asgbat a comparative disadvantage
because of their weak education and training systeand it seems to follow that a
gualifications framework will assist in overcomitigese 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 produitti and contribute to economic growth.

Policy documents and other documentation and repassociated with NQFs suggest
that they can achieve some or all of the followpdjcy 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 camga 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 ifjeations systems through the
standardization of all qualifications and the ukexplicit learning outcomes;

= Create parity of esteem for vocational educatiahtsaining;
* Integrate education and training;
=  Shift education systems from ‘supply’ to ‘demandvdn;

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

= |mprove labour mobility, including:

o Improving regional integration of economies by redg barriers to worker
mobility;

2 For example, Bird (1998), Bjornavold and Coles02) CEDEFOP (2009a, 2009b), Coles (2006,
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, thugibering 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 iely 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 econmies, through,example, attracting investment,
increasing the quality and quantity of jobs, impngwresilience to change in global
markets.

These two policy goals are seen as linked: people ave 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 igetlp 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.

A brief overview of the development of NQFs
The origins of an outcomes-based approach to guatlidns and curriculum education
has been traced to occupational psychology in thieed States in the 1960s, where it was

picked up in attempts to measure teacher competbased on political pressures as school
education came under public criticism (Young 2088reen 2001). 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 rest oé tnited Kingdom in late 1987,
influenced by some of the ideas espoused in theAbsien Plan, the National Council for
Vocational Qualifications (NCVQ) was created, toelep “a new system of qualifications
that deliver the skills needed by industry” (Pp#i 1998, p. 64). Initially the NVQ
framework was envisaged as including all existiragational qualifications, but what
emerged was a new set of outcomes-based quabinsatalongside some existing
gualifications 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 differeralys, by the mid-1990s there were
frameworks established or in the process of bestghdished 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 qatitifis developed through “industry
driven” processes (Holmes 2003, p. 98). In soménLainerica countries, frameworks of
labour competencies were also developed, againeinfed by the British NVQs, and
competency based training became a major featur@ootional education in Latin
America (Vargas 2005). In the late 1990s what ferred to as ‘the Bologna process’
introduced the ideas of levels and outcomes todmnigbducation reform in Europe.

From about 2005, NQFs were developed in many ciasnitn the Asia Pacific region,
particularly for vocational education. There haserdly been a dramatic increase in the
number of European countries developing qualificei frameworks following the
adoption of the European Qualifications Framewoyktbe European Union in 2008;
according to CEDEFOP (2009b), all European Uniamtiges are now signalling that they
will develop comprehensive NQFs.

Regional qualifications frameworks are also beirgsigned 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 ‘gqualificationger se
but will rather be the set of level descriptors evhiwill be used to agree on common
‘levels’ for qualifications across Europe. The fework has already been influential,
leading to most Europen countries adopting a NQte EQF has also been used beyond
Europe in the development of NQFs, and is seerh@adasis for regional frameworks
internationally.

The CARICOM (Caribbean Community) qualificationsarfrework has been
developed for vocational education in the Caribbeahis framework is specifically
focused on the adoption of competency-based edwcadind training, which was
endorsemd by the Council for Human and Social Copraknt for vocational training in
CARICOM Member States since 2002. Adoption of thiedel included accepting a five-
level framework of occupational standards alreadyetbped in the region; accepting a
process of standards development; and acceptipgafis process 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 vocational education teaiding as well as promoting the
development of qualifications frameworks in indivéd countries. It is intended to ensure
effective comparability of qualifications and crsdacross borders in the SADC region, to
facilitate mutual recognition of qualifications angp member States, to harmonize
qualifications wherever possible, and create aetd@t regional standards where
appropriate.

Under the Association of Southeast Asian NationSEAN) Australia Development
Cooperation Program (AADCP), the Enhancing Skillsc&gnition Systems in ASEAN
project was designed to assist ASEAN countries &mpk their skills recognition
arrangements under review in order to meet emergidgstry and employment needs
across the region. A framework of occupational cetapcies at four levels of certificate
has been developed, at the semi-skilled workeltedkivorker, tradesperson/equivalent and
supervisor/equivalent levels. A regional qualifioas framework has been proposed. The
need for a qualifications framework is also beimgmsidered for nations within the Asia
Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC 2009).

The Pacific Islands countries are developing aiedhifregister, Pacific Regional
Qualifications Register (PRQR), with the longemteraim of expanding it to a
qualifications framework. Parallel to this is thevdlopment of an inventory of TVET
programmes. The development of this register ofifigations by the South Pacific Board
for Educational Assessment has been strongly stgapdny the following Pacific Islands
countries: Cook Islands, Federated States of Mesia Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands,
Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Saoldsiends, Tokelau, Tonga, Tuvalu
and Vanuatu (2008, p. 56).

A transnational framework is being developed for abm(population-wise)
commonwealth countri€slt is defined as a ‘translation instrument’, andlimles higher
education and post-secondary technical and voatmumalifications. 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 below provides a brief overview of the depment of NQFs, starting with
the reforms in Scotland that led to the Scottiskediirand Qualifications Framework
(SCQF). The information presented in the table iawth from research and policy
documents listed in the references, as well asut@ati®n with policy developers and
consultants; specific sources are not providedhéinterests of making the table easy to
read.

®  This includes Antigua & Barbuda, Barbados, BeliBetswana, Cyprus, Dominica, Grenada,

Guyana, Jamaica, Lesotho, Maldives, Malta, MawgjtiNlamibia, Papua New Guinea, Samoa,
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, St. Kitts & Nevis, Stciby St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Swaziland,
The Bahamas, The Comoros (non-Commonwealth), Thebi@a Tonga, Trinidad & 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.

NCVQ 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
16-18 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

2002-2006

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Qualifications framework established in France

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

Frameworks under development in Fiji, Samoa, Singapore, Vanuatu, Hong Kong SAR.
Maldives, Tonga

Frameworks established in the Philippines and Ireland.
East European and ex-Soviet States join Bologna process
Belgium initiated Flemish QF development

Germany initiated QF development.

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

Latvia start QF development.

Vanuatu qualifications framework adopted.
Work started on QF in Finland, Malta, Norway, The Netherlands.
Consultation started on EQF.

Work on Papua New Guinea NTQF, Albania QF, Czech Republic, Montenegro, Romania,
Poland started.

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

Malaysian Qualifications Framework adopted
Expansion of Maldives QF to incorporate technical and vocational qualifications

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

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

The European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning agreed.

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

Albania QF adopted.

New QF 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.

Following two years of tests and trials by QCA, the new QCF (Qualifications and Credit
Framework) was approved for England, Northern Ireland, and Wales.
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Table 2 below provides a picture of which countaes involved in developing NQFs,
and at what stages of development. Countries @egdd by region according to the stage
of development of their framework. The intentiorréhés to give a very ‘broad brush
stroke’ picture of ‘the state of the art’. As NQ&s constantly under development, some
countries may have already changed since this watemy but it is hoped that the table
below gives some indication as international dgwelent of NQFs.

The stages of development in the table below, a@otgrto which countries are
categorized, are defined in very broad terms. Aitiet examination of any one particular
country would probably lead to debate about the blessification, 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, merely foptimpose of this overview table.
These relate roughly to the categories suggestdaeljy(2009). However, the table below
refers to ‘established’ NQFs as opposed to ‘implete#, as in some countries
implementation is rather incomplete, but nonetl®les NQF has been officially
established. The fifth category accommodates cimsnitn Latin America, as the experience
of competence frameworks has bearing on NQFs. @tagory 3 includes Deij's (ibid)
‘conceptualization stage’, and ‘design stage’. Types or stages are as follows:

Established.The NQF has been made official through formallp@mced policies or
legislation. Structures exist or have been setdoepto fulfil the various roles associated
with the NQF. There are qualifications on the fraroek.

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 Idik&, 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-basedrigain different levels and covering
various qualifications. This includes the developirma mechanisms to identify
competencies and standardize them as well as redogprior 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 capture provide an overview at a glascairces of information here are
not provided. They include many of the texts in taerence list, but information was also
obtained from consultants and experts. The infaonas 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, Kenya, DRC, Ghana,
saharan Namibia Seychelles Ethiopia, Nigerig, Madagascar,
Africa Mauritius, South Rwanda, Zambia Malawi, .
Africa Mozambique,
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 Fiji, China, 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, Lithuania, | Andora, Armenia, | Azerbaijan,
Central Ireland, France, Belgium Flanders, | Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Asia Malta, Northern Bosnia, Czech Croatia, Czech Kazakhstan,

Ireland, Republic, Estonia, | Republic, Cyprus, | Kyrgyzstan,

Romania, Portugal, French, Denmark, | Latvia,

Scotland, Wales | Montenegro, Germany, Greece, | Luxembourg,

Kosovo, Georgia, Hungary, Iceland, | Macedonia,
Sovenia, Turkey Italy, Norway, Switzerland,
Poland, Russian Ukraine,
Federation, Uzbekistan
Serbia, Slovak
Republic, Spain,
Middle Tunisia Algeria, Egypt, Iraq
East & Jordan, Morocco,
North UniFed Arab
Emirates
Africa

Some issues raised in the literature

It is difficult to conceive of a large-scale na@breducation and training system that
does not have qualifications. Historically, a gfiedition, such as a degree, diploma, or
certificate, has been seen as a token or evidemnsgstained 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®ed$srmal education and training, as
signified by educational qualifications (Little 200 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 (Little
2000). Simply in terms of scale, therefore, as mpeeple take up qualifications, it
becomes more important for them to be understardalnld have relationships with each
other.
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In countries or sectors of economies where thegesarpluses of qualified workers,
qualifications become used as screening devicdgrreghan as indicators of the attainment
of skills necessary for the job in question (Shéel®96). 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 focusgoalifications (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 (2009) point out, while trade wods and services has globalised,
international movement by individuals is in keygests more restrained than it was in the
nineteenth century, and qualifications often pdrthe regulatory frameworks controlling
such movements.

Policy borrowing is a key feature of the literature qualifications frameworks. This
is not unusual: countries seeking to introduce duocational reform often quote each
other’s policy documents as a way of attemptingstablish the credibility of the idea
(Levin 1998). Fragile states seem to adopt modeésiocation from more dominant states
to send signals that they are committed to whaidéwed as progress and modernization
(Chisholm 2005). Spreen (2001) argues that recerddes have seen an increase in policy
borrowing and sharing, and local policy makers exdernal 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 theednfla of external agencies has been
substantially greater than the direct value ofrtinelatively small contribution to overall
education and training spending (Spreen 2001, p. Bélated to this is the work of
international consultants and technical expertsEéwward French argues,

Perhaps the most supportive aspect of the intermaltiNQF movement is the collegial
community of insiders and engaged practitionerser&hs 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 eakp the same language.
(French 2009, p. 58)

Edwards, Nicoll, Solomon, and Usher (2004) point that the construction of
education policy internationally is dominated bywesal common themes: the need for
change is cast largely in economic terms, as thearmement of human resources;
education and training systems are increasinglgrde=si 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 beingiredquo work in more commercial and
market-like ways; and there is an increased emphasi standards, accountability and
testing. Qualifications frameworks seem to playes fole in this approach to reform.

As governments have looked for closer links betwdeneconomy and education,
gualifications have taken on a new significance wWeo2000). Most research which
considers NQFs from the point of view of politieonomy argues that they are linked to
neo-liberal public sector reform (Strathdee 200hedlahan 2009, Allais 2007, Young
2005, 2003, Spreen 2001, Phillips 1998). Young 82@0 232) suggests that qualifications
frameworks represent an “almost paradigm case @argment intervention in a neo-liberal
economy”, as they are attempts both to gain greaatral control and to give greater
choice to individuals. In reference to the Natiovatcational Qualifications in the UK, he
points out that the increased emphasis on qudlifics by British governments since the
mid 1980s was closely linked to marketization gebcforcing education and training
providers to compete for students (and therefonel$u In other words, qualifications offer
an ideal instrument for a government in this kific¢cantext as they appear to serve a dual
purpose of providing incentives to individual lears and making institutions more
accountable. Similarly Tuinamuana (2003) drawingf@arguments of Ball, suggests that
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qualifications frameworks can be seen as part néw approach to management, which
emphasizes efficiency and effectiveness, usingnigales appropriated from the business
sector. She argues that this new approach to mamageoperates in support of a neo-
liberal economic system as education policy isdasmgly shaped by economic objectives
and business priorities.

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 qualifications, particularly in righeountries, 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 contéeécher-time and norm referenced
assessments to a criterion-referenced system lmsedjreed learning outcomes”. Coles
(ibid, p. 3) suggests that NQFs are intended toermlalifications more “user-oriented”,
which, he argues, means weakening the control ofadn and training providers over
qualifications.

The ‘shift to outcomes’ (CEDEFOP 2008) is widelyléirgely uncritically) supported
internationally, and represents a real change m tpaalifications are thought about. This
may relate to the fact that many qualificationsmieavorks are only for technical and
vocational education and training (TVET) and corepey-based approaches have long
been prevalent in many countries in TVET (Comyn®0MHowever, many qualifications
frameworks including higher education are also @asa& learning outcomes, and
CEDEFOP (ibid) suggest that the learning outconmsaach is starting to take hold in
higher education as well as in school systems.

Traditionally ‘qualifying’ denotes a process of ieilmg as well as the completion of a
formal, institutionalized assessment procedurel¢Fdl999). 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 achienedrder 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 implemedt 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, Young and Allais 2009,
Chakroun, forthcoming 2010). Whatnst agreed is what the effects of this are likelyéo b
and whether it is likely to have positive or negatiesults.

Advocates suggest that a learning outcomes appzatincrease access to education
by making entrance requirements more fair and pamt, and because individuals can be
awarded certificates based on what they alreadyvki@essup 1991). Learning outcomes
are also seen as linked to what are describedttess pedagogical approaches (CEDEFOP
2008). Researchers who support this move arguegtladifications 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 grapbelow (ibid):
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Figure 1: Designing Down
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Figure 1 indicates an approach similar to that @mpetency-based training, but
extended beyond vocational and/or workplace baseding 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 thipraach. Researchers have shown
that when the attempt is made to achieve precisitime specification of learning outcomes
(or competences), as in the case of National VocatiQualifications (NVQs) in England,
definitions of outcomes become narrow and ultinyatelzial. Guthrie (2009, p. 25), in a
largely sympathetic review of competency-basedhitngiin Australia suggests that

... the assumption that human capabilities can bguinecally described and accurately
communicated by means of language is unfoundedatSmest, written competency standards
are rough and ready, though useful, guides, andhweald be wary of assuming that actual
realities of what competence is are reflected éwlords used to describe them. Therefore it is
not the words that are important but what thean 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 assessméati@, as well as assessment on the
basis of assessment criteria, were unsustainabléhen English National Vocational
Qualifications (NVQs). She also demonstrates (V20B2) how the qualifications created
through the NVQ framework were seen as undesirabteonly by parents and young
people, but also by employers, the very constityghey were primarily aimed at. Allais
(2007) explores the same problems in the Soutlrc&friNQF. She argues that outcomes-
based education undermines the need for specifierége in the selection and sequencing
of knowledge and skills which are essential toicutum design, and that in the absence of
strong professional associations and strong edurtinstitutions, it leads to very varied
standards. Other researchers have argued that di3kmed according to an outcomes-led
or competency-based approach are built on flawéstezpological foundations, and that
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although they seem appealing, in practice theybased on misunderstandings about the
nature of knowledge and skills

Wiliam (1996 p. 304, cited in Weeden, Winter andd&ifoot 2002, p. 32) argues that
‘standards’ are socially constructed, rather th@nething 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

[q]ualifications gain their worth from the institohal and symbolic meanings they
convey between social groups including qualificatiecipients, parents, friends, and other
users such as employers, educational instituticmsd 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 perceptiorfstloe value of particular qualifications may
alter over time as their meanings are negotiatetisputed.

In other words, the value of qualifications reliesicially on the trust placed in
providers and awarding institutions—trust that usltbup over time, and cannot simply be
established through regulation or decree. Young a&lidis (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
2008, Brockman, Clarke and Winch 2008, CEDEFOP 20@#es 2007).

In his comprehensive overview of qualificationsnieworks internationally up to
2005, Young (2005) argues that all countries impgletimg frameworks have faced
problems, and points out that qualifications frarogg have been the subject of a number
of reviews, evaluations and critiques. Young, AlJaiand Raffe (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 (2000, 2002, 1993),
Wolf (1993, 1995); Young (2001, 2003, 2005, 20@G()7b,2008)
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framework which typically expresses qualificatiangerms of learning outcomes that are
not tied to any specific learning processes or rnognes? Can qualifications frameworks

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

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

The current research is contribution to answeringsé¢ questions. It attempts to

provide empirical evidence about how qualificatidinameworks have been designed,
developed, implemented, and used, as well as hoeesaful they are.
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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 devedap 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 thmefwsorks is provided. The full case
studies are available aww.ilo.org/skills (Australia, Bangladesh, Botswana, Chile, the
English NVQs, Lithuania, Malaysia, Mauritius, MegjcScotland, South Africa, Sri Lanka)
and www.etf.europa.eu (Russia, Tunisia, Turkey)e Tlve case studies on the first
qualifications frameworks are also available in la® Working Paper (Allais,Raffe,
Strathdee, Wheelahan, and Young, ILO 2009).

The summaries are presented in roughly chronolbgicker 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 coefficiéntahich
provide a measure of income inequality, with O espnting perfect equality, and 100
perfect inequality); and each country’s rankingtbe list of 182 countries on the Human
Development Index of the United Nations Developnerigrammé Additional specific
contextual information is provided in some casetheDthan those mentioned directly
above, the sources for all information cited in Soenmaries are the country case studies.
Where analysis is provided, or assertions madesetlage 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 unitary state consisting a@dirf 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 bEst economies in the world, with GNI
PPP per capita is $36,130, and a Gini coefficidnB@ It is ranked 21 on the human
development index. Its history as a colonial poasrwell as its economic success has
meant that its education and training system h#geinced many other countries in the
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 NQVs were lagdcim England, Wales, and Northern

5 http://siteresources.worldbank.org/DATASTATISTIC88urces/GNIPC.pdf accessed  25th
November 2009

® Except for Mauritius, for which the United Sta@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 whiah be found at hdr.undp.org, accessefl 30
October 2009.
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Scotland

Ireland, but not in Scotland, in 1987, as a frameworkrétionalizing was what described
as a ‘jungle’ of existing vocational qualificatiorniBhe NVQs were not intended to be the
basis for a comprehensive NQF for all qualificasiobut successive governments were
committed to using them to replace all otlvexcational qualifications, especially those
which involved government funding.

The NVQs originated in a 1981 New Training Initi& which claimed to introduce
‘standards of a new kind’, and a review of VocatibQualifications which reported in
1986. The Review was partly a response to thetfadt 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 awarerfabe dimitations of the existing system
of vocational qualifications which had developedadime when many jobs required few
skills and little knowledge. Many occupational sest had little training available or
qualifications which could be obtained, few exigtioualifications had any links with each
other, and many vocational qualifications were aaailable at lower levels. Also, the
government of the time felt that education andhtrey providers had too much power, and
that they ‘monopolized’ provision, and that tradeioms had too much power in the
apprenticeship system. Introducing qualificatior® 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 specitiimd approaches to designing
gualifications with a generic method knownfasctional analysiswhich was applied to all
occupations and sectors. Originating in occupatipsgchology in the USA in the 1960s
and the earlier ideas of scientific managementctfanal analysis attempted to develop
statements of competent workplace performance fsets of individual ‘elements of
competence’ and their associated ‘performancereitelrhese ‘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 independeinpafs. They remain, over 20 years
later, the most widely known, widely copied and tnbeavily criticized model for a
vocational qualifications framework in the worldnd NVQs are still used in the United
Kingdom, although the original NVQ model been ctethghany times, and they are being
replaced by the Qualifications and Curriculum Framek that is currently being
introduced. Approximately 12 per cent of the workfoin the United Kingdom now have a
National Vocational Qualification. However, it isffitult to estimate the proportion of
NVQs that are obtained via government funded schaniéch 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 Hlion, with a per capita income of
US$39,680.

8 For ease of reading, the remainder of the repdttrefer only to the NVQs in England, or the
English NVQs, without the addition of Northern letl and Wales.
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The Scottish Credit and Qualifications FrameworE(%) was formally launched in
2001 as a comprehensive framework of twelve levasgisting of three sub-frameworks
for different sectors of the education and traingygtem. 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 qualificestiand assessed learning in
Scotland. It aims to support access to learning tanthake the education and training
system more transparent, and to become the ‘natmmguage’ of learning in Scotland. It
is a voluntary framework, led by a partnership wahiaitially comprised two higher
education bodies, the Scottish Qualifications Atitiidthe main awarding body for school
and college qualifications), and the Scottish goment, 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 meansehah unit must be described in terms
of a volume of learning (credit) at a given levetiee framework. This in turn requires that
units and qualifications are expressed in termgeafning 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 whigh rmore 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 thliestand college qualifications awarded
by the Scottish Qualifications Authority and unisity degrees, the sub-frameworks owned
by its main partners, but it has been slow to aenodate other qualifications, and
evidence ofdirect impact on objectives such as increased accesdramsfer is limited.
However, it isassociated witlpositive developments in access, progressiontrandfer; it
has contributed to a more transparent, flexiblaesys and, above all, it has retained the
support of all sectors of education and trainingede achievements have enabled the
SCQF to assume an almost moral authority among N@&go become a source of lessons
to others.

New Zealand

New Zealand is a small country (268,686knn the South Pacific Ocean. Its
population is slightly over four million (the thirdmallest in the OECD) and it has the
fourth smallest economy of the 30 OECD countri¢sislIranked 20th on the Human
Development Index list, with GNI PPP per capit&®% 090 and a Gini coefficient of 36.2.
It is a small, isolated country with a low poputetidensity. It is heavily dependent for its
economic progress on exports, still largely agtigall.

Although currently unemployment is very low, in thee 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 pesiece 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 improveiaftig and promote enterprise
through public sector finance management aimedredtgr provider accountability and
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Australia

higher levels of user fees. The NQF was locatedh deey part of these reforms. It
represented an attempt to use outcomes-basedicpiadiis to introduce more efficiency
and greater marketization into the provision ofadion and training at all levels and in all
learning areas.

The New Zealand Qualifications Framework (NZQF) wasinched in 1991,
following a series of educational reviews and réptrat date well back into the 1970s. It
was the first attempt to introduce a unified corhgresive national qualifications
framework of 8 levels. The idea was that all fomhgducation and training would adopt a
common system of measuring and recording learrbaged on ‘unit standards’, which
were part qualifications which contained learningcomes and other specifications, and
against which awards could be made. However, thiginal vision did not come to
fruition, due to, amongst other reasons, resistdnm® universities and other groups,
especially those involved in upper secondary edutat

In some areas of vocational education, progresieweloping unit standards and new
qualifications was made, and in some areas the M@Ww-based qualifications took hold;
however, in many others they struggled to win tearts and minds of users. The New
Zealand Qualifications Authority could not convintiee universities to adopt the unit
standard model and the then government would mogfthem to. In 1994 the New Zealand
Vice-Chancellors’ Committee withdrew the universggctor from the NQF altogether.
Concerns about its implementation in schools led series of changes. By the mid 1990s,
a stalemate had developed between various agene@sed in the implementation of the
NQF, and progress implementing the NQF was limited.1999 a new government
confronted the problem by broadening the framewdikis lead to the creation of a
‘register of quality assured qualifications’, whidhcludes the unit standard-based
qualifications as well as more ‘traditional’ quaddtions. The Register, launched in 2001,
now provides the structure that brings togetheagpfiroved qualifications available in New
Zealand. All qualifications must be described imte of course objectives and learning
profiles. Institutions do not have to adopt assesgragainst outcomes or unit standards in
the way these were first envisioned and the Newladela Qualifications Authority
delegates the responsibilities for accrediting paognes to different agencies such as the
New Zealand Vice-Chancellors’ Committee. Recentegoments have also adopted a
policy approach that has a greater emphasis ostingein educational institutions, and do
not control funding rigidly by learner enrollmengdthough there are clear attempts to steer
provision in specific directions of perceived natibinterest.

Australia is a vast dry island-continent, 7,6171080in size, with a population of
almost 22 million people mostly concentrated irgéacities on the coasts. It is a land of
immigrants, with about one quarter of all Austmasicborn overseas. Australia has a strong
economy, with GNI PPP per capita of $34,040, andaiked second in the Human
Development Index, with a Gini coefficient of 35.2.

The Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) wastraduced in 1995 and
implementation was phased in over five years. Alisthas a comprehensive framework
comprised of three sub-frameworks: one for secgndahooling, one for vocational
education and training, and one for higher edunatibhis encompasses all post-
compulsory qualifications in Australia which incks&l senior high school certificates,
vocational education and training (VET) qualificais and higher education qualifications.
The framework consists of qualificatidgpes Actual qualifications linked to specific
institutions are then listed in sector-specificisegs. The AQF is often portrayed as a
relatively ‘weak’ or ‘loose’ qualifications framewlo because it does not have regulatory
functions over the three sectors, and does not imawey of the features of other NQFs, such
as a taxonomy of learning outcomes, explicit levafsl a measure of volume (or time) of
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learning. The AQF does not play a direct role iorediting qualifications or in quality
assurance, and accreditation and quality assuranooesses are different for each sector.
State government accreditation bodies are resgerfsibthe senior school certificates, and
a National Quality Council for vocational educati@md training is responsible for
endorsing national training packages that are opeel by industry skills councils.
Universities are self-accrediting, while non-unsigy providers must be registered by their
state government and each qualification they affast 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 framewahere is a strong division between
the different sectors of the framework. Vocatioaedilication and training qualifications are
based on competency-based training, with speaibicat of required competences or
outcomes in ‘training packages’, while higher ediara qualifications 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 olijge within the existing AQF for higher
education or senior secondary qualifications in thifferent states. The vocational
education and training sub-framework has much greagulatory functions than the rest
of the framework. When the national vocational ediom and training system was
established in the 1990s, business and unionsdhehegpe the structure and governance of
the system, and the nature of qualifications aspetemcy-based. Thus, industry interests
shaped the structure of the Australian Qualificadid-ramework as far as it applies to
vocational education and training. Besides creatingindustry-led’ training system, an
important driving rationale of reform of vocationatiucation and training has been to
create an open, competitive training market. Tharitng packages’, which are similar to
the English National Vocational Qualifications (N¥Qwere a key component of this: they
were introduced to function as a regulatory medraragainst which all providers, public
and private, should operate.

Despite the apparent indifference of most univiesito the Australian Qualifications
Framework, the universities’ peak body has beednéntial in shaping the structure of the
NQF and in maintaining the sectoral differentiatibatween vocational education and
training and higher education by ensuring thatitalifications are clearly differentiated
from vocational education and training qualificasomon 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 Frameworkfsited 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 notoricasartheid system created one of the
most unequal and racially segregated societielseimbrid. Although by UN classification
a middle-income country with GNI PPP per capita $&,780, good resources, well-
developed infrastructure, and strong financialalegommunications, energy, and transport
sectors, South Africa is only 129 on the Human Dmwaent Index, and has a very high
Gini coefficient of 57.8. Deeply-entrenched poveatypong the majority of the population
coexist with high levels of economic wealth anddsraic achievements among a minority.
Forty-five per cent of South Africans live belowethationally determined poverty line, and
unemployment levels are extremely high (betweeartb45 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 sysi&tically 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 asasoand economic inequality, by
destroying and restricting access to education tamiding, by providing poor quality
education and training to most black people, anddmtrolling the content of syllabuses to
reflect the interests of the apartheid state.

The South African NQF aimed to replace all existijpglifications in the country with
a set of new qualifications and part qualificati¢oalled unit standards) designed by new,
stakeholder-based structures, and expressed ifotire 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 tistins, as well as to many individuals
getting qualifications based on knowledge and skitlat they already had. Models from
England, New Zealand, and Australia were influénhathe design of the South African
NQF.

South Africainitially developed a single comprehensive framéwair 8 levels which
was supposed to be the basis for the developmemwfoutcomes-based qualifications to
replace all other qualifications in the country.vNgualifications and unit standards were
developed and registered on the framework, but culdlifications linked to specific
providers were also registered, resulting in a &ark of nearly 8000 qualifications.

The NQF was widely supported by many stakeholdgus.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 s@ime, implementation continued, largely
funded by donors, including development of the rawcomes-based qualifications and
unit standards according to the original model, kalgo accommodating existing
qualifications in one single framework (which cdrug be described as a ‘register of
gualifications’ similar to that in New Zealand). dpolicy review was recently terminated
by splitting the NQF into three separate but linkesheworks—one for higher education,
one for schools and vocational education and tigirend one for trades and occupational
education. The new NQF has ten levels. The first divthe sub-frameworks were to be
under the Minister of Education, and the third urttie Minister of Labour. The outcomes-
based model has been largely abandoned, althougly matcomes-based qualifications
remain on the framework, and some are still beenptbped. Most of the outcomes-based
gualifications and unit standards have never besed.uNonetheless, the language of
learning outcomes was still used, and there ik atlingle set of level descriptors. Very
recently, things have changed again. In May 20@9sihgle Ministry of Education was
split into a Ministry of Basic Education, and a Nimy of Higher Education and Training.
All aspects of training, including for trades anttopations, are being moved to the latter
ministry, and the Quality Council for Trades andc@umations was launced by the Minister
of Higher Education and Training in February 20I8e Minister of Basic Education has
introduced changes to the school curriculum, ameénidy declared that outcomes-based
education is officially dead in South Africa. Whedfects 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
world, with GNI PPP per capita of $14 270. Mexiasta Gini coefficient of 48.1, and is
ranked 53 on the Human Development Index.
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Mexico does not have an NQF, but has many yeamsriexge in the development of a
Labour Competence Framework which shares aims hathcteristics with many NQFs.
The framework was envisaged as the basis for duagliins in vocational education and
training as well as workplace-based training, lmufas has mainly been used in the latter,
and there mainly for assessment of prior learniducational institutions have continued
to develop their own standards. The framework hakevels, and originally had 12
horizontal divisions, but this was later changedpand then later again changed to 20.

The framework has been developed through two éiffieprojects, both of which were
broadly concerned with vocational, technical, amatkplace training as well as broader
human resource development. The first project begda®94, through the Secretariats of
Labour and Social Provision and of Public Educatamd 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 standardshwliticwas 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 stédeh and inter-departmental
representation, to establish an integrated unit@mymework of twelve competence areas
and five levels, to develop the labour competereshriical standards with which to
populate this framework, and to develop an assessara certification system and the
regulatory framework for awarding bodies.

The framework was designed in 1995. Lead bodiedudmg 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 2003fdhdardization System registered 601
labour competence technical standards or qualificat 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 theemall project included a focus on
educational institutions, in most instances theddads developed did not relate to their
courses, and they developed their own standarfis. j?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 fré0820 2005, and the Labour
Competence Standardization and Certification Systalmost collapsed, partly due to lack
of finances, and partly because of contestatiowdxst government departments about the
status of CONOCER. This caused a serious probletin gertification. In 2005 a new
project began, funded by the Inter-American Dewelept Bank. CONOCER was
reorganized. This time the emphasis is on enstinaigthe Labour Competence Framework
relates to educational institutions as well as humssource development strategies in
companies, and that stakeholder participation jgraved. The grid has been changed to
include 20 sectors. There is a stronger sectoralsfan implementation, with 10 strategic
sectors identified, although so far there is powustry participation in many of them.
From 2006 to 2009, CONOCER issued 121,598 certdcaon 128 labour competence
technical standards (20 per cent were based ooldiee standards). Both projects of which
the Labour Competence Framework was a componene lsen many different
formulations of the competence standards. The proldf unused qualifications persists.
Most recently there is an attempt to broaden th@maf standards in the qualifications,
and an emphasis on what are described as ‘dema&mtent standards’. The first project
was highly complex and contested, with differentponents led by different arms of
government. The complexity of the project with sany different participant interests
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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 describewaking closely with enterprises
and producing demand oriented standards.

Chile is a country in South America occupying adgomarrow coastal strip
756,950km in size, with a population of 16.6 million. It hhad sustained levels of high
economic growth for 20 years, along with high level inequality, with a Gini coefficient
of 52. An upper middle income economy, GNI PPPgagiita is $13,270. It is ranked 44 in
the Human Development Index. Inequalities in incalistribution are attributed to the low
salary level of the unskilled working force, whovkalimited access to education and
training. Chile has an intensely privatized edwraand training system.

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

Competency-based training has been the focus of meéerms of vocational and
workplace-based training in Chile for many yearstHis context various attempts have
been made to develop a framework of competencies.\World Bank played a major role
in financing and supporting various reforms, anldeotinternational agencies such as the
Inter-American Development Bank and the GTZ wese atfluential. The OECD has been
an influential voice through a series of educatioagiews and recommendations. In 1999,
a non-profit privately owned corporation call€ile Foundationattempted to introduce
the approach of the English NVQs. They were pddityi impressed by the idea of
recognizing experiential learning. Professionaldd astakeholders were trained, unit
standards were developed using the functional aisalgpproach, and assessment was
conducted through pilot projects. Individuals weassessed to be inspectors in the
construction sector, electricians, or plumbers. Ewav, poor linkages persisted between
education and training and workplace training, adl vas between training and the
workplace.

In 2002 theChile Qualifiesprogramme was launched, which aimed at setting up
continuous training system that would link with tf@&rmal vocational education and
training system. Set up in the Ministry of Educatibut linked to other ministries, and with
a number of small regional teams, the programmelwed all key roleplayers. The
institutionalization of the National System for tGertification 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 raloB0 000 workers who got certificates
through the Chile Foundation pilot project, althbutheir certificates have not been
recognized by the formal education and trainingesysbecause of lecal complications.
After an eight-year process, the National System tlve Certification of Labour
Competences obtained legal status in 2008, amdtieiprocess of becoming operational.

Workplace-based training in Chile is coordinateddlamthe National Service for
Training and Employment, SENCE. Originally set gpaafunding 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
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
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financing of training and assessment. Unfortunattig Chile Qualifiesprogramme has
had poor evaluations and is unlikely to continub@institutionalized.

The Framework of Labour Competences was originalhwisaged to apply to
vocational education and training as well as wag&ptbased training, but has been mainly
used in the latter, and with a focus on assessmwkmixisting skills. Chile also has a
framework of qualifications for the mining sectaiith 9 levels in theory, but 5 levels for
which qualifications have actually been developed.

Recent commissions and government structures hawe pmoposals and plans for
creating linkages between secondary vocational aahuc and the world of work and the
rest of the training system, consolidating a syst#ncompetences relevant to market
demands, and evaluating and recognizing experiektiawledge. In the mean time, a
qualifications framework has been set up in theimgisector.

Through theChile Qualifiesprogramme, an earlier attempt was made to create a
comprehensive NQF. A feasibility study was conddgctend various investigations and
plans made from 2003 to 2004. Later, in 2007, thstialian Department of Education,
Science, and Training was contracted to providemesendations 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 implerhghe Bologna Plan 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 totafae area of about 329,750 square
kilometres and a population of about 28 millionisitlassified as a middle level economy,
with GNI PPP per capita of $13,740, ranked 66ththe Human Development Index.
Unemployment is low at about 3.7 per cent. Incolnispatities are relatively wide, with a
Gini coefficient of 37.9. This is related to a staigial informal economy, and a large and
mostly low-wage migrant worker population. The catedy argues that there has been a
tendency for industry to use low wage low skillabdur as a substitute for investments in
skills and technology transfer.

Malaysia established an official national qualifioas framework in 2007. At the
same time the Malaysian Qualifications Agency wstaldished to manage the framework
and its associated mechanisms. These developmémwever, followed earlier
developments across higher education, technicalacational 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-focusedniirg, known as the National
Occupational Skills Standards; a framework for viorel and technical qualifications
awarded in the state polytechs and community cede@nd a framework for higher
education qualifications. The National Skills Qtiedition 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 systemnte 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 Boardsnestablished for higher education,
with responsibility for regulating the standards mfvate higher education institutions
(colleges and universities), which had increasedumber following the liberalization of
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markets and increased public investment. Schodifgagions, which are excluded, have
many variants, associated with different types oifiosls, quality, status, and which
pathways they lead learners to, and are ostensiblg higher level than some other
gualifications which are on the framework.

The NQF relates to four types of providers—universiand 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, respedtivBRlesponsibility for the funding and
administration of the skills centres is located the Ministry of Human Resource
Development and for universities and colleges aod folytechnics and community
colleges across separate divisions of the Ministny Higher Education. A range of
professional associations issue their own crederdiad overseas qualifications are issued
by some providers. As a consequence there have paetlel developments towards
gualifications frameworks in Malaysia.

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

Mauritius is an island of 1864Knsituated in the Indian Ocean, with a population of
under 1.3 million people. It has a Gini coefficiait37, and is ranked 81 on the Human
Development Index. An upper middle-income econoityhas GNI PPP per capita of
$12,480, and unemployment is around 10 per cent.

The Mauritian NQF was created in 2001 through lagon that created the Mauritius
Qualifications Authority, in the context of increasunemployment, skills shortages, and
perceived failures in the education and trainingtey. It was influenced by NQFs in
Scotland, New Zealand, and South Africa. The NQ& @®mprehensive, loose framework
in which each sector (schooling, technical and tional education and training
(TVET)/workplace learning, and tertiary educatiaseparate, and wide latitude is given
to each sector. Mauritius has a framework of 1@l&vin which school qualifications,
TVET and workplace qualifications, and higher ediacaqualifications are located in three
separate sub-frameworks.

However, the NQF was also intended to introduceenspecific changes to TVET.
Ensuring a separation of registration and provisanthe one hand, and the development
of outcomes-based qualifications on the other, wire two key aims for TVET.
Previously, the Industrial and Vocational TrainiBgard (IVTB), the main provider of
TVET in Mauritius, was also responsible for theistrgtion of private TVET providers,
and managed a training levy. The Mauritius Qualifiens Authority took over the function
of registration of providers, and a Human Resoufegelopment Council was created to
manage the training levy. The Mauritian Qualifioa8 Authority, however, does not have
a role in schooling or higher education with regardegistration of providers, curriculum
development/programme approval, assessment anficegidn, and assessment. Schools
are managed by the Ministry of Education, and erations take place through a separate
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body, the Mauritian Examinations Syndicate. Higleelucation falls under a Tertiary
Education Commission.

The Qualifications Authority is responsible for theneration of qualifications and
unit standards (part qualifications based on sp@ekif outcomes) within the
TVET/workplace learning sector. This was intendethiw a competency-based training
model, to give industry a central role in definiitg required competencies. Industry
Training Advisory Committees were created for thigpose, and it was anticipated that
these qualifications would replace the existinglifjoations as well as create qualifications
and unit standards in areas that had previoushhadtformal qualifications. According to
the Qualifications Authority 66 qualifications haumeen generated, although public
information is only available on about 20 of thegalifications and 476 unit standards.
None of these qualifications have been used byatuunal institutions or employers, and
there is no designated awarding body for themh&nTVET sector, the IVTB and many
private providers continue to offer the Nationalaifiing Certificate that predated the
qualifications framework. This qualification hasgecified curriculum, and is assessed and
certified through the Mauritian Examinations Symdéor the relevant international body.
The IVTB continues to play a role in quality assws for private providers that offer the
National Training Certificate. There are also petyinics for higher level TVET provision,
but they are managed under a specific structurasender the Ministry of Education and
Scientific Research. This structure may be mergéd tve IVTB in the future.

The Qualifications Authority works with the key besd to reach agreement on level
descriptors and the definition of qualificationsdacoordinates a process of ensuring that
all qualifications are located on the NQF, althougdividual 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 people) in Southern Africa. Botswana’s eooty is often described as one of the
most successful in Africa, with excellent growthrdoated by diamonds and GNI PPP per
capita of $13,100. However, unemployment is higliwieen 30 and 40 per cent, and 30 per
cent of the country live below the poverty line.t8@ana is ranked 125 on the Human
Development Index, and has a Gini coefficient of 61

The NQF in Botswana was created specifically fog tlocational education and
training sector. In 1998, the Botswana Training buity (BOTA) was created through a
Vocational Training Act, following a 1996 GTZ furdigroject to improve vocational
education and training. This act gave BOTA the naémdo develop the Botswana National
Vocational Qualifications Framework (BNVFQ) and fexilitate training relevant to the
labour market. Implementation of the BNVQF startiedAugust 2004, after a four-year
capacity building and staff development programMar¢h 2000 to July 2004).

The design of the framework was influenced by N@Fthe United Kingdom, South
Africa, and New Zealand. The key concept was theeld@pment of unit standard-based
qualifications; in other words, qualifications cwstimg of parts which could be separately
awarded, and which were defined through learnirtgayaes or competences. The intention
was that these new qualifications and unit starddarould be the basis against which all
provision would take place. The BNVQF was designéti three levels of qualifications,
divided horizontally into twelve fields which weferther divided into 64 sub-fields. Task
teams were constituted for fifteen economic sectamns stakeholders were trained in how
to design unit standards. Workplace operations wetm the context for setting outcomes
statements, broken down into specific outcomesgrtbrmance criteria for purposes of
assessment. In practice task teams drew on existimgzula as well.
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The development of unit standards to populate teedéwork has been slow, and
uptake of those that have been developed even si@yethe end of 2008, 124 training
providers were registered by BOTA, probably accimgntor most providers in the country.
However, most of these providers do not offer cesirbased on the newly developed
standards. These providers are formally describédpproved’, instead of ‘accredited’; the
former is supposed to be a precursor to the laBeth the Botswana Confederation of
Commerce, Industry, and Manpower, which administearsextensive number of training
programmes, and the government-run vocational gede have not adopted the unit-
standards based qualifications. They both insteade hcontinued to offer their own
gualifications. Out of the 643 programmes offeredoas the 124 institutions under the
BNVQF, only ten programmes comply with the unitnstards specifications. The most
used unit standards are ‘generic’ ones, like usorgputers and learning about HIV/AIDS,
with no direct workplace link. Although no formayaduation or tracer studies have been
conducted, individuals interviewed felt that wherses have been conducted and unit
standards awarded, they have not led to jobs thhdustudy, the former because of a lack
of available jobs, and the latter because theneoisarticulation between the vocational
gualifications framework and the rest of the ediocasystem. However, in two instances,
employer organizations who participated in the tigment of curricula and formulation
of unit standards felt that the qualification acqdi by employees was relevant to the
workplace.

Given the vast nature of the country, and the fhat donor funds are no longer
available for this purpose, the BOTA’s developmehinstitutional quality assurance has
been very slow, as visits to institutions are difft and costly. There is some indication
that Botswana is now interested in the developnaéran overarching NQF to link the
vocational framework with the rest of the educasgatem.

Sri Lanka is an island 65,610 kim size, in the Indian Ocean about 31 kilometriés o
the southern coast of India. It has a populatioarofind twenty million people, with GNI
PPP per capita of $4,460, and a Gini coefficiendDfl. It is ranked 102 on the Human
Development Index.

Sri Lanka established an NQF for vocational edocatind training, known as the
NVQF, in 2005, through two Skills Development Puoige supported by the Asian
Development Bank, the first of which started in 200his followed initial proposals made
in the 1990s, as part of attempts to deal with lyauiemployment, a mismatch between
education institutions and the labour market, amitéd career development opportunities
for youth. The NVQF is located in the Ministry ob¥ational and Technical Training, in a
statutory organization called the Tertiary VocatibBducation Commission.

Sri Lanka previously had a National Skills Standaadd Trade Testing system, which
was largely focused on the Construction sectorvaasl limited to four grades, the highest
of which was the Tradesmen category. This systera gvaated based on the English
NVQs, through a World Bank project but with Britigbouncil assistance. TVET was
delivered through different providers based undeven different ministries. Curriculum
design, training processes, and assessment vaged ifistitution to institution. It is
believed that this is in part what has causeditrginot to meet industry needs, and which
motivated the current reforms.

The new system is called the National Vocationabl@oations (NVQ) System. It
attempts to bring coherence through a single setafdards and curricula, as well as a
single set of agencies overseeing TVET. There sewen level NVQF which so far has
competency standards for 45 qualifications, based68 skill standards which were
developed between 2006 and 2009. These have dgnteakloped curricula which contain
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specified learning outcomes. Teacher and learnigileglare also centrally developed, and
assessment procedures are specified. The majdriprowision, 90 per cent, is through

Vocational Training Centres under the Ministry afdétional and Technical Training, and

these Centres have been the focus of the impletiantaf the NVQF so far. Private and

NGO sector vocational training centres have alsmbegistered and accredited to provide
NVQF courses within the NVQ Framework.

The NVQ system includes specifications for testamgl certification, through the
Tertiary Vocational Education Commission and othssociated government agencies for
the registration of vocational training institutgynquality management and course
accreditation systems, curriculum and trade testisgument development facilities, and
assessor training and registration. As part of shme broad reforms, a University of
Vocational Technology has been established, ardrigntly being developed, although it
has also started with its first intake of studeiisis is intended to ensure that there are
pathways to higher education for students from tional education and training, as they
are unable to enter the conventional universities.

There is a strong emphasis on increasing the ataloility 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 practicesTYET in Sri Lanka, but
attempts to make formal training more reflective industry requirements, as well as
standardizing formal training delivery, as thesgehbeen problem areas in the past. It is
seen as a way of improving the quality of teachamgl learning processes through the
development of curricular materials (plus otheramdy building inputs), and specified
assessment procedures. It is hoped that it wilvigeoa basis for the strengthening of
accreditation mechanisms, ensuring greater acdoilityefrom providers, and improving
rigour and relevance of assessment.

Turkey is located in South Eastern Europe and SoM#stern Asia. It occupies
783,562 ki in area, and has a population of 71.5 million,m&NI PPP per capita of
$13,770. It is 79 on the Human Development Index has a Gini coefficient of 43.2.
Following a series of economic crises, unemploynehtgh, around 15 per cent.

The NQF in Turkey dates back to a TVET reform psses in the 1990s supported by
the World Bank through which occupational standdrdended to link both formal and
non-formal training to the labour market were depeld. This was coordinated by the
Turkish Employment Agen¢iSKUR), an organization under the Ministry of loaln and
Social Security responsible for the provision oblpuemployment services. Stakeholders
(state, employers, and employees) were involvedoudh the closure of the project in
2000, a draft law for the establishment of an Oetiopal Standards Institution was
prepared. This was followed by an impasse, withatkelbout the location of the proposed
institution. Finally in 2006 the Vocational Quatifitions Authority was established under
the same Ministry, with wide stakeholder repredsma

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 onutugp&an Qualifications Framework. The
long-term intention is to develop a comprehensrantwork but the current focus is on
vocational qualifications, with professional quigliitions explicitly excluded. To date
standards have mainly been developed at levelsseetiwo and five, and one qualification
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has been developed. The Vocational Qualificationthérity envisages that the full range
of qualifications will start to be awarded in abéuears’ time.

Systems for testing, assessment, and certifica®mwell as for the accreditation,
authorization, and auditing of education and tragniinstitutions and testing and
certification institutions, are being designed. fEhis a strong focus on the creation of an
accreditation system. Currently, educational ingbhs conduct assessment and issue
certificates, with the approval of the Ministry Bflucation. TheConfederation of Turkish
Tradesmen and Craftsmealso currently plays an important role in assessnmand
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). Uindenéw system, it is envisaged that
these functions will all be conducted separatefyinstitutions accredited for the specific
purposes. An educational provider accredited todaoonassessment as well as to train
would not be able to assess the students thatintenl. Accreditation will be controlled by
two institutions: the Vocational Qualifications Awrrity and the Turkish Accreditation
Agency, which is an organization under the Primenider'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 voluntamye. Institutions will apply for
accreditation for training, assessment, or cediian of the qualifications developed on the
framework on a voluntary basis. It is hoped thathie long run the national qualifications
framework and national education and training systell be integrated and that both will
award certificates for the same qualification(s).

Lithuania is a small country (65, 200Rnwith a population of about 3, 3664 million,
in the northern part of Central and Eastern Eurtipgas part of the Russian Empire from
1795 to 1918, independent until 1940, and incorggorato the Soviet Union from 1940 to
1990. It was restored as an independent state 1890, but now has to deal with legacies
of the former Soviet centralized economy, with ygltentralized human resource
planning, as well as the challenges of a rapidsttism to market economy. GNI PPP per
capita is $18, 210, and the Gini coefficient is835vhile Lithuania is ranked #6on the
Human Development Index.

Lithuania’s agrarian history, as well as the higtof its incorporation into the Russian
Empire and Sovient Union, are described as botlingasreated conditions which led to
weak and low status vocational education and tnginiThe manner in the transition to a
market economy was handled further undermined tinsteducation and training
institutions and eroded the value of qualificationthe workplace.

The NQF in Lithuania is in preparatory stages. Pesstarted in 2006 through a
project of the European Social Fund, initiated g Lithuanian Labour Market Training
Authority. A team of experts was constituted torakee existing qualifications, develop
conceptual documents, design standards, and pregboe versions of occupational
standards in the sectors of construction and redgpit The 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 vocational educatimh teaining. The intention was that it
would be the central organization with respongipifor implementing the NQF. It was
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created as an independent agency, separate frominfetries, in order for it to oversee all

aspects of qualifications at all sectors and levélse initial focus was on vocational

education. However, the government which came imaver in 2008 abolished the

National Authority of Qualifications in the sameayeand transferred some of its functions
to the Ministry of Education and Science. This vadescribed as reducing bureaucratic
arrangements and saving costs, and has centralargrbl over provision of education and

training as well as quality assurance in the MigisiThe Ministry has delegated the

implementation of the NQF to two subsidiary indtduos, the Centre for the Methodology
of Vocational Education and the Centre for the Batbn of the Quality Studies of Higher

Education. These are institutions that have playgxabrtant roles with regard to curriculum

design, coordinating assessment, awarding qudliits, and accrediting providers.

One of Lithuania’s historical legacies is an absgeotcivil society institutions, with
weak trade unions, weak networks of employers, |dithel 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 $0 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, emastloctor) and are designed
exclusively for higher education qualifications.eTtesigning of the NQF in Lithuania has
also been strongly influenced by the process olémpnting the European Qualifications
Framework and the general processes of integratitogthe European Union (Lithuania
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 20T@e proposed framework has 8 levels,
with additional sub-levels at level 6. There is soconcern that even if a comprehensive
NQF is created, in practice it will split into Vdaaal and Higher sub-frameworks, with
litte communication between them. It is uncleawhine development of the NQF will
proceed after the decree has been issued. Thestexxtis the design of occupational
standards. However, the detail is unclear, lardmgause of two other ambitious and
strategic projects that are in the pipeline: thelementation of a national modular VET
training system and the introduction of the Europ€&iedit Transfer System in higher
education.

Tunisia occupies 163,610 km? in North Africa. lishen estimated population of just
over 10.3 million, and GNI PPP per capita of $7,0k0is ranked 98 in the Human
Development Index and has a Gini coefficient of840.unisia is an export- and tourism-
oriented country, in the process of liberalizirgeconomy. It has had economic growth as
well as relatively high levels of unemployment.

The NQF in Tunisia is a recent initiative of therligitry of Education and Training, as
part of attempts starting in 2007 to create whaleiscribed 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 educatind @ocational training. A framework of
seven levels has been proposed, but this may charaye eight-level framework based on
the European Qualifications Framework, as alignith Europe is a key concern in of
several employers’ organizations in Tunisia. Thev nieamework is designed as a
classification of qualifications, based on previalesssifications of employment, and it is
envisaged that the new framework will have a regwerole in the labour market.
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The process of developing the NQF has been sugbbstethe European Training
Foundation (ETF) through a regional project invotyi several other Mediterranean
countries, and has built on other reform procesgmsticularly competency-based
approaches to curriculum reform supported by therlV8ank, the EU, and French,
Canadian, and German aid. A national working groapsisting of key ministries, key
industry role players, and trade unions, was cdetieoversee 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 workplacesniifying qualification descriptors for
each level of employment independently of the @gstsystem of qualifications, and
planning for the recognition of non-formal learniagd developing standards. This was
followed by periods of consultation and discusswith a broader representative group
including other ministries. This process is deslitas difficult: stakeholders did not
always feel equipped, in some instances unions teawproposed NQF as threatening
existing collective bargaining agreements, andigpétion from other ministries was not
always consistent.

A law on VET passed in 2008 introduced the NQF. ekrde was passed in 2009
introducing the NQF design, but the structures Wwhidll implement it are still under
design and construction. The framework has 7 leweismay be changed to 8. The NQF is
referred to as &lassification of Qualifications, rather thankramework, as the focus is
on rationalizing and improving the existing occugaal classifications through level
descriptors and learning outcomes.

A high-level stakeholder-based commission underGbancil for Human Resource
Development will be created, and charged with tbeegnance 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 dwaluation, quality assurance, and
accreditation will be created in 2010 under thepaes of the Ministry of Higher
Education. This would build on recent reforms ighar education which introduced a
guality assurance system.

The NQF is located as part of a broader set ofipud#ctor reforms focusing on
improving efficiency and effectiveness, with an dmagis on results-based budgeting and
the decentralization of education and training.tHe vocational education and training
sector, this is reflected in pilots that have bestablished in 15 sectors. They are driven by
Centres established in each sector, which each &atemomy, a detailed plan of action,
and a focus on partnerships with sectoral fedaratidhey are working with French
counterparts for expertise and support.

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

Bangladesh

Bangladesh occupies 144,000%m South Asia. It has a large population of slight
under 150 million, making it the most densely paped country on earth. GNI PPP per
capita is $1,440, and the Gini coefficient is 3lsIranked 146 in the Human Development
Index. It has a large informal economy. llliteraleywels are high. It has a very high
proportion of the population working as migrant iens in other countries, making it very
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dependent on remittances back to Bangladesh.biélisved that the value of remittances
could be dramatically increased by increasing thiisslevels and qualifications of
workers.

A national technical and vocational qualificatidinamework (NTVQF) is currently
under design in Bangladesh, having been initiate@008. This is as part of a broader
programme aimed at strengthening TVET, with an emshon the introduction of
competency-based training. (The ILO is implementhig programme with the Ministry of
Education and in coordination with the Ministry ledibour and the Ministry of Overseas
Workers, and in partnership with the European Ufidrhis project is aligned to the
national strategy for poverty reduction and is clamgnted by other donor-supported
projects. The initiative follows donor funded stesliand reviews which took place between
2000 and 2007.

Bangladesh has a large and complex TVET secton, mé@ny government ministries,
private, and non-governmental institutions involv®@rious agencies including different
government organizations currently conduct shomntéraining courses for ‘exporting
manpower’. There are few industry-managed trairestpblishments. It is hoped that a
single framework for vocational education and firagrwill bring coherence 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
vocational education and training sector. Five ifjoations were developed, of which the
lowest has been the most offered, followed by thmsehe two levels above. Although
attempts were made through curriculum developmeatgsses to consider workplace
needs, it was felt that these qualifications haddimect relationship with workplaces, or
acceptance in workplaces, or relationship with leeé 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 have not yet bedesigned, but the aim is for the
framework to be the basis for the development @flifications and competency standards.
The framework includes post-secondary qualificatioand some higher education
qualifications, up to diploma level. The intentisnfor the new qualifications to be offered
in formal education and training, as well as woalgal training, on-the-job training in
formal and informal economy, and all training psieh through all organizations whether
standardized or officially recognized or not.

New institutions have been proposed, in particidaiNational 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 othekeholder groups, to ensure that it is
more effective. This body will oversee and moniddir activities related to the NTVQF.
Existing institutions will have their roles changetlhe most important one is the
Bangladesh Technical Education Board (BTEB), whichrently has a broad range of
functions, including conducting assessment and dingrcertificates for the institutions
that are affiliated to it, which are the main fotrpeoviders of TVET. A key new role will
be the management of processes to develop indudated competency-standards.
Standards development is currently taking placeutin technical assistance of the ILO
project. It is also envisaged that the BTEB willgaite a Curriculum Development
Committee and regional units. It will also acquadditional personpower for its expanded
responsibilities.
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Russia

There is extensive involvement of government agencind less involvement from
industry at this point, but attempts are curreiiyying made to involve industries in the
processes of defining skills levels and generatiognpetency statements. Processes have
been established to involve a range of stakehql@éttough in practice much work so far
has been dominated by ILO experts through the teahassistance project.

Russia is by far the largest country on earth—15,200 kni, with a population of
about 142 million people. GNI PPP per capita is,838, while the Gini coefficient is 37.5.
Russia is ranked 71st on the Human Developmentxintldnas the legacy of a centrally
planned economy.

The Russian NQF is currently under development. ffamework has a proposed
nine levels, based on the eight levels of the E@@FE @ level for postdoctoral qualification.
The first three levels are supposed to be obtaihemligh training or education, and the
hope is that qualifications up to the highest Isv@n also be obtained through both routes.
So far standards are being developed for initidl secondary VET.

The European Training Foundation (ETF) initiated\#&ET policy reform project in
2005, which included the possible implications of HQF. A sectoral qualifications
framework established in the catering sector hasitipe evaluations, and led to the
creation of the employer-letlational Agency for the Development of Qualificasio
created by the Russiatnion of Industralists and EntrepreneurdAn NQF was
conceptualized with a broad range of bodies inwahlvecluding both the state and private
sector. A recommendation document has been prodogedias not yet been officially
approved. It uses the European Qualifications Fveorie (EQF) levels, with the further
ninth level for an additional type of doctoratenasntioned above. It is intended to establish
a transparent system of descriptors of qualificatievels. The intention is to involve
employers in the process of developing educatistaidards and programmes as well as
assessment. This is seen as part of ensuring ageogurricula, but also shifting to a
regulatory mode which focuses on outputs insteadmits. Current proposals include the
establishment of 500 new certification centresiastitutions to support lifelong learning.

Russia currently haslanified System of Occupational Classifications &fdrmation
Coding This is intended to coordinate three other cligsgion systems: thdRussian
Classification of Workers’ and Employees’ Occupadicand 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 Mstry of Education and Science.

One of the aims of the NQF process is to try tmdtihese sets of documents and
issues together, but this has proved difficult eachplex so far. For example, bachelor and
master have been introduced to the educationaititadion, but they are not reflected in
the classification of labour qualifications. In &dth, the documents are in use currently,
and are in fact constantly under development, tkespée many criticisms which are made
about them, and the view that they are outdatediaagpropriate. It is hoped that the
creation of an NQF, with a set of level descriptovidl enable the rationalization of these
various classification systems, and to make thaticglships between them clear. At the
same time, Russia is trying to fit in with Europefevelopments, particularly the Bologna
process.

There are currently various processes leading éad#velopment of an NQF. These

processes are not coordinated with each othereTikeghe process of creating educational
and occupational standards, correlated with intemnal standards, driven by the Federal

46



Institute of the Development of Education workingjhathe Russian Union of Industralists
and Entrepreneurs. At the same timeJrafied 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 prolidelack 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
sixteen countries in the study had similar offiai@asons for introducing qualifications
frameworks, and these are very much in line withliferature discussed in Chapter Three.
On paper, official aims of qualifications framewsrére similar, in some cases identical,
although with differences of emphasis. What folloigsa discussion of the various
problems policy makers and stakeholders in theesixicountries 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 and
vocational education and training (TVET), or vooasl education and training (VET), or
workplace-based training and skills developments veaparticular concetnIn some
instances frameworks are only focused on theserseand in others they include (and are
driven by) other sectors, but TVET and workplacedeblearning are still a key focus area.

Improving the communication of qualification system S

The most general goal of the introduction of a ifigations framework is the creation
of a nationally accepted single framework of quedifions, which makes qualifications in
the country (or educational sub-sector) easiemttetstand. This could include improving
the communication of existing qualifications as e reducing its complexity: in other
words, trying to avoid duplication and overlap afafifications while making sure all
learning needs are covered. This objective of Ni®E®metimes described as increasing or
improving the transparency of qualifications systems. However, as the notidh 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 afadjfications, but many of countries
in the study have come to qualifications framewdtk®ugh a view that they are plagued
by a ‘bewildering proliferation of qualificationtlés’, a ‘jungle of qualifications’, or poor
public understanding of qualifications. They warnt to be clearer how different
qualifications relate to each other. This issuergen in nearly all the case studies, with a
particularly strong emphasis in Bangladesh, Botayanalaysia, Mauritius, the English
NVQs, Russia, and Sri Lanka. (It is notable hovedént these countries are, for example
just in terms of size of populations, and hencentlmaber of institutions offering education
and training programmes.)

This aim can be seen as a part of improving the noonmication of national
qualifications systems. In Botswana and Mauritittee 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 clariy relative value of different
qualifications, especially foreign awarded. In Mtus the problem was primarily seen as
one affecting higher education, although the ‘jenglf qualifications’ was seen as
contributing to the low status of vocational edigraiand training qualifications. The lack
of clear certification pathways was seen as caumirilg to lack of clarity about the relative
value of different qualifications. There was comdmsabout qualification nomenclature: for
example, it was not clear exactly what ‘diploma’ang and what the relationship was

° This does not mean that qualifications framewonksessarily include a TVET focus, as the
literature shows many which are higher educatiaused.
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between a Higher Diploma and an Advanced Diplorsathase titles were designated by
each individual institution, and in some instanisased on norms from other countries.

In Sri Lanka, it was argued that the TVET sectos éstorically fragmented, with
around 300 odd vocational training centres opegdtirthe country under the management
of 11 ministries providing courses of differing ¢jtia using differing levels of training
equipment and facilities, differing training appecbhas, and attempting to meet the different
needs urban and rural youth. The creation of alesingtional framework was seen as the
first step in creating a nationally managed systam, thus creating a point of convergence,
and increasing efficiency. In Australia as welle thocational education and training sub-
framework of the Australian NQF was seen as impolitacreating national coherence.

In some countries (Australia, New Zealand, Malaysauritius, Russia, South
Africa, Tunisia) creating a single accepted natiogrédd of qualifications is one of the
explicit goals of the NQF. In others, the introdotof an NQF is part of an attempt to
regulate the use of nomenclature for qualificatiosiech 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 edioraqualifications issued by public and
private universities and colleges, because thalragpansion 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 aspectelafed labour market regulation. Because
these documents attempt to capture the variousp@g®sitions and levels in a wide range
of sectors of the economy, they tend to be longedadorate. 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 édiko separating qualifications from
institutions. One reason for this type of separatfthe 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’ quiliftions whose value is the same regardless
of the institution attended. The idea of separatipgglifications from educational
institutions was most strongly argued for in SoAfhica; the case study quotes a policy
document which argued that the NQF would “remove @bsession with institutional
learning as the measure of a person’s worth, beaaatsonal qualifications will be blind as
to where the learning takes place” (Human SciereseRrch Council 1995, p. 15).

Improving the transparency of individual qualificat ions
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, ijaations will be more transparent. This
is in turn intended to achieve a range of objestidiscussed below.

Reducing the ‘mismatch’ between education and the
labour market
In most of the cases in the study, mismatch betveeleicational provision and labour

market needs is seen as a major problem (Botsvtnibe, the English NVQs, Lithuania,
Mexico, New Zealand, Russia, Sri Lanka, Tunisiatké€y). In New Zealand, it was felt
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that poor information about the skills and abittief qualification holders contributed to
credential inflation, particularly during periods ligh unemployment. It was argued that
this occurred because credentials tended to sensingple selection devices rather than
indicating exactly what skills potential recruitave obtained and because lack of useful
information about the abilities of qualificationlbers reduced the level of trust employers
had in educational qualifications; this in turnwés argued, led to employers demanding
credentials far beyond those that were necessarypé#oticular jobs. In Lithuania,
relationships between industry and VET institutians described as conflictual, with both
sides making accusations 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 etimgepoint’ 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’. firgsthat employers trust qualifications,
and know what it is that they are getting when tamploy 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 lefvatshevement. This is changing with the
liberalization of the economy and increased lewélsinemployment of higher education
graduates (caused by dramatic expansion of higheragion without changes in the labour
market). Now policy makers believe there is a msttonger desire on the part of
employers to knowexactly what competences bearers of higher educationfigadibns
have acquired. While historically qualificationsvleaalways provided this information to
some extent (such as, that the bearer is qualifidse 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 resopi@ening. So, for example, in Lithuania
and Chile policy makers hope that outcomes/compgesnwill support management in
companies and institutions to aligning human resgsiprocesses and systems.

National qualifications frameworks are seen as g @faensuring that employers are
involved in qualifications design, thus ensuringttqualifications 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 stalehiokterests, and not only employers).
In all the countries in the study there is an explrgument 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’ th& 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 thelifications 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
found by students after graduation should be morepatible with their education and
training; that there should be less time spent eetwjobs and more time employed in each
job; starting salaries for those assessed as centpgttould be higher than those without
certificates; and employers should be happier wgthduates from competence-based
training programmes.

51



In nearly all the countries in the study, many jpoas attempts had been made to
involve employers in education and training, in@hgdsetting up sub-structures such as
Sector Councils to involve industry in setting slards. In addition, many countries
describe their technical and vocational educatio #raining systemsprior to the
introduction of a qualifications framework as congrey-based or based on occupational
skills standards. Chile is a striking example. Tiétary government introduced a strong
emphasis on individual choice and market modelslinaspects of the education and
training system. It completely decentralized vomadi secondary schools, and expected
them to work with local industries in order to diye appropriate competency-based
curricula. After democratization, the basic throfthese reforms remained intact, although
there was more emphasis on the regulatory rolehef dtate. The decentralization of
vocational schools became seen as a problem—ihbiaedchieved labour market linkages
with local industries, but led to a highly diveraed fragmented system. The democratic
government introduced a curriculum reform which wiasional, but also based on labour
competencies. This was followed by a GTZ suppopegect which again used labour
competencies, developing occupational profilesuphoan analysis of labour market and
workplace requirements, in consultation with indgstommerce, trade unions, employers,
academic institutions, and public organizationsisTWwas followed by the attempts at
developing labour competence frameworks, and neastntly, an NQF.

Bangladesh similarly has introduced competencydbasericula, and structures to
ensure the involvement of industry in its vocatioeducation and training system in prior
reforms. In Tunisia the NQF is seen as buildingesisting competency-based training
reforms, while in Sri Lanka, past reforms were seennsuccessful, and it is hoped that the
NQF will now succeed where they have failed. Theecstudy on Sri Lanka cites several
decades of donor assisted projects, including te@mrmADevelopment Bank, the World
Bank, the United Nations Development Programme GHi&, and CIDA. It is argued that
these reforms introduced some improvements budad make vocational education and
training or tertiary education more responsiveh® kabour market, or more efficient and
effective, partly because they were reflective led tvork and technological practices of
1980s, and were predominantly construction sect@nted while other emerging and
important industrial sectors were not accommodadted. believed that the introduction of
the NVQF, with the specification of visible and qmemable outcomes, will now ensure
both labour market responsiveness and efficiendyediectiveness.

Nonetheless, nearly all case studies suggesthitbdatk 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 alwelgar, 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 Labounggtence are very similar to the goals
for the policy which is being replaced (althoughrengpecific). Countries seem to believe
that the introduction of a national qualificatioinamework will enable them to succeed in
involving industry, where in the past they havéefai

Policy makers interviewed in the various countresd official documents analyzed,
argued that curricula were irrelevant or outdateot 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 economaubecsome were developed outside
the country for altogether different needs—in otWerds, 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 indiats interviewed or accessed by the
researchers. This is not to suggest that therenargroblems: clearly there are. Many
employer representatives interviewed in the caséies reiterated the view expressed by
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policy makers. What the case studies did not mariagencover, however, is specific
evidence of the specific problems. This is clearlpomplex 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 unemgoymor all groups. For bearers of
higher and post-secondary qualifications unemploynfigll from from 8.4 per cent to 2.1
per cent; for those with general upper secondady\ertational education from 19.7 per
cent to 5.1 per cent; and for those with vocatidaaler secondary or primary education
from 23.6 per cent to 7.3 per cent. Of codh®se figures say more about the general state
of the labour market than the appropriateness beratise of education and training
programmes. But they are included to indicate sofmiie complexities of this issue—as
conditions in labour markets often seem to be geondeterminants of employment
patterns that the nature of education and traipnegramme?¥.

In Malaysia industry representatives interviewddtfeat many graduates from tertiary
education lacked relevant skills, and that the iuaf education and training is variable;
however, private rates of return for tertiary legelalifications are strong, and staff from
universities, colleges, and training sectors séi€irtgraduates 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, tieeestrong preference for graduates from
overseas universities. In addition, many stakehsli#erviewed in Malaysia argued that
demand for skills below a professional level is sibng, because of what they described
as historical approaches of low wage low skill isities, the presence of immigrants who
are prepared to work in these conditions, and tbkakwregulatory 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.

Credit accumulation and transfer

Improving the transparency of qualifications is @dpto improve possibilities for
credit accumulation and transfer. Many of the coastwere concerned about the lack of
comparability of qualifications from different edational institutions, and NQFs are hoped
to be the basis for developing systems of creditianulation and transfer. For example, in
Bangladesh, Botswana, Lithuania, South Africa, Bmkey, 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
education and training system. This point is mewibin all case studies, and the term
‘seamlessness’ is popular in describing the ainwuafifications frameworks.

In the countries where vocational frameworks arendentroduced, the focus is
obviously not on pathways with the rest of the edionn system, but only between
education and training institutions within TVET, aell as, in some instances, between
workplace-based training and formal TVET provisibomsome countries, transfer between
school and vocational education and training i seea focus (Bangladesh, South Africa),

19 See de Maura Castro (2000) and Wolf (2002) forwdision of this problem.

53



while in many others movement between vocationalcation and higher education (or
technical higher education) is the priority (Chilathuania, Scotland, Sri Lanka). In
Malaysia, Chile, and Lithuania, an issue of majonaern is the transition between
workplace-based training and technical and vocatieducation and training. In Malaysia,
for example, the qualifications framework has thseparate sectors: for higher education,
for vocational and technical education, and follskiAlthough they are all placed on a
single national framework, there is currently venor articulation between skills and the
rest of the education and training system. The sagly suggests that this is partly because
the skills qualifications are very low level. ltaéso suggested that because they are based
only on skills standards, they lack theoreticakomowledge basis. A difficulty here is that
the gqualifications are subject to two sets of dettsa®n the one hand, they are designed to
meet industry needs, and industry seems to bavediathappy with them. On the other
hand, they should have relationships with othefificetions, but this does not work well,
because of the low levels of qualifications andl#tek of theoretical knowledge. This issue
is also a serious concern in Lithuania although ldreguage used there is continuing
training versus vocational education. In Lithuariteere are also problems in the
relationships between university and non-univerbigher education institutions. In many
of the countries studied, it is believed that there unnecessary obstacles for people who
want to move from vocational education and trainieghigher education. In many
countries creating progression pathways from TV&Emigher education is seen as a way of
increasing the status of TVET. In Tunisia alignsegondary with vocational education and
training is seen to be a key challenge.

Recognition of prior learning

One of the major aims for all countries is the gFGtion of competencies, knowledge,
skills, and abilities that have been acquired detsbf formal education and training
systems. Countries hope that qualifications fram&svavill provide a basis for recognizing
a wide range of learning achievements, whethedurcation and training or informally at
work or in the community. Different countries uséetent terms, with perhaps the most
widely used being RPL—recognition of prior learniddl countries see the lack of such
recognition as a problem. It is seen as creatimffiaiencies in education and training
(through forcing learners to complete courses uesearily) and creating inefficiencies in
the labour market (because employers do not knoat wkills potential employees have).
This is described as leading to serious wastageskil§ within economies, as well as
exacerbation of inequality.

In some countries the emphasis is on the creafioew systems and mechanisms to
recognize competencies (Mexico, Chile, Turkey) whsrin others, there is more focus on
trying to ensure that the systems which are useddognize competencies on the basis of
formal education and training are tlsameas those used to recognize competencies
acquired in the workplace or in the course of (ifew Zealand, South Africa, Turkey).
However, in Turkey there is the hope that the ngatesn will extend to the formal
education and training system. In Malaysia the emjshis mainly on recognition for
access to education, while in Chile, Mexico, andk&y the emphasis is on recognition of
competencies for labour market entry and moveméthimthe labour market. In Turkey in
particular there is an argument that assessmetdnsgaeed 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 itaped that certifying non-formal learning
will encourage people to learn at work.
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Access

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

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

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

In some countries (notably Chile and Malaysia) ifications frameworks (the Labour
Competence Framework in the former country) havenbmtroduced as a regulatory
response to highly marketized systems. In othees;amotably in Australia, England,
Wales, and Northern Ireland, New Zealand, and éudliy 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 frarkewn Russia, Sri Lanka, and
Turkey as well. In Turkey it is emphasized that peilting 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 systeniew Zealand and South Africa
strong arguments were made against the use of pationis. 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 amegliation system for institutions which
conduct assessment. It seems paradoxical, thoingn the arguments for increasing the
role of industry in general, that both Turkey anthuania seem to be moviragvayfrom a
centralized assessment model whereby the Chambkrdoétry and Commerce plays a
major role in the assessment system.

Linked to reforming how education and training alelivered and regulated are
attempts to change governance systems. ConsidergXample, 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
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Higher Education. Higher education has public ursitiees as well as a large number of
private universities and colleges, including braaschf 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 stdiatl there were considerable
overlapping responsibilities of different minisgiand agencies for qualifications, and little
coordination amongst them. The NQF was introdugadarily to attempt to change these
relationships.

Some of the countries also seem to want to chaad#ication systems. This issue is
most clearly addressed in the proposed system ikeyuwhere institutions will have to
apply for accreditation in order to issue certifiga Interestingly, the countries in the study
start from very different points with regard to tifezation, ranging from very centralized
systems, such as in Mexico where all certificates @ocessed through the Ministry of
Education, to very decentralized ones, such aotevizana, where all certificates are issued
by individual educational institutions. Certifioatti is the one issue which is least directly
addressed in official statements of NQF aims. T&isteresting because it is clearly an
issue that policy makers want to tackle, and in tmostances, they want to de-link
gualifications and assessment from providing iastins, which implies the need for new
certification mecahnisms.

Reforming delivery of education and training

The changes to assessment, certification, and atgul mechanisms which are
associated with NQFs are seen in many of the cegnitn the study as part of reforming
how education and training are delivered. Incrapdime flexibility of education and
training, and shifting to what is described aremd@d-led’ systems are key desires here.

In many of the countries, policy makers suggested tentrally specified curricula,
centralized state delivery mechanisms, and ingiittlinked qualifications all prevent
education and training from meeting the needs & #tonomy. In relation to the
management and delivery of education and trairpoticy makers argued that educational
institutions are rigid and inflexible, with rigiche 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 approachewery 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, lifrexibility. Thus, ‘time serving’ is
quoted as a problem to be solved by qualificatirasneworks in most of the studies.
Related to this is a desire in many countries ftift $b what is described as ‘learner-
centered’ pedagogy, which countries also believebmaachieved through the introduction
of qualifications frameworks, perhaps through oates or competency statements. This is
seen as linked, in certain countries, to centrdlidelivery systems, and decentralization is
seen as a solution. In addition, governments tlratcentralized 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 solvedighra framework of outcomes or
competency-based qualifications, because, it isveEd that this will offer a mechanism for
decentralizing provision, increasing competitiand ensuring accountability of providers
for funds that are given to them (by governmemdystry, 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 vocational education and training programnf@fien, it is argued, industry is in urgent
need of qualified people and cannot wait for thencamplete their formal education and
training; it is claimed that in many cases the eelegualifications can be acquired through
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short term courses. This time (and quality) gapvben the world of work requirements
and the education and training system is thereforienportant area in which it is hoped the
NQF can shape change. This issue can be seen tralaisBotswana, New Zealand, and
South Africa, where NQFs were designed to enaldentss to gain credit for parts of
qualifications (referred to as ‘skills sets’ in Axadia, and ‘unit standards’ in the other three
countries.

Improving parity of esteem for TVET and skills
qualifications

In all countries in the study, to differing degreésvas seen as a problem that TVET,
workplace-based or skills qualifications tend tovéhaa lower status than school and
university qualifications. In all countries, thedeowas that a clearer understanding of what
the bearer of a qualification is competent to dhe transparency aim discussed above) will
raise the status of qualifications, particularlyvottational and skills-based qualifications.
This is in most cases based on a notion (sometimpkcit) that the public perceptions
about qualifications are irrational, and due tojynee, and therefore, can be changed
through greater transparency. The low status of T\V& a concern in nearly all the
countries, where it is seen as a fall-back optamdarners for whom all other routes have
been exhausted. In Lithuania, it is argued thatkplace-based training is even more
stigmatized than formal TVET. Countries hope totrat’ students to technical and
vocational education and training (Bangladesh, English NVQs, Lithuania, Scotland,
South Africa) by placing vocational qualificatioos a framework, thus demonstrating their
equivalence to other, more desired qualificatidnsMalaysia stakeholders hope that the
NQF can create parity of esteem between acaderdiva@rational qualifications and make
the skills sector a viable alternative route tohleigeducation. Similarly, in Lithuania, it is
hoped that the NQF will raise the status of vocaticeducation and training, by showing
that the knowledge and skills are on equal termb atademic education. This, in turn, it
is hoped, will help to get more motivated and &kiljyoung people to choose VET.

Increasing private sector financial contribution,
especially for TVET and skills training

Many of the case studies (with emphases in Bangladgotswana, Chile, Lithuania,
South Africa) cited systemic and protracted lacKwfding for vocational education and
training as a key problem. Some of the countriean(fladesh, New Zealand, Russia)
explicitly hope that the introduction of a qualditons framework will encourage industry
to invest in education and training, thus reducixgectations of government. The idea
seems to be that because the system involves igdirslustry will be more interested in
investing. In New Zealand there was also a conaflerfocus on increasing individual user
fees, and this seems to be the case in the emdrgmgwork in Russia as well.

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 haseebbped frameworks, and as regional
frameworks such as the European Qualifications Eveork (EQF) have come into
existence, policy makers seem to feel under inarggsressure to have a framework in
order for their national qualifications to fit internationally. Even the ‘early starters’ had a
strong sense that a qualifications framework wilken it easier to indicate its equivalence
to international qualifications where this was riegd. This was a particularly strong
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feature of the rationale for the NQF in Mauritiwdyere there are large numbers of people
that migrate, particularly to Australia, Canadaj &urope, and according to the case study,
reportedly large numbers of people that migratdémritius. However, it is also a strong
rationale in Bangladesh, with its large number dframt workers sending remittances
home. Remittances are also a concern in Sri Lan#alanisia. In Botswana it is believed
by policy makers that Zimbabwean workers in thestetion industry are hired instead of
Botswana workers because their qualifications aem sas better (although the case study
also acknowledges that they are prepared to warlofeer wages). All European countries
in the study are attempting to fit their qualificeis to the EQF, and a national framework
is seen as a key step in this process. Many noagean countries are also hoping to align
their systems with the EQF; Chile and Tunisia stantlhere. A less explicitly mentioned
issue, but one which nonetheless appears in sontkeo$tudies, particularly Australia,
Malaysia, and New Zealand, is the desire to eareido currency by attracting foreign
students (who in most countries pay much highes fean local students). International
benchmarking is seen as an important part of tiusgss.

The notion of a nationally accepted framework isnany cases linked to other aims
discussed below, such as improving transpareney;riation of a set of national standards
(as in Bangladesh, Botswana, Lithuania, RussiathSafrica, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Turkey),
or standardizing the use of academic load or eititdefining qualifications (as in
Malaysia). In the attempt to resolve these andratseies, qualifications frameworks may
become part of the regulatory frameworks that iasirgly control movements of
individuals.

Broader goals

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

Many of the countries come to qualifications fraroekg through an analysis of skills
shortages. This is linked to the notion of relewamtiscussed above: the idea is that
education and training systems are not producimgagpropriate levels of skill in the
workforce. So, for example, in Malaysia industrypnesentatives argued that most
workforce entrants are people who either have rst-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
Programme, which included the further developménhe fledgling Labour Competence
Framework, was developing ‘human capital’. Mostre# countries in the study hope that a
gualifications 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. Incregdhe 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 iiaig, low levels of throughput in
schooling are seen as a major reason for improVfiM&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 ardhatiprivate providers did not have the
resources and long term perspective required; iileQhis problem was described as
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particularly stark given the high levels of markation of the education and training
system.

Paradoxically, although NQFs are supposed to beipslwhich allow industry to
lead technical and vocational education and trginin many instances governments are
not happy with industries’ approach to training tloe types of investments that are made,
and hope that NQFs will assist them to shift emgspractices within industries. They want
to encourage employers to invest in education eaiding (thus reducing strains on public
spending), but they also want to shape the nattii@edustry and employment in their
country, which they believe they can do throughpsig the type and level of skills
acquired by the workforce or potential workforag Mauritius, Malaysia, and Tunisia there
is a strong focus on building a ‘knowledge econgmyiderstood as the idea that economic
value will increasingly come from knowledge-intemsiwork, and less from physical
production. In Tunisia policy makers hope that @R\Ncan be part of a cycle of creating
better jobs, and ensuring that individuals havénéidevels of skills for these jobs. These
countries hope that an NQF can facilitate thisulgloimproving the culture of training and
raising standards of education and training. Ithiss hoped that NQFs will increase the
productivity and competitiveness of industry thrbug flexible and globally employable
workforce. Some of the countries specifically targesreasing their share of the global
labour market through better-qualified workers (gladesh, Sri Lanka, Tunisia). It is also
hoped in the case of Sri Lanka that the NQF wilhtda greater alignment to national
development goals.

Some countries explicitly mention the reductionusfemployment and poverty as
goals for their NQFs (eg Botswana), while othergehlaroad statements of socio-economic
goals (eg South Africa). As already discussed, neosintries link NQFs to increasing
access, and hope that in this way the frameworkcoaftribute to greater social inclusion.
In South Africa this was specifically linked to tihedress of past discrimination. Policy
makers in Bangladesh hope the framework can impcbaaces for upward economic and
social mobility, and in Botswana it is hoped tHa gualifications framework will reducing
unemployment by equipping learners with relevarlissin Mexico the original Labour
Competence Framework, as well as the broader prijesugh which it was introduced,
hoped to influence employment and employabilitpebple, the levels of productivity and
competitiveness, and the rational use of the ressurinvested on human capital
development. In South Africa one of the explicitatpoof the NQF is to contribute to the
full personal development of each learner and tlweakand 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 educationraimihg 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 rhetoricayinbolic approach to this issue). In
others, lifelong learning is linked more specifigalo the other aims of qualifications
frameworks. For example, in Russia and Malaysiapkmg learners to transfer from one
site or sector of learning to another is seen ableny lifelong learning. In other countries,
recognition of prior learning is seen as the keyetmbling lifelong learning, as it is
believed that in this way learners will be ablatzess education and training more easily.

Differences in goals for NQFs

There are some important differences revealed encdse studies in terms of what
countries aim to achieve through the introductibaroNQF.
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The case studies in general do not make a cletinalisn between the operational
objectives and wider objectives. However, therediiferences of emphasis in some of the
countries. For example, the case study on the &ndliational Vocational Qualifications
suggests that a key driver for their introductioaswan attempt by the government to
achieve greater control over public expenditurecblfeges and Awarding Bodies and to
shift power over the provision of vocational edimatand training towards employers,
reducing power of trade unions over apprenticeship$ri Lanka and Botswana, a focus
on provider accountability is very evident, whereveloping better mechanisms for
controlling government expenditure in vocationali@ation and training institutions seems
to be a driving goal of government. In Turkey, safiag provision from assessment seems
to be a key issue. Achieving modularization is atipalar focus in Lithuania, as is
attempting to develop social dialogue and strengtthee capacity and role of various
stakeholders. A driving force in Malaysia has beeextend the existing higher education
guality assurance model, which was implementetérprivate sector, to the public sector.

Another way of understanding the difference in gaafl the various countries is in
terms of their relative ambition. There are siguafit distinctions in emphasis in terms of
what is expected of qualifications frameworks, p@d linked to different expectations
about how much specificity can be providedthroughlifjication documentation. Although
the term ‘transparency’ is used in all the coustiiethe study, in some instances, the focus
is more on the transparency of the qualificatiostesn as a whole—what has been
described above as the communication function afifigations systems. For example in
Scotland, the emphasis seems to be on improvingeratahdings of the various
qualifications on offer. Mauritius talks similarlgbout qualifications being readily
understood by the public, while Malaysia emphasinggroving public understanding of
qualifications, establishing greater clarity of amhation about qualifications, and
facilitating evaluation and comparison of qualifioas. In other words, the development of
a simplified framework of qualifications with a matally 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 feasork can achieve in this regard.

In other countries, stronger claims are made, hntktare greater expectations from
qualifications frameworks with regard to makingiindual qualifications transparent. The
Labour Competence Framework originally introducedMexico, for example, hoped to
provide greater information to employers by prowgliindividuals with qualifications
certifying what they were competent to do, andrtsuee transparency between educational
and training institutions and the productive sextof the economy. Similarly, in the
original NQFs in South Africa and New Zealand, amdBangladesh, Botswana, Turkey,
Sri Lanka strong claims are made about the roldeafning outcomes irensuring
‘transparency’. Similarly, the New Zealand Quaktions Authority proposed providing all
learners with an individual record of their leagirnwhich would showclearly what
learners had achieved and could do. In Lithuaniis thoped that standards can ensure
coordination between education and the labour mattkereby enhancing the transparency
of qualifications (access to processes of desigmngvision, and recognition) as well as
information for individuals about the content ofadjfications as well as pathways.

These differences can be understood in relatiorsdme of the typologies of
qualifications frameworks proposed by researchershis area, mentioned in Chapter
Three. For example, Raffe (2009c) distinguishesvéenhcommunications frameworks,
which takes the existing education and trainindesyisas a starting point, aiming to make it
more transparent and easier to understandef@eming framework, which takes the
existing system as its starting point but aimsmpriove it in specific ways such as by
enhancing quality, increasing consistency, filligaps in provision or increasing
accountability; and &ransformational framework, which takes a proposed future system
as its starting point and defines the outcomesebaselifications it would like to see in
such a system, without explicit reference to exgsprovision.

60



Another difference is that some countries trieduse NQFs to create a break with
previous policies and systems (for example, Newlatehand South Africa) while others
have focused on more incremental reform, with Sootlbeing the most quoted example in
this regard. In some of the countries, NQFs areriex] as aiming to build on previous
reforms which seem to be generally regarded asesafid (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 som@untries aim to develop
frameworks for specific economic sectors whichidemtified as key to the economy, with
the long term aim of a national framework. Turkey & unisia are described as adopting
this approach. Other countries aim for more comgmeive reform in the short term—for
example, New Zealand and South Africa.

International influences and the development of NQF s

Based on these case studies as well as the britad&ture review, policy borrowing
and international organizations seem to be at legsart 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 oérimtl reforms, and the more recent
frameworks, which are much more influenced by mional 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 asl vesl in its design, are the first
qualifications frameworks, Scotland, and the EfgivQs. These two frameworks have
been particularly influential in other countriesjtrwthe 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, Sri Lanka were
explicitly influenced by the NVQs in England, inres of the specific approach to
designing competency-based qualifications. Most notes mention the Scottish
framework as influential, and some have used itslldescriptors as a basis for their own;
in addition the Scottish Qualifications Authoritasplayed an advisory role (for example
in Mauritius and Chile).

As frameworks have emerged, they have also steotedluence other countries. The
New Zealand NQF has been influential in Botswaraytls 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 Austral competency-
based training model has played a major role in degelopment of qualifications
frameworks in many countries, including Bangladeéshile, Lithuania, South Africa, and
Sri Lanka. The South African NQF has been influariti Botswana and Mauritius. Policy
documents relating to the qualifications frameworBangladesh suggest that its designers
drew on models being developed in the Philippisesl.anka, and Vanuatu.

Many of the newer qualifications frameworks explicidescribe influences from the
European Qualifications Framework (EQF). In somsesasuch as Bangladesh, Lithuania,
Russia, and Turkey, level descriptors were basedonmirectly copied EQF levels.
European countries are particularly influencedhsy EQF, but the Bologna process is also
a driving force, more broadly than Europe, aséinseto be a key factor influencing current
developments towards an NQF in Chile, and has glayenajor role in reform of higher
education in Tunisia.

In both Lithuania and Russia some stakeholdersticplarly in educational

institutions, were quoted as seeing NQFs as ‘yethem foreign reform’, and something
imposed on the country from the outside. Nonetlseld® experts involved in the design of
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the NQF in Lithuania insist that it was designedaaiding to their needs, and not according
to international models, nor responding to intaoret! drivers.

Although Malaysia explicitly considered models 0QRs in other countries (New
Zealand, Australia, Scotland, England and Walésgéms of all the countries in the study
(other than the two initial cases) to be the ldasictly influenced by policy borrowing.

Donor and development agencies seem to play immomales. For example,
according to the case study the idea of an NQFnea&nown in Bangladesh prior to its
introduction through a donor-designed and ILO-immdeted project. The role of the
European Training Foundation (ETF) is strongly rnwergd as an influencing factor in
Russia and Tunisia. The GTZ is a particularly iesting case, given that competency-
based training is not a feature of German vocatkiedacation and training, but GTZ is
described as supporting competency-based traimfiggms in Botswana, Chile, and Sri
Lanka, and has been involved in developing the in@mework for trades and occupational
gualifications in South Africa. World Bank loansnfied the development of the Labour
Competence Framework in Mexico and an initial cotapey-based reform for the
construction sector in Sri Lanka (in both casesvirg on the English NVQ model). The
European Social Fund sponsored the developmertieoNQF in Lithuania. The Asian
Development Bank Funding for proposed reforms i TWET sector incorporating the
establishment of a NVQ Framework is described asmportant external impetus in Sri
Lanka, and the report on Sri Lanka mentions thatAkian Development Bank has funded
similar work in Viet Nam, Laos, Thailand, and oth&sian countries. European
Commission funds were the major source of the dgveént and initial implementation of
the South African NQF. The OECD is seen as padityinfluential in Chile. Some of the
countries cite the role of consultants from specifountries suggesting the use of their
models; for example, an Australian consultancy pseg that the Australian model could
work in Chile. The Tunisian case study describesrtihe of European Union, World Bank,
and French aid in the development of a competeasgd vocational training system.
Nearly all the developing or middle-income courdria the study (but most noticeably
Bangladesh and Sri Lanka) have long lists of dom@anizations which have played
similar roles in supporting the reform of vocatibaducation and training, with a particular
focus on competency-based education. All of thisonsistent with what was found in the
broader literature on qualifications frameworkscdissed in Chapter Three, and considered
again in Chapter Nine.
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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 indicatitesy would use for success, and what their
systems for monitoring and evaluation would be.shswn in the country summaries in
Chapter Four, countries appear to be doing rattffereht things under the name NQF or
competence framework. However, Chapter Fivhy do countries introduce NQFs?
suggests that the goals and aspirations acrosth#ries are rather similar. How can this
apparent contradiction be understood? The followsegtion explores how frameworks
have been designed in the different countries,itaplat the institutional arrangements as
well as the design of the actual frameworks.

Key NQF structures, institutions, and systems

In many of the countries NQFs are introduced witd ¢hrough the creation of new
institutions, although in some, existing institmsohave developed NQFs, and in some,
existing institutions are given new roles in ord@rimplement 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 stmes 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 creatingaatialogue 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 Qigaliions 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 toulwle education and training system.
The Scottish Qualifications Authority covers modtieation and training other than higher
education. The other two qualifications authoritiese a sectoral focus. In Malaysia, the
Malaysian Qualifications Authority handles highedueation as well as technical and
vocational education and training, but not thelskjualifications. It also is responsible for
quality assurance of higher education and vocaltiedacation and training. According to
the case study, it is staffed primarily by peoplghwhigher education expertise and
interests, and is focused on the higher educatatos Skills are under the Ministry of
Human Resources Development, and formally govehyeal National Vocational Training
Council. This is a tripartite body with an industrgpresentative as the chair, and it
formally accredits all providers of skills qualiéitons. The qualifications are standards-
based. For a skills qualification to be includedtli®e overall register of qualifications
attached to the Malaysian Qualifications Framewdtrknust be accredited through this
system. In Mauritius, the Mauritian QualificatioAsithority has some role with regard to
the framework as a whole (mainly in relation todedescriptors), but its powers are
basically in overseeing the development of outceb@sed vocational qualifications, and
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accrediting vocational education and training pdevs. The Scottish Qualifications
Authority is primarily an awarding body which issueertificates. It is responsible for
overseeing qualifications, curriculum, and assessrite most secondary education and
vocational education and training. This Authorgyoine of the partners in the development
of the Scottish qualifications framework, and ptedahe framework. The framework itself
does not have a large institutional bureaucracstead, it has a Quality Committee which
is responsible for maintaining the Scottish Cradil Qualifications Framework guidelines,
ensuring consistency in the process and criteriadmitting qualifications and learning to
the framework, and aligning the SCQF with otheramatl and international frameworks.

In Russia a qualifications authority was creatad, ibis not clear what its scope of
authority is, or how it relates to other relevanitharities. In Botswana, a statutory
authority was created, the Botswana Training AuthdBOTA), through a Vocational
Training Act in 1998. It was given the mandate &velop a framework and coordinate
training. BOTA registers providers. Certificatioagpens through training providers, and
not BOTA.

In Turkey a Vocational Qualifications Authority hasen created to oversee standards
and qualifications development, testing and cesdtfon, and accreditation. This is
envisaged to take place through a system of détggabrk in these three areas to specific
institutions and organizations. However, while faalifications Authority is primarily
responsible for authorizing institutions to develsandards and qualifications, it is
intended that the authorization of testing and sswent will be doneéboth by the
Qualifications Authority and another agency, theKish Accreditation Agency. This is
discussed further below under accreditation arnaveges. In 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 tmepioyers’ organizations.

In Tunisia the NQF governance is through a Couranl Human Resource
Development. The Ministry in charge of vocationairting remains responsible for the
standards of training, assessment, and certifitatioBangladesh so far it does not appear
as if a qualifications authority is planned, butnew structure, the National Skills
Development Council, has been created, and onés dfimctions will be to oversee the
development of the NQF.

Sri Lanka is one of the few countries not to hameated new structures, although the
functions of existing organizations have changelde Existing Tertiary and Vocational
Education Commission, the main statutory body enWiET system, with responsibility for
registering institutions, has been given the rélmanaging 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. Mahik/has been for TVET qualifications,
although in South Africa new stakeholder-basedctiines were created to desigi
qualifications. A key focus in all of these couesrihas been the attempt to get industry to
lead these processes, as the point of this move &eate industry-specified standards
which are not linked to specific educational ingt@ns or curricula. Some countries have a
greater emphasis on contractualization—governmgaha@es or even a non-government
agency (as in the case of Chile) contract orgaioator institutions to develop standards.
Other countries have a more centralized processrewlealifications authorities or
government agencies set up representative strgctoretask teams for this process,
although even here, in practice much of the workastracted to consultants, and the
stakeholders tend to play a ratifying role. Streesuwith names such as National Industry
Advisory Councils (Sri Lanka), Industry Skills Cauils (Bangladesh), or Industry Training
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Advisory Committees (Mauritius) have been establisln most of the countries (in some
instances, replacing similar structures which aengo have not functioned well). In other
countries (eg Botswana and South Africa) more temnpo structures were created,
envisaged not to have a life beyond the designdavelopment of specific qualifications
and unit standards.

South Africa created twelve National Standards Bsdistakeholder-based bodies,
which were given responsibility for overseeing dfiedtions and unit standards. Under
each National Standards Body a large number ofdatds Generating Bodies were
created. The Standards Generating Bodies were csedpof representatives of experts and
interest groups.

In Turkey one of the two key functional departmesitéhe Vocational Qualification
Authority is theDepartment of Occupational Standard$is department is responsible for
deciding on methods for Occupational Standard dgwveént, 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 fitstions, or industry organizations and
institutions who conduct personnel certificatiomeTidea is for standards to be based on
job requirements. In Lithuania too it seems as i§ub-contracting approach may be
adopted.

In Mexico technical groups of expert workers anchteécians were established by the
National Council for Standardization and Certifioatof Labour Competences. In a fairly
similar model, Bangladesh is attempting to implemevhat is described as the
UK/Australian approach to competency-based trainimpere learning outcomes are
developed by industry bodies based on the fundtianalysis of occupations or jobs. A
section of the Bangladesh Technical Education Beatigd the Curriculum Development
Committee is to be formed. This committee will depelearning and assessment materials,
but they must first be approved by the IndustrnflSKiouncils. In Sri Lanka the process is
a government-led one, with attempts to involve 8tdu Qualifications are developed by a
team of trainers and industry specialists who heweergone special training in the
specified techniques and the documentation systems.

Accreditation, assessment, and certification
arrangements

As discussed in Chapter Five, in many of the caemtthe NQF is seen as part of
improving the delivery of education and trainingroligh a greater emphasis on
accreditation mechanisms and processes. This & dibhked 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 amxtand relationships with regard to
quality assurance and assessment. For exampleauimitMs, the Industrial and Vocational
Training Board (IVTB) was both a state training \od®r 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 doulbleregitation 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
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
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a related organization of the Prime Ministry. lrstd its operations in 2000 and conducts
accreditation of laboratories, accreditation of tiieation agencies, accreditation of
personnel certification agencies, and accreditafitwrpublic and private enterprises. It is
hoped that this ‘double’ filtering will increase ality and recognition of certificates.
Informal communications between the Vocational @eations Authority and the Turkish
Accreditation Agency try to build common understagd

In Turkey and Lithuania, assessment as a functomnvisaged as being handled
through the accreditation of institutions. Sepagtssessment from teaching and training
through accreditation systems is a major focuheffurkish NQF. Nonetheless, there still
appears to be centralized mechanisms for estatdjghist item banks, for the supervision
of testing and certification activities, and foettievelopment and update of test item banks.
Interestingly, in Lithuania and Turkey, 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 along side with otheos dbtain accreditation to conduct
assessment.

In Sri Lanka there is more of an emphasis on uam§lQF 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 tR¢ET system to be more resilient and
managed by objective measures and fact led deeaisaking. Assessment is centralized in
the sense that instruments are centrally develbgezhe of two national institutions, but it
will be conducted by individual assessors, who badltrained, assessed, and registered.

In some countries accreditation and quality assigranechanisms are not based on
outcomes-based qualifications or competency stadsdand 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 amp and so on. This is the case in most
countries with regard to higher education, and lsarseen in Malaysia, where the NQF is
higher education dominated, and the implementatbrthe NQF has been primarily
through the accreditation and quality assurancehigher education. A key focus
introduction of the NQF and the creation of the &alan Qualifications Authority has
been the extension of the existing quality assw@amhich was only aimed at private
provision, to all higher education institutions.téf the liberal economic reforms of the
1980s, a huge private sector sprung up, which \eag unregulated, and had many small
providers with minimal facilities and unqualifiedtalf. So quality assurance and
accreditation were introduced. However, poor qudiias also been perceived to be a
problem in the state sector. In addition, indusaimg the public sector have favoured foreign
gualifications, which has been both symptomatipodr quality, and has exacerbated it.
Thus, the quality assurance regime was later egtén the public sector. As is
increasingly the case in many countries, highercation is also an ‘export’ good, in the
sense that it brings in money, through higher feeforeign students.

Some countries emphasize the role of accreditatienhanisms in ‘opening up the
market’. For example, in Mauritius it was arguedatthaccreditation against NQF
gualifications will enable a larger number of pibetis to take responsibility for provision
and assessment. Australia, England (with regatdadVQs), and New Zealand all had an
explicit focus of increasing marketization of th@WET systems. In Russia there is an
emphasis on what is called the ‘module-competitiapproach, where competition is
increased through providers being contracted twigeo modules against standards. In
Turkey it is argued that competition is seen asegsary to improve quality. On the other
hand, there are also concerns about marketizedrsgsin Chile and Lithuania it is argued
that competition amongst providers is unhealthy aodnterproductive. In Chile, the
market-based system is seen as restricting acaadsproducing poor quality, as private
providers are unable to build and develop the teldgical base necessary for TVET
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provision. In Malaysia and Chile, NQFs were seerremas tools to regulate existing
markets. In both cases markets were seen as leadumgeven quality.

The issuing of certificates should be a key issnerdlation 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 lQFs 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 higltkication and TVET, and this is likely
to continue. This, though, raises interesting qaestabout how NQFs are supposed to
function, and the nature of change that they atended to (and able to) introduce.
Unfortunately, this is not an issue which can bglaed here, but could be a useful focus
for future research.

NQF design features

A nationally accepted framework

There is clearly debate and different perspectalesut what counts as an NQF, and
this issue is given considerable considerationhat ¢nd of this report. However, as
discussed in Chapter Five above, the most basiofioreating a qualifications framework
is to have a nationally accepted framework or gidevels and/or qualifications and
qualification types, sometimes for all qualificatfoand some times for specific sectors.
Differences in terminology and the configurationeafucation and training systems make
classification of the scope of the frameworks ie thtudy difficult. Bangladesh and
Botswana, for example, call their frameworks vomaai, but technical qualifications at
higher levels are not included. The vocational sectf the Malaysian framework is
specifically aimed at polytechnics and collegesd amcludes technical and vocational
qualifications, but skills qualifications have theiwn separate sub-framework. Russia and
Lithuania are officially discussing and designingmprehensive frameworks (but
excluding schools), but the case studies reflelityattention being focused on vocational
and technical education and trainihgThe framework in Turkey is also intended to be
comprehensive but is limited to vocational quadifions and possibly even workplace-
based in practice. The NQF in Malaysia is intenggsts it is higher education dominated.
The case study argues that the main reason schabficptions were not included in the
NQF is that it has been driven from the Ministrytb§her Education. There is, though, the
intention to create more coherence between therdiit systems.

The exclusively vocational focus of some of the ldjgations frameworks in this
study (Botswana, Bangladesh, Chile, the English EM@exico, Sri Lanka, and Tunisia) is
interesting given that other research (for exampIEDEFOP 2009a) describes a trend
towards the development of comprehensive NQFd BBuabpean countries.

1t 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 theeotirstudies; this suggests that at the least,
qualifications reforms in these different sectasm to be happening through different processes.
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The two design features which are seen as mostaténtmost of the countries are
level descriptors and learning outcomes.

Level descriptors

Level descriptors are described in most countriesthe study asthe crucial
mechanism to achieve the claims made about qualdics frameworks, with the possible
exceptions of Australia, where there have been radt®ugh 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. Ledascriptors are seen as a guide for
clarifying equivalence and rationalizing qualificats systems. They are also seen as
mechanism to increase transparency of qualificateystems, because they try to provide
broad information about skills, abilities, and pesson/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 mechanismhwtilt ensure 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 levesat@tors can provide instruments to
reference and compare qualifications, for the psepaf human resource management and
development. In Russia, it is hoped that level desars 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 based on prejudicasl| descriptors are seen to facilitate
recognition of prior learning because they indidai@ad 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 differprdgrammes. In countries where labour
markets are more regulated, level descriptors rakye to salary scales, and policy makers
Sri Lanka and Turkey are hoping that in the longntéghe NVQF will be related more
directly to salaries.

For those countries which see an NQF as a way§udi@g new qualifications, level
descriptors are seen as the starting point in tefmsoad specifications of competencies,
from which more specific specifications can be giesd. 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, consistan] transparent manner. In other words,
level descriptors are seen as the main mechanetmvith create or improve transparency.

What then, do these descriptors look like? The temte of the European
Qualifications Framework (EQF) as a powerful fonce the world of qualifications
frameworks may lead to level descriptors lookingikir. Turkey, for example, has adopted
the EQF descriptors. In Bangladesh level descsptew 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 countriesehdeveloped their own descriptors.
Many countries have a large number of domains anpatence areas, and each of these
then need to be defined for each level of the fraonk. 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, Know-how, and Behavior.

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 VET 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 can’t be used

”ow

(“good”, “narrow”, “acceptable” and etc.);
- they can’t 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 difficsliievolved in reaching agreement across
knowledge domains which have developed in quitéeiiit ways, as well as between
knowledge domains and the world of wrkSome of these difficulties can be seen in the
descriptors in the various countries. For exampld&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, rhhavas much contestation about how
relative autonomy in working practices related doeational levels, as individuals with no
education or training were argued to be able tdwhighly autonomously.

The examples cited suggests a conceptual diffisuitich some researchers suggest is
inevitable: in the process of attempting to reaemgparency, more and more detail is
provided. It is questionable in practice how mamypkyers or educational institutions
would have a clear understanding of what level digtgrs mean if there are descriptors for
each of ten domains, for each of ten levels of ifjcalions. If in practice levels are
understood through the well-known or accepted Goations placed on a specific level, it
may be that implicit understandings of the knowalijications plays a bigger role than the
descriptors in developing an understanding of wihat level means. A more serious
problem is that the descriptors are seen to bectmral mechanism for creating
transparency, and it is hard to imagine how they @a so when they themselves are so
complex.

Outcomes, standards, and competencies

All the frameworks in the study involve learningtoames or competences. The
notion of learning outcomes or competencies israkti 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 somesméifferent terms are used across
countries to refer to what appear to be similanghi Some countries talk about learning
outcomes, while others talk about occupationaldsieds 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 instingjavhile learning outcomes are seen part
of education and training. On the other hand, int®dAfrica, learning outcomes were
supposed to be developed separately from educhtingtitutions, and the notion of
competency was rejected as narrow and inappropriathhough in practice the
qualifications and unit standards developed werglai 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 timmirigaoutcomes are seen in many
countries as the most important reform tool assediaith the NQF. Some of these issues
are discussed further in Chapter Nine below. Fov,rhis section provides an overview of
how the case studies describe the use of learnitupimes in the sixteen countries.

12 This seems to be in line with international litera; for example, Markowitsch and Luomi-
Messerer (2008) describe the complexities involwvedeaching agreement on the level descriptors
for the European Qualifications Framework.
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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
vocational education and training, and in Malay®a skills training. The Botswana
vocational framework and the Labour Competence Eveorks in Chile and Mexico were
designed according to this approach, and framewirkSri Lanka and Turkey are also
being designed in this way.

The summary of the English NVQs above mentions nle&on 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 thgliEm NVQs, which describes the
approach to outcomes as having emerged in occmphtpsychology 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 vocatipméifications, intended to make a clean
break with the two main elements of qualificatiasigin 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 becomeigdatibvernments in the 1980s saw
this ‘time serving’ approach as leaving too muohtool to the trade unions

thesyllabusas the basis for teaching programmes and the assesef off-the job
learning; governments opposed this as leaving tochneontrol 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 backwardifap Functional analysis instead begins
with the assumption that a statement of competenkplace performance can be identified
by researchers in ways that are recognized by appte employers. It derives from such
statements a set of individualements of competenesd their associated performance
criteria. Theseelements of competencghey later became known as occupational
standards) are then grouped together imits of competenoghich are assumed by policy
makers to make sense to, and be valued by emplay®ishence warrant separate
accreditation. Each NVQ was made up of a numbeeglafed ‘units of competence’.

This approach, developed first through the EngN8tQs, is described as the basis of
many of the NQFs in the study. For example, the_8nkan study describes the following
approach:

The NVQF is based on units which in turn are clestanto 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
analysis, verification of analyzed results, andlintask 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 (patifegpagions). In most of the countries there
are detailed specifications of what an outcomedsiethshould look like. In some countries
there may be different approaches, as the fundtianalysis tehnique of developing
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learning outcomes or competencies is hot mentiamed the case studies, although most
of them include a learning outcomes or competepegification approach.

Countries which adopt this approach to learningauies in their NQF (Australia in
VET, Bangladesh, Botswana, Chile, the English NV@&laysia in the skills sector,
Mauritius in TVET, Mexico, New Zealand, South AfricTunisia, Turkey) tend to see the
specification of learning outcomes or competen@ssa central and key important
mechanism for achieving the aims of the NQF. lbaedieved that learning outcomes will
ensure transparency as well as making standards, @ad providing a clear basis for
guality assurance and accountability.

Countries which include higher education in theamieworks are less likely to use
this approach, or may use it for the vocationat@eanly. In Malaysia, for example, while
the framework is described as outcomes-based aee 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 egnibine knowledge-based curricula
with skills standards. ‘Input’ factors are seenmagortant in higher education. In Lithuania,
the higher education sector is described as hosdilthe 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 South Afremad New Zealand was something
similar attempted at higher levels, although there indications that some of the newer
NQFs may make similar attempts.

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

Some countries (Lithuania, Russia, Scotland, Tapisee frameworks as primarily
grids of level descriptors on which existing quadifions can be organized, and through
which existing qualifications can be understood; &lso hope that the frameworks can
provide the base for the development of new qualifons, in the sense that sets of
gualification specifications will be developed, farhich educational institutions can
develop learning programmes, or against which ass&st and certification bodies can
assess and certify. Here the idea seems to beytstsims will be created to set standards or
outcome statements which will comprise the officglalification requirements, and
training providers will then be able to develojrtiag programmes against them.

Another term which is used differently across tligetent countries is curriculum.
Properly understanding the differences would ingdlr more detailed study in the sixteen
countries as well as considerably more theoretinalysis of curriculum than is possible in
this study. Some of the studies specifically discasrriculum 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 centralgvadoped curricula for vocational
qualifications, in conjunction with what is des@&ibas 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 centralxeld@ed, and indeed in Sri Lanka this
is seen as one of the central improvements intediubrough the NQF. While some
countries see a specified curriculum as creatifigxibilities and therefore not meeting the
needs of industry, Sri Lankan policy makers ardw the variation in quality caused by
the lack of a central curriculum is a more seripusblem for industry. The Sri Lankan
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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 whichlgdhmntinue to be done centrally at
the level of the Ministry of National Education,slea 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 exg under the coordination of the
Centre for Methodology of VET, as well as industepresentatives and VET institutions,
will continue, but suggests that in the futureitntibns will be more tightly controlled than
before, as the curricula will be expected to beebasn the specified occupational
standards. But it points out that it is not cleawhthe new occupational standards will
relate to the existing VET standards, and if the will coexist.

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 indicatthiesy tend to be based on more operational
objectives, such as how many qualifications havenhegistered or developed. This may
be because the aims of NQFs are so embedded in sttuetures and processes that
governments and authorities do not envisage sepamahitoring and evaluation, or this
may have been a weakness of the research desige/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 aldysia towards qualifications that are
included on the register;

= employer feedback through committees and constdtédirums; and

= graduate tracer studies that reveal informatiorutitseir patterns of employment and
salary levels.

73






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.

The creation of NQF structures, institutions, and
systems

Qualifications authorities

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

New Zealand and South Africa created qualificatiaathorities which were supposed
to be in charge of all qualifications in the redper countries. The New Zealand
Qualification Authority was to have authority fopgoving all qualifications provided by
degree awarding institutions. However, authority &pproving degrees provided by
universities has remained with the universitiesisTrheans that in New Zealand degrees
can be approved by two bodies; the NZQA and thevéfsities (via the New Zealand Vice
Chancellors’ Committee on University Academic Paogmes). The South African
Qualifications Authority (SAQA), created through act of parliament in 1995 as a
completely new independent statutory body underjdie oversight of the Ministries of
Education and Labour, has lost most of its poweith vegard to setting standards. The
large number of quality assurance authorities hesnbrationalized 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. Theredacern that if a VET-based
institution is appointed, it will be ignored by higr education, and vice versa.

In Botswana, the Botswana Training Authority (BOT&9uld be seen as either rather
weak or very pragmatic and flexible, as its maimkamoas been to give official approval to
providers, and it has done so on their terms, anste#f according to its own rules, in the
sense that providers continue to offer their owalifjoations, and not the newly developed
qualifications from the qualifications frameworkce@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 capaei$ there are only a few subject matter
experts. New staff are recruited with due attentiongeneral 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, which has had a chequered historyeam dhanged in various ways in terms
of its functions, powers, and governance.
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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 oegmnce. A thorough engagement with
theories of the state and political economy woulowafor 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 centrakigneger all NQFs and especially
national qualifications agencies or authoritieghe relationship between the distributed
‘ownership’ of qualifications (by educational instions or awarding bodies) and their
communities of users or trust and the centralizeld 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 havingdst instances been kept on board and
feeling that they were in charge of processes. Ating to the case study, the strengths of
the Scottish model are that it built on other rafey that it was driven by key stakeholders
from within the education system, and especialmfrhigher education; and that it was
seen as an enabling instrument which could be bgdibdies involved in change, but not
as an agent of change in its own right. This wdediby the fact that Scotland is a small
country and has a small and relatively homogenolisypcommunity.

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 NQFynw@pme into conflict with. This is
stark in Russia, with the various existing regudatéframeworks in occupations and
education and training. Sri Lanka may be an exoaptis 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 respondiies, 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 faluné government departments and
agencies to work together or maintain a consigtehity over time. However, ‘hindered’
has a negative connotation, and implies, as isritbest in Lithuania, self-interested
bureaucracies guarding their own interests. Buttimaushould be adopted here, as
sometimes government agencies may ‘hinder’ withdgoeason. In South Africa, for
example, the case study suggests that some goveregartments ‘hindered’ the NQF at
least in part because of problems with the orignadiel.

NQFs in some sense depend on coordination betwiferedt government agencies,
but they are also brought in order to create coatiin—a chicken and egg situation. In
the case of Malaysia, the NQF seems to be a sutiestibr coordinated government
systems. Malaysia has a formalized and centraipe@rnance structure and culture which
is strongly legislation based, with a high degrdeirmstitutional separation between
Ministries. A major focus of the NQF developmentogesses has been reconciling
differences between government agencies, rather Ibiglding 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 roleplayers. In Botswanaqtraifications 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 Mimistry of Vocational and Technical
Training is the national oversight Ministry for ti&ET sector.

Accreditation, assessment, and certification structures
and institutions

The English NVQs as well as the South African NQFerapted to introduce
decentralized assessment with registered assessdhe former, assessment was initially
supposed to be interal, workplace-based assessiménthis came into tension with the
output-related funding, and the perceived needefmaite assessment from provision.
South Africa had registration systems for providersor to the introduction of NQF, but
registration could be described as a very ‘lighictd system, with very basic information
being required in order to register a provider.sTlwas based on the idea that institutions
would be subjected to the same centrally and ealigrset examinations, which then
functioned as the key quality assurance mechanBamth Africa tried to introduce an
accreditation system that gave greater autonomyinstitutions, subject to meeting
accreditation requirements. This was linked to preposed decentralized assessment
model. The idea was that the quality assuranceebodiould check up on how well
providers were training against the outcomes, dsnl @an how assessment was conducted
against the learning outcomes. This did not work arious reasons, one being that
standards of assessment were far too divergeniitfpaasurance bodies were not able to
conduct more than a cursory examination of mostitin®ns, given the number of
education and training institutions in the counffirere 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 chodséddlieved that the NQF will make this
possible as it will be comprised of occupationaingiards. 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 Auitlyonvould certify institutions who felt
they had the capacity, including employers, tragiens, and so on. But, after the abolition
of this short-lived authority, this function hasreeted 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 ckelp/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 n®deplacing the experience built up in
the Chambers of Industry, Commerce, and Tradescabe study also argues that there is a
dearth of competent professional organizations staleholders who can “evaluate and
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award competences and qualifications acquired filerdint ways, especially in informal
and non-formal ways”.

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

The case study on Russia indicates that therepsoposal to set up Certification
Centres to enable systems of certification indepehdf educational institutions; it is not
clear how developed this idea is. It would seem gowernments are less likely to sub-
contract certification through accreditation syséemthough this has been done in Chile
and Mexico, and is proposed in Turkey. The progosallurkey are particularly interesting
given that the current journeyman and craftsmarificates are issued through an
organization representing industry. The currerfugeis seen as unacceptable because the
same body is involved in training provision. In Ni@x the idea of separately authorizing
awarding bodies, assessment centres, and indepeaseessors was seen as a way of
guaranteeing the impartiality of the assessmerification process. Awarding bodies must
be third-party organizations—in other words, thesnmot be education and training
institutions. The National Council for Standardiaat and Certification of Labour
Competence was in charge of awarding bodies’ eateyuality assurance, while awarding
bodies were responsible for assessment centregsnaxtquality assurance. In Chile there is
a strong emphasis on separating training, assessamehcertification, to prevent conflicts
of interest, and to ensure an open market amonglistp of assessment services and
certification in order to achieve transparency. idea is that this will be initially financed
by the state, later 49 per cent by the state anquebtent 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 bottirSatrica and Mauritius the initial design
of the NQF did not make explicit who would be desited to issue the new qualifications.
In South Africa, some of the new quality assuraagencies in the economic sectors issued
gualifications, but many of them did not have thaparcity to do so, and certificates
continued to be issued by educational institutiondviauritius, 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 esysi whether for provision,
assessment, standards setting, or certificatioemséo imply a large amount of
contractualization, including contracts for stami$asetting, contracts for assessment, and
contracts for certification, all based on the oighrsof accreditation authorities. In other
cases, it is not so much a case of contractingigmazing these functions. In both cases,
there are high expectations from accreditationesyst In both cases, there are high
expectations that accreditation agencies can efédgtmonitor the various institutions
contracted or authorized to conduct the varioustfans.

Structures and processes to design competency
standards or outcomes-based qualifications

Many of the case studies suggest that the proce$simveloping learning outcomes
have also not been straightforward. In some thienieal specifications of outcomes have
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been through various reviews and changes. For deaimmpMexico various revisions were
made when it was felt that the information contdime the element components was not
sufficient and was not clear enough, above alu®mrs that had to ask someone to translate
the standard contents.

Involving industry in the development of competerstgndards or outcomes based
qualifications is a major goal of NQFs, as wellbesng a major way in which NQFs are
intended to achieve their goals of relevant edanadind 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 logedh. Involvement of trade unions is
an even greater difficulty, with most case studagsorting little or eratic involvement, or
problems such as unions being ‘silent partnersthasLuthanian study suggests. In some
cases researchers struggled to find union repiserg to be interviewed who could
comment on the NQFs, indicating that there had lveeplittle involvement.

In many countries, in practice the work of designioutcomes or competency
standards is outsourced to consultants. In moshede 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-baselificatbons have also been largely
abandoned. In Mexico participation in the technigedbups was quickly designated to
human resources personel. In some instances individorkers participated in technical
groups to develop standards, but not as trade urgpmesentatives. Participation of
educational and training institutions was very tedi In Sri Lanka, while some individual
employers in some sectors participate, employesrorgtions are generally not active, and
many sectors have little employer representationLithuania employers described as
reluctant to invest the required time and energBamgladesh employers are described as
reluctant to be involved, and initial activitiesvieabeen led by the ILO—orientation,
consultation, definition and essential featuredatienship to existing qualifications,
developing the proposed new structure of qualificet There is concern that in the
absence of these donor projects, the Industry sSKibuncils may not be function as
desired.

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 prepaileti@rsions of occupational standards in
the sectors of construction and hospitality. Thdidwal Qualifications Authority in its
single year of existence attempted to start theldgment of occupational standards, but,
according to the case study, stakeholders did ae¢ la clear understanding of their roles.
Similarly with regard to assessment and awardinguafifications, there is ongoing lack of
clarity about roles and responsibilities. Now, tldevelopment 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, andytiaere unable to comment on whether
the qualification levels in the framework would fitith levels in their workplaces. In
Russia although a main aim was reducing the coriplesf 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 statslar
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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 esiheaiath employers and trade unions.
Scotland is an exception as the framework is leédycational institutions, either directly
through higher educational institutions or throwgharding bodies. In some, such as Sri
Lanka, where provision of TVET has been centralitebugh the government, it is
described as inevitable that government should deigatl an initiative, but this is not seen as
contradictory with involvement of other social pets. In others, such as Lithuania, NQF
development is described as a ‘top-down regulagipproach’, where the role of social
partners may be undermined. There are cases (suRbissia) where the NQF initiative is
led by employers’ organizations or, in the caseCbfle, where a private foundation has
been a key driver. In many of the countries theretiong stakeholder support for the
NQFs, and a belief that they will achieve theirembives. However, many of the case
studies report serious difficulties as well. In soof the countries, employers and trade
unions are described as ‘passive’ or unwilling éoitvolved, and educational institutions
are described as offering ‘resistance’. These save explored further below.

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 wooidwork) in the process as one of the
strengths of the emerging Turkish qualificationnieavork. Social partners have been
represented in the general board of Vocational i@eetion Authority and this gives them
the opportunity to express their needs and prasitind 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 stakeholdershé Authority’s highest and most
important strategic decision-making organ. Thisolagment is described as enhancing the
sense of ownership and having a positive effecttiom outcomes of the system.
Interviewees from the Vocational Qualification Aathly emphasize the commitment and
consensus on NQF activities both from the induatrtg from the education and training
side. They also emphasized that the educationraiming stakeholders know what they are
supposed to do and there is consensus at the golasro) level among these stakeholders.
It is hoped that where there are differing viewsforher details, these can be discussed
and mediated through continuous dialogue.

The Turkish authorities interviewed also emphastbed industry was involved in all
key structures. Industry and world of work are esgnted by various institutions/
organizations in the General Assembly of the Vaoati Qualifications Authority. The
Confederation of Turkish Tradesmen and Craftsmere of the largest civil society
organizations having highest level of represematimth 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 amongitbh@ name a few. Members of these
institutions/ organizations are authorized to tagart in NQF-related activities
(occupational standard development) by signing gh&tocols of cooperation with the
Vocational Qualifications Authority. There are sosectors that have not been involved.
The Qualifications Authority believes this is dwelack of vision, lack of knowledge about
the concept of qualification framework, and lackedources 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 betweertigipants, 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 professiomasociations seem to be the main
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stakeholders. This is a problem for the Skills @eas well as for technical and 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 roleplayers on board. In the TeahnEducation and Training
Modernization Project (PMETyYC) governance, the eteciats of Public Education (SEP)
and of Labour and Social Welfare (STPS) particippatend an Administrative Unit was
created in SEP, called Administrative Unit of PMETQJAPMETYC). It had a Technical
Committee integrated by four under-secretaries filomee secretariats, and the heads of the
Council for Standardization and Certification ofbloar Competence (CONOCER), the
Technical Vocational Education National College (CALEP), and UAPEMETYC, as
well as a representative of National Financing tigntihe financial intermediary). Just
trying to follow the structures and acronyms in hevious sentences can make one
confused, so it is no wonder that the case studgesis that this complicated arrangement
had many problems, and led to power struggles arpengons who had similar levels in
their official positions or did not accept authgritf others, specially from other Secretaries
of State. The case study also points out that dmeneendable attempt to build a multi-
sector and multi-institutional participatory appehavas difficult to put into practice. The
role of stakeholders was not quite clear amongtiniins, organizations, and users of the
Project. In the second attempt at building a Lab@ampetence Framework, CONOCER
describes the process of convincing enterprise teae 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 consultadiveroach. There was considerable debate
about where and how stakeholder participation efulsor appropriate. In general, while
stakeholder consultation is very much valued intSdAfrica, the new structures which
have been created are not primarily stakeholderedriand there is a greater emphasis on
expertise.

In Mauritius, while some employer representatiy@sticularly those involved in the
Industry Training Advisory Committees, were postabout the processes, and felt that the
qualifications would be useful, other employers amibn 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 begaolved 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, iahds been two years!”

In Bangladesh industry is mainly not yet involvatthough attempts are being made
to involve them. A serious problem is the size # informal economy compared to the
formal. But even in the formal economy, most emplsydo not really know about the
proposed NQF. In Sri Lanka some of the newly enmgrgub-sectors such as the Catering,
Personal Services Industries, etc. have subscribethe NVQ qualifications as they
consider subscription to a national qualificatiorproves the image and recognition of the
industry. The National Construction Contractorsgksation and the Construction Chamber
through their training arms are actively engagedgiiomoting training and certification
conforming to NVQs. Most other Chambers have noively pursued a concerted and
focused program to promote NVQ among their memioerst Currently relationships built
are more with individual firms and not with employassociations. The absence of a
networking or relationship building strategy witmgloyers, and Chambers, and other
potential users (direct and indirect), is seen ksyashortcoming.
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The case studies on Bangladesh, Lithuania, Sridaahkd Turkey all argue that more
employers would become involved if more informatiwere provided, so that they could
become aware of the potential benefits. In Lithaamdustry was described as sometimes
resisting the new approach; the case study atégbiltis to ignorance, as experts who had
been involved in the design of the NQF suggest ithest not sufficiently known by the
business community. This is a problem as the pexposodel of the NQF is dependent on
an active and important role of employers and egg®e in designing qualifications,
organizing training, and conducting assessment. il&iyy 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 of if NQF are dependent onghisicipation, or they can be a tool or
process to facilitate it. The case study on Lithaaiso argues that social partnerships are
not properly conceptualized, and roles not wellugtd through, and that in many instances,
stakeholders are not fully appraised of the broautentions of government with regard to
processes and structures in which they participktather, where roles are better
conceptualized, stakeholder representatives arergment appointed. Economy branch
expert groups constituted on tripartite basis smpjualifications and provide information
on labour market demands and required competerimesver, seen as dominated by VET
schools. The case study moreover argues that tétiynatakeholders have a limited role
according to how the NQF has been designed, andhbg will be subordinate to state
institutions. One stakeholder interviewed in Lithiza said discussion on the higher
education law amendment reminded him of his youth the communist youth
organizations, where dissenting opinions were eotjited. Other people interviewed said
it was hard to find the correct balance: the ihifieocesses had a lot of dialogue but no
legal clout. Now government is pushing ahead wath In the absence of social dialogue.
Some of the stakeholders interviewed, particultndgle unions, felt that the processes so
far have been rather rushed, and have underestinadiat is involved. There is concern
that tasks are delegated to institutions that date sufficient capacity or resources, and
timelines are unrealistic. Where professional b®diee strong and where there are strong
organization in the academic community, this isnsa&® a potential strength and something
that can assist implementation of the NQF.

In Russia there is a very strong role for industy,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 Inalists 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 naméid earlier, there is a problem with
lack of coordination with other initiatives whicheaalso trying to improve or reform the
various classification or regulatory systems andimaaisms.

In some of the countries, trade unionists suppdftectreation of an NQF, hoping that
it would improve their members’ ability to accesairing, get certification for existing
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, Balritius, private sector unions are
very weak, but public sector unions are stronget #gel 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 denglap NQF, and some have felt that
new classifications may undermine collective baryg agreements. In some instances this
has led to trade unions not participating, for eplnin the tourism sector. In Sri Lanka
there is very little trade union involvement. Thssattributed by policy makers as due to
preoccupation with bread-and-butter issues, andc& bf culture of tripartism in the
country. Unions interviewed had only recently beecamvare of the NVQF, and were still
considering its potential benefits.
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The case studies do not provide detailed analygtsecextent to which there has been
an attempt to have an informed debate between tsildeys based on labour market
research, although in most of them it would apjpleatr this is very limited.

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 exampleig 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 thaicserfit funds will not be forthcoming to
make implementation possible. Some trainers clhahthe 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 becanfsehe rigidity of educational
institutions. In Turkey the Qualifications Authgriéinticipates 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 privatédensvare not interested in whether
or not learners get employed. They sell coursel agccomputer literacy courses because
there is a demand for them, or because they ayetegwovide, 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, andfpayther processes required to meet
BOTA accreditation and registration standards.eStaileges see no point in abandoning
tried and tested methods, and find the unit statsddifficult to work with and difficult to
interpret. Botswana also attributes resistance fdocators to conservatism and elitism.

In South Africa and New Zealand dissatisfactiorpadviders, particularly in higher
education in New Zealand, was a key factor leattinthe 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 coagtin 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
more power than others, and they may therefore hdifferent relationships with
gualifications frameworks and authorities.

Besides resistance from providers, in many coutieaknesses of providers is seen
as a major problem. Here, some of the studiegloitdact that TVET receives a very small
part of the total education and training budget #rat institutions have been neglected.
Facilities are an issue, as well as the capacistadf.

While some of the case studies describe educatiastifutions as ‘hindrances’, in
general they do not consider the possibility tiat ¢oncerns 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? Whiudivates people who work in
educational institutions? What types of arrangememte likely to lead to high quality
education? Should policy not be more focused orraripg or supporting education and
training institutions? These questions which policgkers and development organizations
may want to consider when designing interventions.
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Development and use of level descriptors

How are level descriptors designed, and how arg bleéng used? Are stakeholders
involved? In Scotland, where the process has bedengthy one driven by the key
institutions involved in awarding qualificationdhet official descriptors may be well
understood by these partners. The building of shéned meanings is not possible in cases
where descriptors are adopted or developed byrgsesentative 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 wassadgrable 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 desaspbould be created from them. Others that
the level descriptors needed to be the startingtp@)ualification 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 theofaan Social Fund project that
initiated work on the NQF. The descriptors needé¢oapproved by the government. In
Chile, they are being designed by experts comgrisinrepresentatives from government
agencies in th€hile Qualifiesproject, and professionals commissioned from aarsity.

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 tper@nce of the older frameworks, it
seems as if the allocation of qualifications toelevis 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
gualifications against the judgment of universitgmassion officers, unless this was
supported by government.

In Scotland, what are known as ‘the developmenttnpss’, (the Scottish
Qualifications Authority, which is responsible feecondary and vocational qualifications,
as well as higher education institutions), are easjble for placing their own qualifications
in the framework. Credit-rating is the name giveritte 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 2007 3p.The level descriptors, key instruments
in the credit-rating process, ‘give broad, genefalf meaningful indicators of the
characteristics of learning at each level. They act¢ intended to give precise or
comprehensive statements of required learningcit ksvel.’ (ibid, p.7). In Malaysia there
is an equivalency committee which decides wherngldoe qualifications. However, given
that the three sectors differentiate their différgualifications that are located at the same
level by the percentage of practical and appliedithroretical learning that is contained in
their respective qualifications, it would be difflcto use level descriptors for an exercise
such as credit rating of equivalent qualificatiaesoss two sectors.

Use of learning outcomes

As discussed earlier, in most of the frameworksamies are seen as a key tool and
are linked to many of the goals of NQFs, such aatorg transparency and ‘demand-led’
education and training systems, and others. In stares, outcomes are seen as a way of
describing qualifications that already are parttled education and training system. In
others, outcomes and competency standards areaseé¢ime basis for developing new
gualification specifications, which, it is hopedillMead to new learning programmes, and
new awards. However, the case studies in this stidg some concerns for this latter idea.
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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 designédgtandards.

In Mexico, 16 of the 128 standards generated 8% eet of total certificates; 37 per
cent of the total correspond to the level two digation. Of around 630 labour competence
technical standards registered uptil 2008, 530rwdad any assessment and certification
use. Some higher education institutions that werdracted to develop competence-based
educational materials argued that standards werglistic and there should be an analysis
of the needed learning process that precedes pexrfmes. An official interviewed in
Mexico suggested that the first attempt at intracigica Labour Competence
Standardization System had no effect on employdivat®on 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 imir, 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 Mexicalmous Competence Framework, many
of the qualifications that have been awarded haenhbinked to specific government-
funded projects or government requirements, andbasied on spontaneous or direct
requests from industry.

The design of outcomes-based qualifications in samtances 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 Zealatil uses this approach for some of the
vocational and technical qualifications on its stgl of qualifications, but South Africa has
completely moved away from it. In some countriessth qualifications cover the lower
levels of higher education, but in most of the ddes, 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 leagsgostantial changes to the framework.
Even when there are higher levels within the compet-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 qualifinatar 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 vocational educatod training makes movement to
higher education particularly difficult. In Tunistlaere is concern from stakeholders that the
proposal to place training diplomas from levelo ¥t and higher education qualifications
from levels 5 to 7, simply reproduces the existingsions.
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Legal status of NQFs

In many of the countries, formal legislation andulations are important tools to
create, manage, and govern NQFs. The existenagisfdtion may also be seen to serve as
signal to key stakeholders of the value attacheddwernment 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, dhd Qualifications Authority and other
related bodies have separate legislation. NQFs afajia and New Zealand have a
legislative base, and the NQF in Australia is mamd in various regulations and policies,
and can thus be seen as having a legislative latszestingly, the NQF in Scotland,
widely seen as one of the few successful examplas,been created through voluntary
agreement amongst the key role players, and ddesanve a legal base. In Sri Lanka and
Bangladesh, legislative changes do not so far $edma seen as necessary.

The Labour Competence Framework in Chile was legdliafter a very long process
of contestation. The NQF in Tunisia was introdutteédugh a VET law introduced in 2008.
Its design and governance has been defined thraulitree attached to this legislation. In
Lithuania, it is hoped that amendments to existegslation will give the NQF legal
status. It was mentioned in the 2007 AmendmenhefLaw on Vocational Education and
Training, through which the National QualificatioAathority was established. In so far as
the NQF exists through this law, it is a vocaticinamework 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, amdam 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. Forample, 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 acteadigting state educational standards and
accreditation requirements.

Pilots and sectoral approaches to implementation

In an ideal world, policy development would congifexploratory 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 piloted per se. The current set oé cgdies show the implementation of
NQFs to be a much less straightforward processeddud in other policy processes and
structures. In many instances it is not a policycwhs 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 educdtiamstitutions. In Scotland and
Malaysia, for example, although the formal intradlut of an NQF can be seen as a
specific moment, the NQFs are so much part of pliageeducational reforms that they
can't really be separated out. New Zealand andhSAfriica have been characterized by
reviews and ongoing changes. In Botswana theresai@® sense of an initial design phase,
followed by a capacity building phase, followed &y implementation phase, but there
were no pilotgper se and there has been no formal evaluation.

The case studies do not report attempts to pilpleémentation of NQFs. However,

there are some countries which are starting withosdéased implementation, which could
be seen as piloting. A common trend across the staskes, as discussed in Chapter Eight
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below, is success stories in specific economicosectt seems clear even with the newer
frameworks that some sectors are more likely toeggpce successes than others. For
example, in Lithuania at the time of writing theseastudy, employers in the construction

industry were trying to attract skilled workersdatherefore trying to improve wages and

promising training and further wage increases. Hastor, therefore, is seen as one in
which qualifications reform 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 i@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 198@sgth earlier donor-funded projects and
still takes an active part in relevant initiativ8is sector has a need for well-trained and
qualified workers. The Turkish Construction Indys&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 128niers, in addition to the medium and
long term investment plans of the government. INTIE8nds to expand its activities to
different stages of the process including testemgessment and certification and has a
target of properly certifying one million peoplethre sector in medium term. It is preparing
for the accreditation processes.

Tourism sector organizations in Turkey have algeriaan active part in qualification
framework-related initiatives since early 1990’ed Iby the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism. The Ministry is currently involved in oquational standard development in
cooperation with the Touristic Hotels and Invest@ssociation and the Mediterranean
Touristic Hotels Association. The Ministry has alided 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 undertakn all regions, and reflected
different sectoral segments—for example, for hatatle occupations, information from
hotels with different star ratings have been ctddcand 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 (WoBdnk) will support training activities at
the tertiary level. In Russia, different sectore &ying to develop frameworks which fit
into the 9 levels, although they are also allowel kvels. The most active sectors are
those which are new (florists and ritual servicabpse which are developing rapidly
(catering, information technologies, constructioapd 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 VET instins. It is intended that the learning
from these pilots will then be extended to the oéshe professional education and training
system. Since 2006 professional sectoral classdicahas been in process, where
qualification levels are expressed in terms of ltesaef training. Initially repertories of the
trades and competences were developed on thedbasialysis of employment.
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Policy breadth

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

In most of the countries in the study, there setenime some degree of policy breadth.
For example, the NQF in Lithuania is part of th@lementation of a modular VET training
system and linked to the introduction of the Eusop€redit Transfer System in higher
education. In Sri Lanka, the creation of new gidifons has been supported by the
establishment of the University of Vocational Teslugy (Univotec) in June 2009,
although the Univotec has been established as #ty eeparate from the traditional
University setup and has so far no alignment witlh traditional university system. In
Malaysia related policies such as a skills levy ehaworked well with the skills sub-
framework of the NQF, despite opposition from indysnd a recent reduction in the levy
from 1 to .5 per cent because of the current ecanenses. In general the money does
seem to be spent on training. T@&ile Qualifiesprogramme was a broad programme
involving upgrading of schools, training technicwachers, labour market studies,
information systems, and so on, as well as a wnitife Standardization and Certification
of Labour Competences. Its main aim was the coatitdin of the wide range of projects
and programmes on offer, and the Labour Competdr@aework was seen as a tool in
this regard.

However, the case studies did not provide clealicatbns of necessary prior
contitions, or about the appropriate broader pokeywironment. This could be partly
because of the early stage of implementation ofynadinhe 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 gemone with regard to policy
implementation. For example, in Botswana a raftpoficies in relation to vocational
education and training reform, youth policy, polity encourage entrepreneurship and
provide loans to small start ups, but none seeméxt tparticularly successful in their own
right. Similarly in Chile, the Labour Competencafework was not created in a vacuum.
The Mexican Labour Competence Framework was intedwas a component of broader
reforms, which also aimed at modernizing trainimggpammes to increase their flexibility
and relevancy on the basis of labour competenchfigaiions and stimulating demand for
competency-based training and certification to mt@mprivate sector initiative and
participation in training design and implementatitirseems that too much complexity was
created in the attempt to have policy breadth amdlve all the relevant roleplayers.

Other implementation issues

As is much discussed and reported on, the Scqitmtess 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 dbecrias 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
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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 dweand, and schooling and higher
education on the other is reflected in disagreeretween different ministries.

The Sri Lankan model is interesting because itighlip 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, tbaurses 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 &ieattacurricula and other support
materials. It is believed that this highly cenzzati approach will ensure coherent policies
and delivery mechanisms that are responsive tostnds’ and broader national social and
economic development needs.

The Turkish model, on the other hand, is voluntalgwever, it may be the case that
some ‘mandatory’ initiatives are introduced, such as, for examplequiring NQF
certification for the award of tenders in areas nghlkeealth and safety requirements are
critical. The Turkish model also builds on a prexdiistory of an Occupational Standards
notion. In some cases, there are ongoing reforaisate 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 disngthening various approaches to
assessment, yet, the NQF proposal is to remoasssssment 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 inl%mka and Russia. Clearly, many
countries feel the need for both financial and humesources in this area, and no one
interviewed argued against the value of internatiié@chnical cooperation. However, some
individuals interviewed raised potential concerdmuw 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
based on practices in other countries, without icdefit local knowledge, and the
development of shared analysis of problems anchpiatesolutions.
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Chapter 8: Impact of NQFs

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 on official evaluatiarsevaluations of projects conducted by
donor agencies. The possibility remains that evidesf 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 Scottish, New Zealand,
Australian, and South African qualifications franmts). NQFs in Botswana and
Mauritius have also been implemented for some tamé, there are some lessons available.
While the Malaysian NQF is new as a national comensive framework, it builds on
previous frameworks, and thus is drawn on to soxten¢é The Labour Competence
Frameworks in Mexico and Chile have also been udd@selopment for some time, and
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. This study, though, was widely seen asdthwand a new study is being
designed. Scotland has commissioned evaluationts édfamework, and evaluations have
been conducted in Mexico. As mentioned in Chaptey i®ne of the case studies found
information about impact evaluation strategieshalgh there are some monitoring and
evaluation strategies for some aspects of the N@Hthorities in the countries in many
cases did not have clear indicators at the startonduct baseline studies against which
evaluations could be conducted. There are fewnyf, glaces in which successes and
failures of the framework have been brought togethe clear and accessible format for
practitioners and policy makers in the countriemnteelves, or in other countries, to learn
from, even in the countries that have been impleimgMNQFs the longest.

Clearly, in any policy implementation, impact ewion is complex. NQFs, as
discussed above, aim to change education andrigasystems in a whole range of different
ways, in order to achieve desired effects. It magifficult to measure an NQF's impact on
the performance of an education and training sysiege the concepts and categories used
to measure performance may be changed by the NSgR. iWWhat 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 difficult to clearly argue whether or not a
changes in the right direction can be seen as duthé NQF or to other policy or
institutional reforms. For example the case studysootland points out that much of what
is perceived as the achievements of the ScottistF N@n be attributed not to the
framework per se, but to the series of reforms tigieceded it, and the sub-frameworks.
The case study also argues that there has alsovafenadded 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 tiwtiSh experience. To add to these
difficulties, the aims of some of the frameworke gery high level and ambitious, whereas
the frameworks themselves are rather narrowly ddfand technical.

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
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gualifications frameworks, it is necessary to hagme sense of whether they have in fact
achieved their objectives, and how. As discusse@hapter Three on methodology, this
research did not start with one single set of iaitics which could be used as evidence of
impact. This study does not make any categorieand or judgements about successes and
failures. Nonetheless, where there is little pupliavailable demonstrated evidence of
success, and where authorities were unable to peoelidence of success, this is likely to
indicate that there may not be many successegantiular area. In some cases, evidence
of problems is clear—such as where qualificationsrevnot used, or governments
instigated policy reviews because they were disad 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 Five.

Improving the communication of qualification system S

As discussed in Chapter Five, the most general gdathe introduction of a
qualifications framework is the creation of a natitty accepted single framework of
gualifications, which makes qualifications in theuatry (or educational sub-sector) easier
to understand, and avoids duplication and overfagualifications while making sure all
learning needs are covered. Most countries in tilndysseem to have made some headway
in this regard, although in all countries, the depment of a single nationally accepted
framework of qualifications is a work in progressenstantly under change and
redevelopment.

The Scottish framework can be described as the mwstessful in terms of a
framework which improves how the qualification €ystis understood. The framework is
described in the case study as having broad acuaptsithin the educational community,
and as having contributed to the development ebanmon language’. How this support is
measured is not clear, but there has been no secmntestation, 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 onlynvhe different frameworks were brought
together within a single comprehensive framewordt the 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 NQF isnsas having played some role in
controlling the proliferation of new qualification§he Australian study suggests that
bringing different education systems together single framework can improve pathways
between systems, and highlight where the problemis pathways are. The Australian
Qualifications Framework has had the most impacVBi where it has contributed to the
creation of a national VET system and national \tilifications to supersede the pre-
existing separate and disparate systems of the sigte and territory governments. There
is more contestation over the qualifications thdwese discussed in the following section.

In some countries, substantial problems have aem 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 franmely as well as the ways in which the
outcomes-based model are conceptualized. Framewoi®&suth Africa and New Zealand
failed to become nationally accepted, and had teubsstantially changed. In South Africa,
the framework was entirely changed, and all th@@ated mechanisms for determining
standards and monitoring and maintaining qualityehalso been changed. The New
Zealand framework was also substantially changedth® original model survived as part
of a broader register of qualifications, which islist of all nationally recognized
qualifications in the country. Both countries haweved from a single model for the whole
education and training system to a model with diffiees for different education and
training sectors. The framework in Botswana alse dqgparently failed to achieve national
acceptance. Although it is a government policy,egoment training colleges do not use it,
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let alone other providers. The same situation piewa Mauritius with regard to the new
outcomes-based qualifications that were designeth&VET sector.

Improving the transparency of individual qualificat ions
through learning outcomes

As discussed in Chapter Six, the main mechanisgrdate transparency in most of
the countries is the specification of learning ontes or competency statements, as well as
level descriptors. Official sets of levels have ib@eeated in all the countries, and level
descriptors in most of them, and there are corsiderexpectations about what level
descriptors can achieve. Little specific evideness fiound that level descriptors are useful
in making decisions about the location of qualifizas on the framework, or about credit
transfer, although in the Scottish case they dg aleole 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 #vatl descriptors were of no use to them. It
seems likely that if there was clear evidence alsouatessful uses of level descriptors,
researchers would have discovered it, or had ivdreo their attention, given that level
descriptors are described as such an importanuréeaif 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 whilmitiga packages are strongly
supported by employer and union industry peak lsdieachers and some providers
express more disquiet. A 2004 national review afning packages called for a ‘new
settlement’ as a way of trying to build consensusiad VET qualifications. In Malaysia,
industry is reported to be relatively happy witle thutcomes-based skills qualifications,
although the qualifications do not allow much pb#igy of movement up the education
and training ladder, because of their low level dadk of theoretical knowledge.
Interestingly, the case study points out that tkidssqualifications mainly use the ILO
Regional Model of Competency Standards rather ttren Malaysian Qualifications
Framework, which is seen as offering little to hdls 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 bappdoaches seems to necessitate very
elaborate and detailed rules and specifications.Stuth Africa, attempts to create
transparency led to so much specification thatdsteds became very narrow and very
long—and inherently untransparent. It would beidift to argue that the registers of
qualifications created in South Africa and New Zeal have created transparency, as they
are both lists of incredibly large numbers of diicditions—for example, there are 7,960
registered qualifications in South Africa, as wel 10,582 unit standards, or part
qualifications. Similarly, in the English NVQs atipts to ensure transparency led to
overspecified and narrow qualifications. SimilaryBotswana, unit standards were seen as
difficult to understand. Sri Lanka intends to pawia series of additional documents in
addition to the competency standards, includingiouia which contain specified learning
outcomes.

What follows below are more specific discussiondamrused issues in relation to the
aims which are associated with the desire for axed transparency.
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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] emtlustry bodies interviewed did not
have concrete evidence, evaluations, researchyer strongly articulated opinions that
there had been achievements in this regard.

As discussed above, the intention in many of thentréges is that once industry is
involved in developing qualifications, the standaost outcomes will be more appropriate,
more learners will get better jobs, and industri} get the skills that they require. In most
countries there issome evidence of increased involvement of employersdefining
gualifications anddentifying valuable knowledge and skills. In all countrieartjzipation
of employers in the processes of identifying skitleeds and defining outcomes and
qualifications is mixed, with more success in sareas than others. Chapter Seven also
discusses the finding that in some of the countrgsalifications and unit
standards/competency standards have been develgibethdustry involvement and have
not been used—in the sense that no institution® ldaveloped learning programmes
against them, no one has been assessed againstain@mo one has been awarded them.
They are merely qualification specifications ornofficial framework.

While in some countries the development of new ifjoations was claimed as an
achievement by the qualification authorities, idifficult to see how the development of
unused qualifications can be an achievement. Turdiest on the English NVQs as well as
the South African NQF suggest that employers saeprdfer the old qualifications, even
when industry was involved in the design of the o&&s. It seems that even where there is
dissatisfaction with existing qualifications, theyay be preferred over qualifications from
newly created authorities with no track recordMexico it is argued based on employment
patterns that the new certificates have mainlybe®n recognized by the labour market, so
certificates are artificial and low valued. Botle throductive and social sectors are said to
trust certificates from the Secretariat of Publ@uEation rather than those from the new
National Council for Standardization and Certifioatof Labour Competence, despite the
fact that industry was involved in the creatiortle# latter. New rules have been introduced
so that the Secretariat of Public Education cark lihe competence certificates, in an
attempt to promote a large-scale worker assessamahicertification process. Sri Lanka
also claims the development of new qualificatioasaa achievement—there are now 90
occupational standards, versus the previous 25faSaearly 10,000 awards have been
made against these qualifications, and it is tatyda tell whether or not the problem of
unused qualifications will occur, although the auities are 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
gualifications levels of the workforce, or led tcoma appropriate skills and knowledge
being obtained by learners. The Australian studyes that the ‘fit' between qualifications
and occupations is very loose with the exceptiomegfulated 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 Confedmn of Commerce, Industry and
Manpower (BOCCIM) argued that BOCCIM finds it diffilt to sell the idea of unit
standards to industry because few employers fieadsl to translate them into practice. In
Mexico, despite many changes and re-specificationthe design of standards, they are
seen as not transparent, and they are interpretesty different ways.

This does not mean that there are no successes progress at all. The Scottish
framework is used in some occupational and prajessiareas such as health service and
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banking, for example to give exemption from quaéifion 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 anghanizing 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 areagro¥ision. 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 tbesadary scales.

In the case of the English NVQs as well as the aienxe framework in Mexico, the
new qualifications were used in specific sectorsese ‘successes’ have been based on
strong human resource development policies in thekplace, or, in one of the English
cases, strong professional bodies which influenoalification design and maintain
examinations based assessment. However, thes@pmarits 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 mpfound the assessment against
competency-standards useful. However, it is a megasign that the Botswana
Confederation of Commerce, Industry and Manpowe©CBIM) continues to offer
courses to its member industries without accreditafrom the Botswana Training
Authority. Further, most of the few unit standavdsich have been awarded in Botswana
are generic ones (using computers and knowing a@dUAIDs) with no direct workplace
application. Employer representatives interviewbdught they were not useful, and
representatives from the Ministry of Labour in Beésia argued that there is no evidence to
suggest that investment in ‘core skills’ (eg congpuiteracy) assists individuals to find
jobs, or reduce their levels of poverty. Similarly, Mexico, Document elaboration with
computing toolsis the most awarded competence standard, followedAdvising on
housing creditChildren care in child care centre$raining course face to face providing,
and Training course designing and providing/hat the role of such ‘generic’ or ‘core’
skills are or could be in relation to employmennht an issue which this research could
explore. It is mentioned here because individualBotswana felt that the unit standards
awarded against the Botswana NQF did not have valtie labour market, and because if
NQFs and competence frameworks are to improveioekitips between education and
training provision and labour markets, it seemsrying that the competencies or unit
standards directly relating to workplace requiretseare not used, 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 apprd&aahit 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 woemd by an Industry Training
Organization, the structures designed to ensungiricahappens 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 (ie, employers had faithtia formal education system, and not the
new qualifications, despite them being so-calletligtry-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 compegitstrategy 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 to all five of the early staeuntries. In Malaysia many companies,
particularly smaller ones, prefer to employ trainedrkers or outsource than organize
training, and individual and worker demand is at&®n to be weak—the provision of
publicly funded training places, including those fedundant workers, has been met with
weak take-up.
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There is some evidence that even where industrg dlzg a strong role, industry-led
systems have mixed reactions from industry itsetfi¢h is of course very heterogenous in
all countries). For example, the case study onraliatcites research suggesting that while
those employers who use the vocational educatidntraiming system report that they are
satisfied with the results, some employers, pddity in small and medium enterprises,
find the system too complex. The Australian studgtgs research showing that employers
do not value gualifications in the same way thatYWET sector does, and indicating that
developers are “not in touch with the need of inigtis

The problem of over-specified and narrow qualifimaé was mentioned above as a
problem of lack of transparency. However, it ioasproblem 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 casaistrélia. Both Mexico and South Africa
report the recurrence of courses of dramaticaltiedaguality and standards being based on
the same outcomes were found. Of course variedtyiginot a new problem, or one that
is simple to solve; however, this issue is mentibgen that many countries hope that the
specification of clear outcomes or competenciekssilve this problem.

Credit accumulation and transfer

With regards to articulation amongst educationaljolers there is greater evidence of
success, although there are also suggestions tadifications frameworks have in fact
reduced learner mobility in some countries. In ¢oas where there have been successes,
qualifications frameworks can be seen as playingesdacilitating role in improving
pathways, although they do not replace institutimimstitution partnerships and multi-
institutional arrangements. Again, the Scottisfecgtaidy claims some successes. The NQF
is described as having introduced a common natitarvejuage’ 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 betwthe three main sub-frameworks,
although there is no clear evidence on how widebduhese tools are.

The Australian framework has to a limited extenbvled the basis for dialogue
between sectors and has been used to underpirt tiaatifer agreements and pathways.
However, the case study on Australia suggeststhi@a®AQF can be seen as entrenching
sectoral divides, because VET qualifications argpuudriven, based on Competency-
Based Training, whereas higher education qualiboat are based on academic
requirements established through shared undersgmdof syllabuses, processes of
learning, assessment, and outcomes. The governsneoncerned with the limited success
of pathways and credit-transfer, and it looks seintroduce changes to the Australian
NQF. In Botswana, the existence of a framework dotywocational education and training
is seen as making vocational education and traiewven more isolated, as there are no
clear pathways for articulation. Similarly in Rugsalthough the NQF is only just being
developed, there is concern that there will beavagrg gulf between those qualifications
operating within the NQF (mainly vocational educatamd training) and those outside of
it (secondary and higher education).

The Malaysian Qualifications Framework does noisasa allowing or facilitating
qualifications to ‘talk to each other’. The frameawmnly allows 30 per cent credit transfer
between qualifications, and the sub-framework fkitlss does not allow for any credit
transfer within the skills qualifications. Providepresentatives interviewed argued that the
epistemological and learning practices are tocedsffit for credit transfer to be possible,
and that this is exacerbated by the educationddraands of the learners. Credit transfer
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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 tugth 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 VET higher education). While
qualifications frameworksmay play some role in providing a common language and
formalizing these relationships, they cannot replatationships of trust.

Recognition of prior learning

Evidence of recognition of existing skills, knowmg] and abilities of workers and
potential workers is small scale in most of thentaes in the study. The Scottish case
study suggests that the Scottish NQF has beentossoime 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 inulaig, and in Chile and Mexico some
awards were made to workers and potential workasedbon recognizing prior learning. In
Chile worker organizations involved in pilots haa@sitive views about the experience, and
suggest that workers feel proud of certificatiobtamed. The assessments were conducted
through workplace experts, with no role for tragiimstitutions. Technical problems with
the legal status of the Labour Competence FrameWwavie meant that the certificates are
not always recognized by educational institutidnsMexico, the cost of assessment was
seen as a barrier to recognition of prior learniag,generally the most disadvantaged
people constitute the potential demand of this iservin Chile, while workers were
assessed as competent, there are legal complexitmsnd the acceptance of the
certificates.

In Botswana, standards were developed for traditidancers; a group of traditional
dancers was assessed, found competent, and giu#icais. However, it is hard to see
what advantage this gave the dancers, who weradgineorking as traditional dancers, and
were not given access to any other training or afilical programmes based on the
acquisition of these certificates. Further, thisj@ct was government-driven and funded,
and very small scale.

In Malaysia the focus is on recognition of pricaileing (RPL) for access to education
and training, and not for certification for otharrposes. While there is emphasis given to
RPL at the level of rhetoric and policy, there & concrete policies or institutional
arrangements in place. In Tunisia, an approachatmlating prior experience has been
developed, and a group of trainers, specialistd, @ofessionals has been created to put
mechanisms in place. In Russia, while there israngt emphasis on RPL routes to
qualifications in theory, so far the sectoral dfigdtions frameworks which have been
developed insist on formal education qualificaticarsd the proposed NQF also emphasizes
formal education and training routes: there is &letamaintaining links between
qualification levels and educational levels. Thes&nce of the document can be explained
by the fact that the formal education plays a $iggt role for the Russian population.
According to the Russian Law on education a leacaarget the state certificate or diploma
recognizing his/her qualification only through fleemal education.

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

The case study on Scotland suggested that theisbc@tedit and Qualifications
Framework is associated with gains with regard doeas. Other than that, the studies
provide some indirect evidence that NQFs may hadetd increased access, in so far as
there is evidence of awards based on recognitiguiof learning, as discussed above. The
Lithuanian study suggests that the NQF may noteselhat is described as one of the
current problems of access—that graduates of watatihigher education are required to
undertake ‘compensatory’ studies before they carsscMasters programmes.

The one area in which qualifications frameworksldqalay a clear role is where there
are legal regulations with regard to qualificatiomgich are demonstrably irrational—in
other words, where certain qualifications do ndbvalaccess to further learning, even
though it can be demonstrated that the individbaige the necessary skills and knowledge.
Many of the case studies cited the fact that lgarfeom technical and vocational
programmes are often unable to move to higher didumcaHowever, the studies were
unable to discover whether the problem was anrargigualification requirement, which
could be removed through a framework, or a probléth regard to the nature and quality
of the curricula of the vocational programmes, Whieould be far more difficult to solve;
researchers also did not manage to find specifideece that such problems had been
solved. In Sri Lanka, an attempted solution to thisblem is the creation of a new
university specifically for technical education.

Given that most countries cite fees, and lack sidaducation as the key problems
with regard to access, it is not clear that quadiions can play a major role in this area.
With regard to the fees, in Chile, for example,ilumtry recently, students in technical
training got very little assistance from the stabeg even today they receive less in loans
than those in higher education. This in turn le@dgnderfunded institutions, and makes it
harder for poorer youth to access training and retite labour market, and creates
disincentives for people wanting to follow techiicareers. Besides fees, the opportunity
cost of not working may be insurmountable; thispecifically mentioned in Mauritius.
With regard to the lack of basic education, casdies cited two problems: either learners
lack basic literacy and numeracy, and thereforgggte to access training programmes, or,
graduates from training programmes lack the knogéddohse that they would need in order
to access further education and training. In Badega, the designers of the NQF have
offered a solution by creating qualifications awvér levels—called ‘pre-vocational’
gualifications. However, it is not yet clear whollvdffer learning programmes that will
lead to these qualifications, and who will aware ualifications.

Quiality assurance systems and new regulatory,
assessment, and certification mechanisms

Australia and New Zealand succeeded in their aintrefiting highly marketized,
competition based VET systems, and in New Zealdmel,accreditation system created
through the outcomes-based qualification model sesh as successful in terms of leading
to the emergence of new providers. It is importanhote that both these countries are
wealthy, developed countries, with high levels ppaxtise and professional provision of
training. Also, in Australia, with its strongly maatized model, around 75 per cent of all
students and 84 per cent of provision is still tigio state colleges. It is not clear from the
case studies whether the achievement of a markettenpetition-oriented system
necessarily achieved vocational education anditgidelivery which is higher quality,
more efficient, or more equitable, and there is esorontestation on this area in the
countries. Problems are evident in Australia atrti@ment, particularly in relation to its
international student market, and the governmergeisking to tighten regulatory and
guality assurance arrangements. Malaysia, on ter tiand, seems to be achieving its aim
of introducing more regulation for its already Higiharketized system.
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Other countries have had more difficult experiencEgperiences 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 contextvebik and uneven institutions is difficult.
The South African case study argues that whilesteagion and accreditation processes are
important, they proved costly, time consuming, altishately ineffective, in the absence of
strong educational institutions and more traditiomays of attempting to ensure quality,
such as prescribed syllabuses and centrally setsssents (outside of the university
system). A more serious problem experienced intSalrica 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 alreadisted. In Mauritius, the accreditation
system is seen as stifling responsiveness withadinhg 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 specifartgbrm process has to go through
quality assurance processes which could take song even though in nearly all cases
courses do end up obtaining the necessary approval.

In Turkey, although there is confidence in the maposed systems, there are some
concerns that there are currently no institutiomsctv 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, leottcks 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 South Africa and Chile complex governance aresngnts emerged from attempts
to create quality assurance and accreditation mgstsometimes in contradiction with
existing systems. This has been flagged as a pessihcern in Russia. Another difficulty
of this type of approach, as experienced in Soditit#Aand Mexico, is that institutions and
individuals needed to be certified as competent agsessors in order to award
qualifications, but their competences had to bduawed by institutions or individuals
which had not yet been found competent, or acaddiv perform these functions. Both
countries also found that their accreditation systéended towards bureaucracy, without
real impact on educational quality. The case studfehe older frameworks suggest that it
is difficult to expect new institutions to assens aertify.

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 refomumich focused on increasing
flexibility through modularization. There is somension, though, between the flexibility
provided by modularization and the rigidity createg the greater standardization and
control involved. The countries which attempteduse unit-standards or competency-
standards to create flexibility have a mixed pieturhe system in Australia is described as
having some successes, but many difficulties anchnoontestation. The unit standards in
Botswana and South Africa were not seen as cotimidpuo flexibility. An employer
interviewed in Botswana argued that processesanambrkplace change more often than
formal standards can accommodate. In South Afrigaif standards became rigid
requirements which made educational provisionaliffi
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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 TVET qualifications had improved since tihtroduction of the NQFs. It is
possible that status has improved but evidencelds not been recorded or researched in
the countries; being a matter of perception, stistobviously not an easy thing to research.
However, it is likely that changes like greatetumfof learners into programmes previously
seen as less desirable would have been obsertbdyihad in fact occurred.

Increasing private sector financial contributions t o]
TVET

The idea in most of the countries is that throdghdreation of an NQF, industry can
be encouraged to share the cost of TVET. In thettims with older NQFs, there is little
evidence that this has happened. In nearly all ttiesn the problems and weaknesses of
TVET are attributed to systematic under-fundingisTiboks set to continue in some of the
countries—in Malaysia, for example, the focus ig®adly on higher education and
professional training, despite the fact that 80 gt 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 fifjgmew funds into the system, although
donors are providing funds for reform at a systelew@l. There are indications that new
government money may be injected into TVET in Badgkh, Chile, Sri Lanka, and
Tunisia.

International recognition and labour mobility

The case studies did not provide clear evidenampfoved international recognition
or mobility because of the existence of a qualiftaes framework. This does not mean that
no evidence exists in these countries, but thatial interviewed and official and research
documentation which was included in this study dal provide such evidence. Critical
readers of earlier drafts of this report were gggut by this and suggested that favourable
there evidence in this regard should be availablAustralia and New Zealand, but
researchers in these countries were unable toelosath evidence, despite additional
requests and attempts in this regard. The Scoftmimework is being aligned to the
European Qualifications Framework, and the othaopgean countries are directly basing
their frameworks on the European one. Whether ithiroves mobility and recognition
remain to be seen. In Lithuania some experts ire®ed 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 emgler its economic development because
more mobile skilled workers will move, thus undeming Lithuania’s workforce further.
However, a trade unionist representative intervibWad a very different opinion, arguing
that increased mobility (via the NQF or the EQF)Ivkielp employees improve their
socioeconomic status and increase their bargapomger in the field of industrial relations.

For a consideration of recent research on quadiifica and international recognition,

see the 2009 special edition Afsessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Pieet
volume 16, issue 1.
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Chapter 9: Reflections and discussion

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 particulasnty out of a particular path, as
education, training, and labour market relatiomsdereply 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 valuable to sty value education). Similarly, in
Lithuania, educational awards are very stronglidohto 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 develupwith state planning, based on the
old central planning models. There are difficulties employers to be involved in training
or supporting VET schools unless all employers ioutg it, as poaching is a concern, and
working with VET schools is an investment in tin{elowever, poaching is even more
likely to be a problem in more free market systér8smnilarly, Sri Lanka has a history of a
large public sector run economy with centralizestams.

There is a ‘chicken-and-egg’ kind of problem witdgard to stakeholders in many of
the countries: the NQF depends on the effectivaigyaation of social partners and
stakeholders. But the lack of participation of abpiartners and stakeholders is the problem
that the NQF is trying to solve. Further, the digfim of ‘stakeholders’ may be contested.
For example, the case studies of New Zealand anthSdrican show how bodies set up
to administer and develop a qualifications framdyoor sub-framework, become
stakeholders in their own right—with the accompagyivested interests. This could
explain at least partially why qualifications franarks survive in the context of reviews
and dissatisfaction from other ‘stakeholders’ aitk' players’.

In many of the countries in the study the econosydominated by the informal
economy. The need for qualifications in this cohtiexarguable. The case is sometimes
made that recognizing workers’ skills, and givihgm qualifications will help them move
to the formal economy, but this presupposes trexetlare jobs in the formal economy to
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which they can move. Many other policy intervensiamould be required in order to build
the formal economies of countries. On the othedhitie OECD (2009) argues that better
gualified individuals are more mobile and have mobkelihood of succeeding in the
informal economy than less skilled individuals.

Some of the case studies suggest that the varimssat qualifications frameworks
can be in tension with each other. In Malaysia,eieample, industry is largely happy with
the skills qualifications, but policy makers felat learners need pathways to higher levels
of skills, and that the current qualifications gpt-does not allow this. But improving
pathways between VET and higher education may lo@mflict with improving pathways
between education and training systems and theutaimarket. In Scotland, as Higher
National Diplomas became more accepted as a rouedegree, they started to lose their
character as an exit qualification leading into Eypment. This is a tension that many
countries have to face. Improving the possibilities progression from VET to higher
education is a major way of improving the esteettwihich it is held in society, and the
likelihood that learners will enroll for vocationaducation and training programmes in
countries where it is not well regarded. This ifeature of all countries, even those with
highly respected systems of vocational educatiah teeining; however, it is likely to be
particularly true for developing countries as ie ttase of South Africa. However, equally
important, or perhaps more important, may be changie conditions, remuneration, and
career paths in the working world.

Chapter Five mentions that some countries see N@Rkgays of getting employers to
contribute to the financing of training, assessmant certification. The difficulties with
employer involvement as well as lack of take up qofalifications and competency
standards is cause for concern about the likelihmiothis 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 workfofemther contradiction with regards to
financing is that while NQFs are argued to be resmgsto increase access to education and
training, they often associated with the introdorctof user fees, both for training, and for
assessment and certification.

There is an inherent tension between the desireclagssify and describe all
competences and all qualifications versus the @dsirsimplicity and transparency. Some
frameworks end up with thousands of qualificatiorsd 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 integt of many different providers. While
unit standards or competency standards are suppodedd to flexibility, in some cases
they are seen as rigid. The desire for making e programmes shorter in order to
meet short-term requirements of the labour markiets¢ribed as cost-effective quick
start/accelerated short-term employment-orientathityg 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 tducation and training system. Some
countries are trying to use NQFs as a part of dgwed) lower level artisans. This may be
in contradiction with the ‘knowledge economy’ ideand seems more related to deskilling
and subcontracting than the broad notions of imipgpskills levels in the NQF rhetoric.

Learning outcomes

Claims about the role of learning outcomes in mfog qualifications and thereby
education and training systems are at the heardévelopment of NQFs. It is useful,
therefore, to reflect on what light the studiesdsloa this matter, as well as how other
research can explain the relative successes dndefabf the frameworks in question. The
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study suggests that the problems experienced i sdrthe countries are 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 governseAnd 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 developmdetaiing programmes, for the conducting
of assessment, and for evaluating educationaltguali

Many of the current studies (as well as other stidin NQFs and competence-based
assessmeh) show that when outcomes are used in this tightneg and when very many
expectations are placed on outcomes or competdataments, 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 practickicl is regulated by performance
statements. But the specific problem within edwratand training is the structure of
educational knowledge. Researchers have also dématmts how a rigid separation of
outcomes and competences from syllabuses or learprogrammes leads to the
marginalization of educational knowledgeForcing 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 tagidging 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 pesfore

13 See for example, Wolf (1993, 1998, 2002), All&97a, 2007c), Young (2005), Lugg (2007),
Wheelahan (2008b, 2008d)

* For example, Allais (2007), Wolf (2002, 1995).
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There seems to be some acceptance that the Comp&ased Training model or a
strong outcomes-based model will not work accrdksar@as of schooling and higher
education. In  South Africa and New Zealand where \as attempted,
Ministries/Departments of education have revertedsyllabus/curriculum-type models.
However, the NVQ experience, as well as the probl&xperienced in Botswana and
Mauritius, suggest even when this approach wasirmehfto vocational education and
training it has experienced difficulties. With redao the Competency-Based Training
system in Australia, reviews have argued that thimihg packages are too detailed and
lengthy, and are not user friendly to educatord, that they have outlived their usefulness.
The Labour Competence Framework experience in @niteMexico also suggests that this
approach has experienced difficulties even for ritech more limited aim of enabling
recognition of existing skills in the workforce. Arthe Australian and Botswana studies
suggest that if this approach is used in VET artdlmrest of the system, this introduces a
new division between schooling and VET and betwégm and higher education, and that
this could further accentuate the low status oftional qualifications.

These difficulties raise questions about the pdgsis for NQFs. Can NQFs be
designed without learning outcomes? Can broadeonmsobf learning outcomes be used?
Can NQFs be developed through broad statementstodmes or competencies that avoid
the problems of the over-specified models? A femtative suggestions can be made. It
may be the case that NQFs are inherently linkeautoomes (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 forserdeed in the Scottish case study, or in
the traditions in countries such as Germany, seebetbetter. ‘Better’ here is used in the
sense that they have broad acceptance, and sdmmused. The Scottish case suggests that
outcomes can inform and aid professional judgenadtitpugh they cannot replace it. This
broad understanding of outcomes cannot, and usulfs not claim to, achieve the
specific claims about transparency of qualificagiaraimed by some NQF advocates (as
discussed in Chapter Two). This implies limitaticmswhat NQFs can achieve. In the
development NQFs the only alternative to outconregemeric descriptors of levels is for
levels of qualifications to be determined primahly accepted qualifications, and accepted
relationships among them. Of course this is a kErcaolution, and does not provide a
mechanism for resolving disputes. On the other hangractice, this approach is used to
some extent even in outcomes-based NQFs; in peadéicel descriptors and outcomes do
not replace implicit and generally accepted judgemealthough they may make it possible
to challenge these judgements. Decisions in therewert to professional judgement as
well as power relations, and perhaps emphasis redos 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 shifitwvas/is seen as ‘provider culture’ or
a ‘provider captured’ system, to a ‘user-led’ omgeetition-based, marketized system. This
can be located within broader trends in public @eeeform, such as new public
managemer’ﬁ. In some of the countries, this is based on commits 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 redrepsaligy, and democratization. With

15 For example, Strathdee (2009), Allais (2007a)llipki(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 procest 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 vocational education amghing. Here Scotland is an outlier—
although it has not been free from neo-liberaluefice, it has a stronger tradition of free
public provision of education, and its more cons@hgolitical culture may have allowed
educational providers and professionals to retaimeninfluence. Sri Lanka has a strong
government-based delivery system, but is tryinghtave it to a greater regulatory role for
government, and sees the NQF as part of an acdwlitgtenechanism.

What is common in many cases is an emphasis orfingeatate 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 managing@cts, and evaluating the performance
of contracted institutions, whether public or ptejademands enormous regulatory capacity
from the state. It may lead to many additional exses for the various players in the
education and training system. For example in latha, each school would have to
contract assessing institutions to conduct assedsfoe each training programme. In
addition, it could lead to inefficiencies and pesge consequences, such as lack of
coordination among the different systems. For examp Mexico because the criteria to
become an assessing or awarding centre are sttjinpeme are few bodies, and these
bodies charge high prices for assessment. The mdtiGouncil for Standardization and
Certification of Labour Competence would like ttasethe criteria, to widen the assessing
and certification possibilities, but there are ams about relaxing standards. Industry
representatives interviewed in Lithuania argue twmpetition between providers may be
unhealthy, and that the introduction of a marketdoacompetition-based system for its
own sake can compromise on experience and knowei@stablished bodies, implying a
big waste of financial and human resources. Fomgi@, with regard to assessment, the
Chamber of Industry feels that it has exceptioxglegience in assessment of competences
and has a regional structure which covers the cpunt

One of the difficulties with this approach is thstting 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 ingional history. Conducting meaningful
institutional quality assurance is very costly dinte-consuming, and demands high levels
of professional capacity amongst staff. In the ernhtof 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 mihd.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 guaranteeihigbity 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 achiand 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
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building quality. Poorer countries, and countriegthwweak institutions, may find
themselves in trouble if they rely on these typksiechanisms. This issue may be most
stark in TVET, where considerable infrastructurerdguired in order to ensure quality.
Models which narrowly link funding to learner ennokénts and outcomes-based
gualifications may run into difficulties, as theyaynnot enable institutions to take a long-
term perspective, or provide the necessary emphasisbuilding and developing
institutions. Although NQFs are often introducedhwihe language of ‘autonomy’ and
‘empowerment’ of TVET institutions. But ‘autonomwithout increased capacity, without
increased financial support, and with a seriese@f flaccountability’ requirements may turn
out to be rather less empowering for institutidmntis claimed, and governments may not
get the desired results.

This critique implies that it may be more useful f@orer 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 etsodvhich rely on contracts and
accountability mechanisms will solve the problerhsttthey 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 thermureport cannot do justice to. As
Stephen Ball (1998, p. 126) suggests,

... national policy making is inevitably a processhotolage: a matter of borrowing and
copying bits and pieces of ideas from elsewherawihg on and amending locally tried and
tested approaches, cannibalizing theories, resetmaids 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 gsfitie the hosts that are least resistant.
So it is with policy change in education — new ®lenove around quite quickly, but their
adoption may depend on the need any given govermnse®s itself as having. Although many
people may be infected with a given disease, thiergg can vary greatly.

As is clear from this report, as well as from aahié literature on qualifications
frameworks, policy borrowing (and perhaps sometjmesicy learning) is a major factor in
their spread. This applies both to the decisiomadopt an NQF as well as the design of
frameworks. Models, titles and formats of qualifioas, level descriptors, statements of
competence or unit standards, structures, processes sometimes entire NQFs are
‘borrowed’. The borrowing country tries to replieatvhat it saw in the original country,
sometimes adapting it, usually because officialutdeents 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, oremveasily found out, by the policy
borrower, is whether or not any of the aims of M@ in the origin country were achieved.
If some of the goals have been achieved, whasis @bt apparent from official documents
is what led to success—what were the conditionsitestts, other policies in place,
processes, and so on, in the origin country.

The English NVQs are widely seen as a problematadeh within the United
Kingdom, and have been changed many times since imeeoduction. One of the
consequences of the English NVQ model was to pespetand even accentuate a view of
vocational qualifications as inherently inferior tliose 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 continue®¢oused in some of the most recently
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developed NQFs. It may be significant to note thei@us: that the first five NQFs, and the
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 educatioresystwvith a partly shared history. But
the spread has not been limited to the Anglophonéddwas the Labour Competence
Frameworks in Chile and Mexico both were very iaflaed by the English NVQs. It also

seems possible that, paradoxically, countries witite 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 problemsns to have occurred in many of
the countries which have adopted this model. Thé&NIQ New Zealand, South Africa and
Botswana, the vocational component of the NQF iufifiais, and the Labour Competence
Frameworks in Mexico and Chile have all encountamukiderable difficulties, and all of
them have very few concrete achievements to shike. ih England, Wales, and Northern
Ireland, in all these countries, qualifications avereated, but very few used. Providers in
the main continued offering existing qualificatiomtowever, policy makers and technical
experts elsewhere, such as in Bangladesh and Skalseem to be confident that their use
of this model will overcome the problems that otbeuntries have experienced. There are,
of course, differences in how these countries dopting NQFs, as will be discussed in the
following section. For example, centrally developmdricula and assessment instruments
are an important feature of the Sri Lankan systam,opposed to the decentralized
assessment attempted through the English NVQs amnith &\frican NQF.

Often, as the case study on the English NVQs pants a policy is designed to
overcome or alleviate particular problems that havieen in a particular historical and
political context. But, when aspects of the polarg 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 borrowed 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 Scdtaimework has gained “an
almost moral authority among NQFs”. Aspects of tBeottish framework are used
(sometimes in an adapted form) around the world.\vizhwat 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 treily high employment, especially
compared to many of the developing countries whiehnow attempting to develop NQFs.
Scotland also has a small population (about 5 onjliand a relatively small and
homogenous policy community. The development of ghalifications framework was
strongly driven by educational institutions. Ledelscriptors developed by the people who
might actually use them are more likely to be &dsiand 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 offidizcuments on their own is unlikely to
replicate the Scottish successes. In countries laiter populations and greater diversity
and contestation among stakeholders and policy mattee consensus which was the basis
on which agreement on the framework was achieve8datland may be very hard to
replicate. The problem is that statements such easl |descriptors are so open to
interpretation that they can become meaninglessirimpact 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 thditguaf 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 lewd qualifying learners that they had
hoped.

It is understandable that official documents do cegtture for the outside world the
debates, conflicts, and problems experienced iin toeintry. But, from the point of view
of policy borrowing, the consequence is that thiécpdorrower often does not see the
problems. An important lesson from this researcth& things are ‘never as they seem’.
Often what is borrowed is a snapshot of a movingeta NQFs are complex, dynamic, and
evolving policy instruments. All of the older NQHmve been subject to debate and
criticism—even the relatively successful Scottisanfework has been critsized for slow
implementation and a lack of ‘teeth’. Criticismsvhded to successive policy reviews and
evaluations which relate to the qualifications feawmorks in various ways. All the older
NQFs have seen changes and developments and incam®ee 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 particifag ind the desirable goals associated with
it, and not the model as it was implemented in tizaavith all the problems, experiences,
and changes made to the model along the way. @lflmcuments 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 hogvdbalifications 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 caséen in South Africa and New Zealand.

Policy borrowing can be dangerous, especially withbe full picture in the country
that is being borrowed from, and careful considenavtf differences in contexts. While
official policy documents from all countries use tlhnguage of learning outcomes, they do
not all mean the same thing and they do not reftexdifferent 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 describedias fdeveloped’, having many
strong education and training institutions, anditgwvobust economies with relatively low
unemployment, as well as countries which are desdras poor, ‘underdeveloped’, having
weak or uneven education and training provisiom khigh unemployment. Yet, all these
countries have developed or are trying to devel@¥F8| and, as described in Chapter Five,
countries have similar goals for these framewotksthe light of these differences, the
trend of policy borrowing observed in this study $emewhat concerning. Equally
concerning is technical assistance which appearpréwide answers without careful
consideration of specific problems. For examplating down ‘standards’ in the context of
strong professional communities, who have sharatergtandings of what the required
‘standard’ is, may be very different to writing dovstandards’ in the absence of strong
professional bodies, strong education and traimsgtutions, and strong social networks.
Decentralizing educational provision where educatod training institutions are strong
and the regulatory capacity of the state is strovay have a very different effect to a
similar policy mechanism in a state with weak regmiy capacity and weak or uneven
educational provision. Decentralization and acdadidin-based systems may be
particularly seductive to poorer states, as thegmto reduce strain on the national fiscus.
However, governments and policy makers firstly needonsider what the loss may be in
terms of quality and quantity of educational prams and secondly, the additional costs
which may accompany the need for increased regylatpacity.

Chakroun (2010, forthcoming) contrasts policy bairg with policy learning The
latter, he suggests, encourages problem solvingeftettion, facilitates the involvement
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of stakeholders, and retains an emphasis on thenahtontext. 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 to borrow from them.

Different ways of seeing an NQF

This study aimed to investigate the impact and émmntation of National
Qualifications Frameworks, and yet, as is veryrcteam the short descriptions of different
countries’ ventures into the world of qualificatsoframeworks, there is no single ‘thing’
that is represented by the term ‘national qualiftces framework’. This creates difficulties
in terms of linking the claims made about qualificas frameworks with evidence of
success. Where there are successes (or problemy),cannot be linked simply to ‘a
national qualifications framework’, but need to lbeked to specific types of NQFs and
approaches to implementation.

Part of the challenge of the present study wasuestigate the various types of policy
reform that go by the name of qualifications fraroeky 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; Raffe 2009a;
Tuck, Hart, and Keevy 2004; Young 2005; Allais 2D0®ne of the Working Papers
published as an interim product of this researctaigys Raffe, and Young, ILO 2009)
specifically explores typologies of NQFs, and oh¢he products of this research may be a
further elaboration of these typologies.

For the purpose this discussion, three key objestof qualifications frameworks are
differentiated, leading to a suggested thigeesof frameworks.Typeshere is used for
analytic purposes, focusing on the key intendedureaibf changes involved in the
implementation of the qualifications framework; skeare not definitive descriptive or
prescriptive categories, and may well need conalerrevision based on further study.
The three types of frameworks are offered as a @falyying to analyze what it is the
essence of the role that NQFs are envisaged to Iplajl three 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 eoyprs, educational institutions, and the
general public. But there are differences in teafnthe nature and degree of change that it
is hoped will be introduced by these different typé frameworks is substantially different.
The actual frameworks in the study may not alhéatly into these types, and some of them
straddle the types—for example, where vocationbHsameworks seem to be similar to
one type, and the overarching comprehensive framewm another. Nonetheless, it is
hoped that the categories contribute to sharpeaniiadysis of qualifications frameworks.

The first way of understanding NQFs is as an attetopmake the relationships
between existing qualifications more explicit. Thoeus 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 intihs 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,
and/or certifying qualifications to agree amongseémselves on how their respective
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gualifications relate to each other. Here, the md&ly main actors are educational
institutions such as universities and colleges; rding or examination bodies for
gualifications in secondary, vocational, or furtbeucation; and government organizations.

A focus on qualifications based in educationalitnbns 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 particulalifjoations should be placed.

It is suggested that the Scottish Credit and Quatibns Framework (SCQF) can be
understood as exemplifying this approach. The SG@E developed by universities,
university quality assurance bodies, and the bouywlved in awarding pre-university
qualifications. The Scottish framework is the résdila long series of educational reforms
which built sub-frameworks in different sectors,vesll as building relationships between
key role players. The Malaysian NQF as a wholecaildo be seen as focused on broadly
improving relationships between educational quadiions (but excluding the framework
of skills qualifications, which exemplify a veryfflirent approach, as discussed below).
The Mauritian and Australian NQFs, in so far ag/thee comprehensive frameworks, can
also be seen as this type of framework. In bothntrs, however, the TVET sub-
frameworks adopt a very different approach, asudised further below.

NQFs with this objective are likely to be basedimremental reform, as the inherent
rationale means starting from existing qualificai@nd institutions. For example, although
a new organization, the Malaysian QualificationghAuity, 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 #&eliminnovation, 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 f\N®QF is as an attempt to make
the relationships between occupational entry rdiguia (such as those of the state or
professional bodies, which define who can and cainemter specific occupations and
professions) and qualifications more explicit. Erig occupational-based and professional
frameworks, which regulate, for example, the regmients for recognized nurses or
electricians in the workplace, tend to be complexmany countries, professions have been
more directly linked to education and training sys$ than other occupations. The idea in
introducing an NQF can be seen as an attempt tela@wne uniform set of levels which
bring the regulation of occupations and professionsthe one hand, and educational
gualifications on the other, in order to improvenhihiese qualifications are understood and
used.

This approach to the function of a qualificatiorenfiework implies more changes and
more role players than the previous one, as ateru@ made to bring together systems
which may be complex in their own right, and whweére originally designed for different
purposes. The reform may be government-driven, wved by national employer
organizations or quasi-government organization$ winployer involvement. It is more
likely to be developed in countries which have gational 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
development of curricula. It may be the case tlaintries with such a tradition are
attracted to the idea of NQFs precisely becausentbdel (as it has been developed,
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primarily in the Anglophone world) claims to achéevery precise relationships between
occupational standards and education and training.

Developing such a framework is likely to involvego#iations with trade unions and
professional bodies, as well as with educationatititions. The relative strengths and
weaknesses of trade unions, professional bodies,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 Russia, Lithuamiad Tunisia can be seen as
focused largely on bringing educational qualifioa8 and occupational regulations
together. Tunisia can be seen within this categang it may be significant here that the
NQF (CNQ) is in fact called a National Classificati of Qualifications, instead of a
National Qualifications Framework. In all three otiies, there are high hopes for the role
of level descriptors and learning outcomes in hriggeducation and training and
occupational classifications together. The ideansci® be to move toward describing both
in terms of competence.

These countries have all started developing framesvather 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 problermite 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 aurrently in use, and have legal and
other implications.

A third way of understanding the introduction of RQis as an attempt to use
independently specified outcomes or competencersits to drive a range of different
educational reforms. Although all NQFs use the terlike ‘learning outcomes’ or
‘competencies’, here the development of learningc@ues 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 assurarze ¢onducted, certificates awarded.
Learning outcomes are seen as a mechanism to adhiewalignment of qualifications (as
for the first NQF focus), but here the emphasisids 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 spemwfion 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 qualificationeensas stakeholder-driven, in many
instances but not necessarily, with a focus on strgu Qualifications are composed of
these learning outcomes, and are thus not linkedptecific educational institutions.
Competency-based training models are conceptuadysame as this notion of an NQF. In
many instances introducing an outcomes-based framkews part of introducing or
reintroducing a competency-based training approach.

This emphasis on qualifications based on learnirigaames 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 baseswérdilg qualifications, thereby
improving relationships between education and #idr market, as well as achieving
broader socio-economic goals. In theory, decisiafmmut which level to place a
qualification at are based entirely on an analg§ithe competencies or learning outcomes
comprising a particular qualification, particulars these are in fact supposed to be
designed based on the level descriptors.
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The National Vocational Qualifications in Englanére the first clear example of an
attempt to use an NQF in this manner. Many coutigve subsequently attempted to use
gualifications frameworks in this way in TVET. lhd current study, the frameworks in
Botswana, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka could be sedargely fitting within this approach
in terms of how they have been designed, as cavoitegional sub-framework in Australia,
the skills sub-framework in Malaysia, and the vawa! sub-framework in Mauritius. The
South African and New Zealand NQFs initially attéetbto use this type of approach for
all qualifications at all levels. The Turkish, G¥dh, and Mexican frameworks also fit
within this type, although initially focused on assment of workplace learning (and
training in Turkey), with only indirect attempts whange the education and training
systems. What these countries have in common istmpt to use outcomes-based
qualifications to drive reform. For example, in B&adesh, the Technical and Vocational
National Qualifications Framework includes a speaifon of pre-vocational
gualifications. The hope is that once qualificasidmave been specified, provision be
developed against them, as institutions take th@mand start offering them, thereby
increasing access to education and training.

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

Positive possibilities

As discussed above, the research found little eaeldhat NQFs have substantially
improved relationships between education and trgisiystems and labour markets. This
scope of this research did not include exploringrahtives to NQFs—there are clearly
many policy alternatives that are used and have bsed 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 mosticigd do). What the study does
suggest, though, is that there may be an unheditdhotomy created between the role of
industry versus role of educational institutioneefile seems to be a general idea in many of
the countries that educators are not in a positomevelop curricula, as they do not
understand what workplaces require. This leadfi¢oidea that industry must provide the
specifications for the ‘product’ that educationadtitutions should produce.

But all the case studies show that involvementndfistry has been problematic. An
interviewee from one of the qualifications authestcommented thatlie process means
that industry has developed the qualification.hié training provider offers it, they know
that these people will get a job because it wasedmnindustry peoplePractices, though,
seem to be different. Students, parents, and emEpynd governments value university
gualifications, and therefore by extension qualiiiens which can potentially lead to
university, and employers do not always seem taevéihe qualifications which emanate
from industry-led qualifications processes. NQFminy cases (particularly where there is
a strong outcomes or competency-based focus) aireedd to béndustry-ledpolicies. This
may be a problematic expectation, as industry appesductant to lead. Where industry
does participate, it is often not at the desiregli¢eg human resource personnel instead of
technical experts), and in many instances, the ggoof developing the standards is
subcontracted out to consultants. For example, ithuhnia, where workplace-based
assessment is officially conducted by the Chambémdustry, the VET schools argue that
in fact much of the work is delegated to them anywide Chamber mainly plays a role in
organizing and coordinating. The VET schools argilied the Chamber does not have the
expertise to design the actual assessments, bechlesek 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 ke tabarticulate what it is that they
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require, and certainly are in most instances nt# b predict what skills and knowledge
will be required in the futuf® Representatives of educational institutions inésved 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 psn one-size-fits-all approach to
education/labour market relations may permanentigiee. 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 acsaral approach, where the focus is on not
just developing qualifications, but ensuring cooeded 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 all, emphasize that trying to esirtraining issues without addressing
the nature of education and labour market strustigeinlikely to be successful. This fits
well within the ILO’s belief in the need for coondited policies, and the ETF's emphasis
on policy learning. It arguably opens a lot of protive possibilities 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 mayknotv what it will require in years to
come. In other instances, professional bodies ey gucial roles. Seeing such processes
as ongoing and developmental, rather than fixedktyuithrough standards specification,
may yield better results. The case studies show Nl@@Fs have had some success in
specific sectors. The English NVQ model is desctibs having had some successes in
some ‘niche’ areas and similar situation can ber seeMexico. In both cases, specific
human resource development policies and practicései relevant industries seem to have
made a big difference in achieving success. Themiseencouraging 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 seetpetovorking, and it is this broader
concern that makes policies like qualificationsrfeavorks 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 agtydHy 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 ciim$ of specific sectors and industries are
considered, if funding for education and trainirsyensured, 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 stromjegssional bodies, strong labour market
research, and strong trade unions, and countrielsl @@nsider policies to support all of
these. An issue for future research is the rolavadrding or certification bodies, which the
current case studies were not able to find muabrimétion on.

Financing is a key issue that NQFs bring to thdaser in most of the countries.
Except for Australia, the UK, and New Zealand, tR®Fs in this study have been

16 See Wolf (2002) for a useful elaboration of thiskgem.
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developed with donor financing and support (thik priesumably not apply to many of the
European countries which are now in the procesdefeloping NQFs). Improving
vocational education and training in most of theurddes will clearly require clear
investments in institutions—not just policies whiekpect them to do more with less, or
believe that simple competition will drive up quwali Working with institutions to
strengthen them is clearly important. Ensuring teatners can afford to access education
and training, not just in terms of fees, but inmsrof lost income in the case of poorer
people, may be something else that countries doules more attention on. What may be a
useful focus, then, for future research, is findivigble mechanisms and systems to
evaluate quality of provision, ensure that accessjuitable, and so on.

This report has presented some insights into whatcies have experienced in their
attempts to introduce qualifications frameworksislby no means definitive, and raises a
good many more questions for further empirical aese and innovative policies..
Nonetheless, the information and analysis will Holhe be of use to governments,
employer organizations, trade unions, and eduddtiomstitutions involved in education
and training reform. And other researchers maytie @ pursue further some of the many
guestions which are raised by this research, ai sleav and different light on the issues
raised by it. The research suggests that whatyisikearticular 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 instrunsefar reform. Countries that have been
most successful have been those which have tréhéedevelopment of frameworks as
complementary to improving institutional capabilither than as a substitute for it or as a
way of re-shaping institutions, and have seen onésoof qualifications and programmes
leading to them as intimately related rather thegrasable.
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