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Foreword

According to an ILO survey, some 70 countries are¢hie process of developing or
implementing some kind of a qualifications framekvoA framework is intended to
improve understanding of qualifications (degreesrtificates, or recognition of
experiential-based learning) in terms of the infation they convey to an employer about
prospective workers’ competencies. Frameworks ds® antended to explain how
qualifications relate to each other and thus cardmbined to build pathways within and
across occupations and education and training rsedftany countries are trying to improve
the relevance, quality and flexibility of their ezdition and training systems, and many of
them are looking to qualification frameworks asoaltfor bringing about this reform.
Development of national qualification frameworks@Rs) are also motivated by the
emergence of regional frameworks, such as in Euaspie the Caribbean, which aim to
help employers and institutions of higher educati@tognize the equivalency of
qualifications earned in different countries. Witiese goals in mind, the development of
NQFs has been widely supported by multilateral lzitederal agencies.

However, very little has been documented aboueffextiveness of NQFs in bringing
about change in skills development systems or abloeit actual use by employers,
workers, and training providers. In 2009, the ILSkills and Employability Department
launched its Qualifications Framework Research detojto study the impact and
implementation of NQFs in developing countries &dphfill this knowledge gap and to be
able to provide more evidence-based advice to meSiates.

The research programme, comprising some 16 cowaisg studies and a review of
academic literature on the NQFs, provides an iateynal comparison of the design and
purpose of NQFs in developing countries and an eoapbianalysis of their use and impact
based on the experience of those involved in tbesign and use. The study aims to
understand to what extent establishing an NQFed#st strategy for achieving a country’s
desired policy objectives, what approaches to fjcalions frameworks and their
implementation are most appropriate in which castexd for which purposes, what level
of resources (human and other) and what complimgmialicies might be required to
achieve the policy objectives associated with thema, what might be a realistic assessment
of the likely outcomes.

This paper is one of five case studies conductguhesof the research and appears as
a chapter in Employment Working Paper No. 45 dan®009, Learning from the first
qualifications frameworkswhich consisted of: Chapter 1 on the National atmnal
Qualifications in England, Northern Ireland and ‘@&l written by Professor Michael
Young (Emeritus Professor at the Institute of Ediooa University of London); Chapter 2
on the NQF in Scotland, written by David Raffe (l@essor of Sociology of Education,
University of Edinburgh); Chapter 3 on the NQF ineWw Zealand, written by
Dr. Rob Strathdee (Head of School of Education dyoland Implementation at the
University of Wellington); Chapter 4, written by ésga Wheelahan (Senior Lecturer in
Adult and Vocational Education, Griffith Universjty and Chapter 5, written by
Stephanie Allais (now postdoctoral fellow at theivénsity of Edinburgh). A companion
Working Paper (No. 44) (Allais et al. 200esearching NQFs: Some conceptual issues
addresses some of the fundamental conceptual issudged in research on NQFs in order
to broaden the debate about their role in skillsteaps. A full analysis of the new case
studies and the policy lessons derived from thens wablished in 2010 aJhe
implementation and impact of National Qualificatsoframeworks: Report of a study in 16
countries which, along with other background reports andlipations, can be found on the
Skills and Employability Department website’s thewie ILO research programme on



implementation and impact of NQFs at: http://wwaudirg/skills/what/projects/lang--
en/WCMS_126588/index.htm.

As a Research Associate in the Skills and EmpldgpbDepartment in 2009,
Dr. Stephanie Allais has led the development of deearch and overseen the country
studies. Professor Michael Young has served arseesearch advisor, and Professor
David Raffe gave advice and support to the projébe research programme has been
carried out in cooperation with the European TragnFoundation. | would also like to
thank Jo-Ann Bakker for preparing the manuscripipiablication.

Christine Evans-Klock
Director
Skills and Employability Department



Acronyms and abbreviations

GIF
ITF
ITOs
NCEA
NQFs
NZQA
PCET
QCA
TEAC
TEC

Growth and Innovation Framework

Industry Training Federation

Industry Training Organisations

National Certificate of Educational Achievement
national qualifications frameworks

New Zealand Qualifications Authority

Post Compulsory Education and Training
Qualifications and Curriculum Authority

Tertiary Education Advisory Commission
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The implementation and impact of the
New Zealand NQF

1.

Introduction

This paper outlines some of the major factors legdb the introduction of
the New Zealand NQF. It also describes the NQFs$giie outlines changes that
were introduced following its introduction in 199%nd explores its impact to
date.

The New Zealand case is potentially interestinghasagency responsible
for the implementation of the NQF, the New Zeal&pdhlifications Authority
(NZQA), attempted to introduce a unified qualificats framework. The idea
was thatall forms of education and training that were fundedHhsy State (and
those that were not) would adopt a common systemezsuring and recording
learning. It was argued that this would createaardess system of education and
training. Accordingly, learners would be able to wmowith ease between
different providers of education and training asythbuilt their human capital.
However, as described more fully throughout thipgraa number of factors
conspired against the NZQA as it attempted to implet its original vision,
including resistance from universities and fromeotgroups and individuals. It is
also reasonable to assert that the NQF gainedigadlitraction for its more
ambitious proposal during a period when New Zealavas undertaking
widespread and rapid reform of many different aspeaf public policy.
Subsequent administrations, which had differenecbjes, were less supportive
of the NZQA's original vision.

Assessing the impact of the NQF with precisionasalways easy. In terms
of the academic literature, much of what existsleadescribed as critical policy
studies. This literature is primarily concerned hwiiising critical questions
about the NQF, rather than providing firm empiriGaiswers to important
questions (e.g. Black 2001; Irwin et al. 1995; doréind Strathdee 2001; QCA
2005; Roberts 1997; Robson 1994; Sako 1999; Seatl2d03, 2004, 2005a,
2006). However, as described in more detail beltvere exist a growing
number of empirical research papers that have pablished on the impact of
the NQF.

Structure of the paper

Section 2 describes the New Zealand context. Se8tidevotes attention to
describing the NZQA's vision for the reform. Seatid then describes the
implementation of the NQF, highlighting changed teve been introduced over
time. Although it may have started out as a reddyivsimple reform,
accommodations and modifications mean that theenuQF is very different
to that envisaged in the 1980s.



2.

New Zealand’s social, political and economic
context

New Zealand is a small country in the South Pacifi€ population is
slightly over four million (the third lowest in th@ECD) and it has the fourth
smallest economy of the 30 OECD countries (largaty athan Iceland,
Luxembourg and the Slovak Republic). New Zealapdfsulation is projected to
grow from 4.06 million in 2004 to 4.73 million ir026 and 5.05 million in 2051
(Statistics New Zealand 2005). The majority of N&galanders are of European
descent. However, a significant proportion of thapuydation is Mori (New
Zealand'’s indigenous people) and Pasifika (immitgdmom the Pacific Islands).
The proportion of the population that is ofitMi and Pasifika descent is likely to
increase, leading to even greater ethnic diveisityew Zealand; the European
sector of the population is therefore predictetatbfrom 79 per cent in 2001 to
70 per cent in 2021.

The dominant language in New Zealand is Englishjrbtecent years there
has been a concerted effort to increase the nuofbgeakers ofe reo Miori.
There is a vibrant network of schools where thenntanguage of instruction is
te reo Mzori, and a bilingual television station has been laedc

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given its small size, NeaalZnd operates under a
unicameral political system and this has meant thatGovernment has been
able to make changes with ease. However, the mttomh of a system of
proportional representation has served to limitahaity of governments to act
without consultation with other political parties.

The political landscape is dominated by two maimties: the National
Party and the Labour Party. The National Party bancompared to the
Conservative Party in England. Like the Consereaffarty, the National Party
has continued to support neo-liberal and neo-comfige values (that is,
committed to creating a small strong State thapsup free markets). However,
the recently-elected National Government shows ssigh adopting a more
centrist position. By contrast, the Labour Parthjclk apart from a period when
it was captured by the New Right (see below fothferr detail), has remained
social democratic in orientation. As noted abolie,ibtroduction of proportional
representation has increased the power of mindiepato influence decision
making through forming coalition governments. Thldfwing table is designed
to aid readers’ understanding of the position dfedent governments towards
the NQF. (Note: This table needs to be read inwuntjon with the material that
follows.)



Table 1.

Governments of New Zealand and the NQF

Period

Name Orientation

Contribution to the NQF

1984 -
1990

1990 -
1999

1999 -
2008

2008

Labour Neo-liberal/Neo-
Governments Conservative

National Neo-liberal/Neo-
Governments Conservative

Labour-led Modern Social
Governments Democratic

National-led Pragmatic, but
Administration supportive of
free enterprise

Enacted legislation to establish original vision of NQF.

Created markets in education and training by allowing
private providers of training greater access to State
funds.

Pushed ahead with the creation markets in education
and training.

Would not force all providers to adopt original vision of
NQF.

Believed that traditional examination system should be
preserved. As a result:

= old examination systems remained and
operated along NQF (e.g., the School
Certificate and University Entrance
examinations)

= universities remained separate from NQF

Introduced ‘broadened’ NQF. As a result:

= new qualification for senior school students
introduced (National Certificate of Educational
Achievement, which is offered at levels 1 to 3 of
the NQF)

= introduced Scholarship qualification for brightest
secondary school students (offered at level 4)

= achievement standards introduced in ‘academic
areas’ of school

=  created register of quality assured qualifications
— ALL qualifications that receive State funding
must be registered. However, registration falls
well short of the vision of the NQF.

Argued market-led training system had failed, but
supportive of NQF.

Moved to ‘investment approach’ in which Government
purchased training outcomes rather than allowed
‘market forces’ to determine outcomes.

Unclear, but unlikely to change NQF. Most change will
be to curb costs by reducing provision of sub-degree
training (for example, this which occurs at sub-degree
level in Adult and Community Education). Signaled a
move away from the previous administration’s
‘investment approach’.

Because New Zealand is a small, isolated countti wilow population
density, it is heavily dependent for its economiogpess on exports. During the
1960s and early 1970s, high export prices for aljp@l produce delivered to New
Zealanders a relatively high standard of livingtl#g time, it was generally possible
for young people to leave school at the earliessipte moment and gain relatively
good jobs. However, from the mid-1970s, returnsnfegriculture declined (though
the recent boom in dairy prices is a notable ei@epd this trend). As a result, from
the late 1970s New Zealand's unemployment ratéhemumber of unemployed



persons expressed as a percentage of the laboar fiocreased peaking at 11 per
cent in 1992. As is usually the case, unemploymed particularly high amongst

those most vulnerable, i.e., youth and ethnic rtieer In the early 1980s, New

Zealand had an unemployment rate of about 17 p#rfoe young people aged

between 15 and 19 years. More recently, high ecangrawth (and other changes

in social welfare) led to full employment and skitlortages (though unemployment
is currently on the rise once mote).

Over time, the areas of the labour market in whilew Zealanders work
have changed. Perhaps the most important chare iscrease in the size of
the service sector. In the past, the majority ofwNéealanders worked in
industries related to agriculture. While, agrictdturemains important, new
sectors have assumed increased importance (for pdxarfinance, tourism,
health services, and other service sector occupsgtio

In an attempt to help individuals meet the demdondsiew forms of skill,
successive governments have invested in skill dpweént and learning (of
which the NQF is an important component). Howewahile successive
governments have each been committed to skill dpweént, they differ in how
they believe the NQF can contribute to this. Far-ligeral interests, the value of
the NQF is that it created a market in educatiash tagining in which the voice
of employers was increased. For example, througiows mechanisms, the
skills required by employers are, in theory, betientified (Strathdee 2003).

The bulk of accredited learning occurs in New Zedls compulsory
schooling sector (schooling is compulsory and breeveen the ages of 5 and 16
years, although the Minister of Education has tbevgr to allow students to
leave school earlier than this), and in New Zedknthjor providers of tertiary
education. In 2007, about 5 per cent (2,834) oflestis left the compulsory
school sector with few or no qualifications (Newalknd Ministry of Education
2007a), and 1,930 students left with early exemgti@bid. 2007b). Exemptions
are usually only granted where there is evidenaettie young person is moving
on to other accredited training, for example, aprapticeship.

The performance of New Zealanders academically irsri@igh compared
to other OECD nations. However, there continuesbéoconcern about the
achievement of some groups in society. For exantigle,many other western
nations, the Government of New Zealand is conceateulit the low levels of
literacy skills held by individuals in school andthe workforce. Also, at a post-
school level, New Zealand performed poorly compaéoesther OECD nations. For
example, results of the 1997 International Adutietacy Survey (ibid. 1999) showed
that only about 20 per cent of New Zealanders wpggating at a highly-effective
level of literacy and able to manage abstract quscand employ specialized
knowledge in interpreting information. However, iagernational experience has
shown, lower levels of literacy were found to beamtrated with ethnic minority

L All figures produced by Statistics New Zealandpftttvww.stats.govt.nz/products-and-
services/table-builder/table-builder-labour-markish [10 June 2009].



groups and the unemployed. To help reverse trésGibvernment introduced the
Adult Literacy and Numeracy Strategy.

When considering these comments, it is importanietoember that New
Zealand has produced some of the highest literat®s for OECD nations. For
example, New Zealand 15 year-old students performeed strongly in reading
literacy in the PISA (Programme for Internationatident Assessment) 2000
assessment (Sturrock and May 2002).

3. The original vision for the NQF

As was the case in many other nations, the NQFthasimediate origins
in the political and economic crisis that was mestifin the rise of neo-liberalism
as an approach to political and economic manageime¢he 1980s. In the 1980s
and 1990s in New Zealand (and earlier in otherona), there was significant
economic restructuring and moves towards a lesdatgl economy. These
moves were designed to improve efficiency and ptemsaterprise.

Although it is not widely understood, the introdoat of the NQF was an
important part of a broader neo-liberal policy @ to New Zealand's
economic problems of the 1980s. This response fexpdession in a series of
reports that identified a need to improve compatditess in global markets; a
need to reduce educational inequality; a need ¢éatera modern education
system that would encourage lifelong learning; ameed to increase skill levels
in the labour force. As part of the overall strgtdgwas argued that all forms of
knowledge were of equal value and that distinctibesween academic and
vocational knowledge reflected outdated class-baseplidices. Indeed, it was
argued that markets are best placed to determmealue of knowledge. If the
nature of the labour market has changed, then r@diogpto social democrats,
what is taught in New Zealand’s educational insttus and how this learning is
assessed should also change (Strathdee 2005b).

The NQF was designed to achieve this change. Thes\QF was deemed
necessary to increase participation, create eotifellearning culture, increase
overall levels of achievement, and align the statugocational and academic
learning (NZQA 1991). In effect, where previouslydueational policy
intervention was designed to push learners outlo€ation and training and into
work as quickly as possible, proponents of the N@med that obtaining and
retaining a place in the post-Fordist economy {gh lwage/high skill economy)
required that learners remain in education anditrgifor longer periods to learn
different skills.

However, improving the integrative function of edtion also required that
assessment practices change from merely rankingeiessaagainst one another to
telling employers what students can actually dofémer Director-General of
Education, Bill Renwick stated in relation to sedary school education in New
Zealand:

2 Seehttp://www.tki.org.nz/r/literacy _numeracy/litnumrat e.php [10 June 2009].




The function of education of sorting and gradingnisch less central to the
educational responsibilities of teachers than its vea generation ago. Public
education is now looked upon less as a scarce cdityrto be rationed and more
as a service which all members of the public wiled to make use of in various
ways at different points in their lives and for mpareasons. ... If the renewed
interest in education for working life has done d¢miag it has directed attention to
the inadequacies of School Certificate and UnitgrEintrance result cards as
providers of useful information about potential éoyees. Employers now want to
know more about a prospective employee than thenigxdion result card can tell
them. (Renwick 1981, p. 10)

Poor information flows are also believed to havatgbuted to credential
inflation, particularly during periods of high unployment. This has occurred
because credentials have tended to serve as ssmlgletion devices rather than
indicating exactly what skills potential recruitave obtained. In addition, the
NZQA argued that the lack of useful information weed the level of trust
employers had in educational qualifications. Onsulteis that employers
demanded credentials far beyond those that wersgary for particular jobs in
the hope that recruits would have the actual siiky want (Strathdee, 2005b).
To improve the provision of information, the NZQAoposed providing all
learners with an individual record of their leagirwhich would show clearly
what learners had achieved and could do.

Finally, as the argument of the day went, studetis did not perform well
in one-off, norm-referenced examinations were sedre locked into assessment
systems which promoted their failure. This contidolito educational inequality
of opportunity:

... when secondary education became the rightl chdfiren in New Zealand
the present system was seen as a means of ensgquality of opportunity,
irrespective of background. The system was meabetéair to all. It was argued
that any child born with ability would succeed. Orifinately, experience has
shown children do not have equal opportunity. Ratass, and income are more
likely to determine success than innate ability.e TBmphasis on written
examinations has ... meant that ability has beeogrised only within a narrow
range of intellectual skills. Practical and creatiskills, for example, go
unrecognised in such a system. (Hood 1986)

The unstated assumption with the then assessmestensy— norm-
referenced assessment — according to NZQA's foRnéicy and Development
Manager, Alan Barker (Barker 1995), is that onlynsopeople can learn. In
order to adequately prepare all learners for theashels of the post-industrial
economy, and maintain economic competitivenesshim face of increased
globalization of the world economy, it is thought e vital that all learners,
regardless of their social-class, race or gendernl new skills and develop a
love for lifelong learning.

However, it is not only new forms of assessing aadording learning
which were required to meet the challenges posethdynew’ economy; new
forms of curriculum were also required. Here thairoslwas that the curriculum
had not kept pace with changing demands in theulab@rket. One reason for
the mismatch between the skills demanded by em@ayed those provided by
schools was that traditional approaches to cunioutievelopment evolved from
social democratic models which involved a wide mof groups — employers,
teachers, state officials and others who all hadnéerest in such matters —
collectively deciding what constituted valuable YWwhedge (Jesson 1995).
However, rapid and recent technological change teaulered this method



impotent as it limited the ability of educationagiseems to respond quickly to
technological change.

According to David Hood (1986), who went on to he¢lad New Zealand
Qualifications Authority, the answer to these artleo goals lay in State
intervention designed to extend internal assessamhtncrease the involvement
of employers in curriculum development. At the tithere existed the political
will in New Zealand to work towards these ends, enti987, a Board of Studies
was established by the then Labour Government aleant legislation was
enacted to enable the Board to extend internakassnt to other areas of the
schooling system. This allowed policy-makers to ibegonsultation with
interested parties and to begin formulating thelireg changes.

However, the political circumstances were changidthough Labour was
re-elected in 1987 (having been elected to offitcehe 1984 election), by this
stage the administration of education was dramtidédferent and consultation
came to be seen as a way of deferring importansides. Indeed, interested
groups such as teachers were increasingly conslidereave "captured" policy-
making. As a result, the Board was seen to sergerterests of those on it.
Similarly, the view that the debate over assessnséould be expanded to
include the tertiary sector emerged and this regua broader focus. The Board
of Studies was abolished soon after it was estadigSelwood 1991).

It is important to note at this juncture that umsigsingly, given its small
size, New Zealand operates under a unicameraigablgystem. Up until 1996,
election to office was determined using a ‘firstsippghe post’ system. This
increased political stability because political tiger were able to establish with
ease majorities in the House of Representatives Adlps explain why New
Zealand governments have been able to advancen®ftirat are radical. For
example, it is widely acknowledged that New Zealandersion of neo-
liberalism went much further than such movementewhere. Although it
remains a question for further empirical invesimat arguably the same factor
lies behind the attempt to introduce a unitary famrk. In the absence of
effective systems of political opposition, govermtzein New Zealand were able
to make decisions without compromise (Palmer 1978).response to the
perceived misuse of power (particularly that whieth to the introduction of the
New Zealand experiment (or New Zealand's radicapliagtion of neo-
liberalism) (Kelsey 1997), in 1996, a system ofgamtional representation was
introduced. As a result, most governments now mile&oalition with minor
parties and it is more difficult for administrat®to act with impunity.

The NQF was set up by the Labour Government undetiéh 253 of the
July 1990 Education Amendment Act, and, as notsdyrigins are in a series of
educational reviews and reports which date welkbato the 1970s. The most
influential of these was thReport of the Working Group on Post Compulsory
Education and TrainingHawke 1988). In his report to the Cabinet SoEigiity
Committee, the convenor, Gary Hawke, stated thAlew Zealand’'s post
compulsory education and training system, like ofiats of our society, could
contribute more to both economic efficiency andacequity”. (ibid., p. 6)

This paperrecommended the establishment of a centralized atiduel
authority designed to bring together a range dfirdis educational bodies. The
report also suggested the creation of a seamlassatioh system. The key
recommendations in relation to the NQF were:



that PCETPost Compulsory Education and Training) shoulddbermed in
line with improvements in the public sector finameanagement such as greater
provider accountability and greater user pays.

that a system of national qualifications be essfigld with an across the
portfolio approach to qualifications which wouldhéo reduce barriers to
access and movement between institutions (idem).

The Report of the Working Group on Post Compulsory BEtan and
Training (1988) provided the basis for the publicationLefairning for life(New
Zealand Office of the Minister of Education 1988garning for life was a
statement of the Government’s intent in the arepost-compulsory education.
After a number of working groups had discussed r@sgonded td.earning for
life, the Government released some of its policy demssregarding reform of
post-compulsory education. These were reportdaearning for life: Two(ibid.
1990). Essentially, the education system was seebettoo fragmented and
inefficient. Reflecting the language of neo-lib&al, which dominated policy
directives at the time, one reason offered is that system was seen to be
governed by rules and regulations that confused famstrated consumers.
According to official accounts, this meant that #hestem was vulnerable to
pressure group politics and created few incentigegducational institutions to
manage their resources efficiently. It was alsondeelead to institutions being
slow to respond to changing demand within the lalmarket for workers with
particular skills.

To improve participation and achievement, the Gowent wanted to make
education more accessible. This, it suggestedddoeilachieved by reducing the
selective function of education. At the same tithe, Government signalled that
there were important reasons why it should contiteefund post-school
education, but that there was also a need to deeelyoader base of funding. In
other words, learners were required to make a greantribution to the cost of
their education.

The desire to achieve these aims provided the xbfdethe development
of the NZQA. It was assigned the function of intetpng and implementing the
original legislation. One of its principal functisrwas to develop a framework
for national qualifications in secondary schoold anpost-school education and
training in which:

All qualifications (including pre-vocational cousseprovided under the
Access Training Scheme) have a purpose and aomdaip to each other that
students and the public can understand; and tlei® fiexible system for the
gaining of qualifications with recognition of compacy already achieved.
(Government of New Zealand 1995, p. 242)

As noted, in contrast to the approach adopted Imerohations, in the
original vision the NQF was designed to replattexisting qualifications with a
series of new certificates, diplomas, and degmeggstered at various levels on a
unified qualifications framework. In order to metttese goals, the NZQA
decided to overhaul assessment practices by demgloptandards-based
assessment as a replacement for all other forrassafssment. A major feature of
standards-based assessment is that responsibilias$essing learning outcomes
is devolved away from central bodies over to teetand others who must
assess whether or not learners have met predetatri@wels of achievement. In
the past, norm-referenced national examinations ewesstablished and
administered by central bodies such as the Ministrizducation and the Vice



Chancellors’ Committee. However, under the NQFjnégally conceived and
developed, the NZQA was to oversee all assessmawtiges. This included
accrediting providers, registering all qualificat® on one framework and
ensuring that systems of moderation (to ensure ist@mey in assessor
judgements) were in place and were effective.

The NQF was designed to promote the developmenta afinodular
curriculum based on units of learning (unit staddarTo create these units, the
NQZA established a number of bodies to set stasdiawcll areas of learning.
These were known as National Standard Bodies (N&Bx) included Industry
Training Organisations (ITOs)).

Unit standards are perceived as a collection ofigtermined, clearly-
defined learning outcomes. They are establishedparticular level of the NQF
and are published by the NZQA. They are a meastileaoning that allow
combinations to assist in the creation of divensa&li€ications.

Closely related to the NQF was the Industry Tran8trategy, introduced
in 1992. It aimed to lift the quantity and quality workplace learning. The
Strategy provided the process for industry to aintthe development,
implementation and management of industry traigiragrammes, including the
setting of skill standards (which are registeredhenNQF and set by ITOs).

Most of the training overseen by ITOs is at level® 4 of the NQF. ITOs
do not necessarily provide training themselves, imatke arrangements for
workplace assessment and off-job delivery of trajnisuch as purchase of
training at an institute of technology or polytechror private training
establishment (and they set the standards of amient required to gain unit
standards and, ultimately, whole qualifications).

It was intended that ITOs would represent diretitly needs and wishes of
the employers for whom they act. Thus, the aim thas$ the development of
learning outcomes (and the related standards aéamtnent) would be driven by
those who use the skills produced by the New Zealadustry training system —
namely, employers. Once learning outcomes aretezgs any provider who
has been quality assured, can offer training inaifea. Thus, through specifying
standards, ITOs have the ability to help drive thevelopment of national
curricula.

ITOs and other National Standards Bodies (NSBs)ewalso given
responsibility for developing complete qualificatgy while the providers of
qualifications — the schools, polytechnics and o#dcational institutions (and
tutors working in workplaces) — had ownership oé ttlelivery or teaching
methods. Unit standards were designed so thatwhegd in size depending on
the amount of work needed to complete them anderg subsequently placed
on the NQF at varying levels depending on theifialiity. There were eight
levels of learning on the original NQF:

National Certificates are awarded at levels 1 to 4;
National Diplomas are awarded at levels 5 and 6;

Undergraduate degrees are awarded at level 7;

Other degrees and higher certificates are awardedel 8.



While theoretically there is no minimum standardlével 1 unit standards,
these are thought to equate to an average abiigy Y1 student (about 15 years
old).

The original vision promoted the view of a seamledscation system with
students gaining qualifications from a variety od\yaders. For secondary school
students, enacting this vision to its fullest ireglithat schools would lose their
custodial function. In addition to the nationaltfarates designed by industry, it
was envisaged that school students would studyrttsmaational certificates of
educational achievement (although the preciseldetare not provided).

As will be outlined in more detail and criticallwauated below, the
official view of New Zealand’'s NQF was thatwould achieve the following
aims:
to create a single, coordinated framework of gigalifons;

to provide a consistent basis for the recognitibaducational achievement
wherever that achievement occurs;

to extend recognition to a wide range of achievdamsen

to encourage the integration of ‘academic skillghvapplied skills, and to bring
together theory and practice;

to enable and encourage diversity among providegsglacation and training,
and to recognize academic freedom;

to reform assessment practices in education aindnga

to raise progressively the standards of educatiackievement;
to shift the practice of teaching to student-caehtearning;

to provide quality assurance for qualifications;

to enable qualifications to evolve and develop;

to recognize the principles of the Treaty of Waifian

to provide a rational system of nomenclature falifjgations;
to provide a system of credit accumulation andstiem

to enable qualifications that are flexible;

to encourage a wider range of educational settizgd;

to provide incentives to increase individual antlembive investment in
education and training. (NZQA 1996)

Even accounting for the fact that this is the @dfiziew, it is an impressive
list of promises. At the time, the NZQA had adopted activist approach in
which it was trying to revolutionize New Zealandslucation and training
sector. And, as noted, it was introduced duringrod when the dominant view
in Government was that policy changes in all areseded to be made swiftly —
something that was possible under New Zealand'®sysf government of the
day.

One of the difficulties was that many of these aremmained visions, which
were primarily used to ‘sell’ the NQF to the comrityn Many were not
buttressed by concrete strategies, or funding ribe¢alaealize them. Also the
election of a National administration (i.e., conagive) in 1990 indicated that the
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political terrain was changing. As detailed in tigxt section, this led to a number of
problems for the NZQA.

Implementing the NQF

The NQF was launched in 1991. However, it did a&etlong before it ran
into difficulty. Looking first at vocational areas progress was made in some
areas (but not all) in developing unit standard$ erating new qualifications.
In someareas NQF qualifications were taking hold; howewermany others
they struggled to win the hearts and minds of udgased on NQF figures, the
Industry Training Federation (ITF) (2006) reportets growth in the numbers of
registered trainees (from 81,343 in 2001 to 161j678005) as confirmation of
industry training achievements. In other evidenttee Tertiary Education
Commission (TEC) records that industry training lgadwn substantially from
16,711 trainees in 1992 to 176,064 in 2006 (TEC620M part, this increase
reflected the impact of new interventions such tes Modern Apprenticeship
Scheme. This was introduced in 2002 by a Laboure@owent, which had
reinvented itself as a modern social democraticiaidtration, partly in response
to concerns that the Industry Training Strategglitasas not having the desired
impact. It is also possible that it took longerrnthexpected for the market-led
industry training system to vyield its full effe¢iowever, as was the case in the
United Kingdom, despite being ‘employer-led’ thevas little solid evidence
early on that employers as a group were embrachng new training
arrangements (and, hence, the need for the newgtmeat Approach, which is
described below). For example, one report arguatiegimployers appeared to be
‘ambivalent' about the NQF in general, and ITOgarticular (Long et al. 2000).
At the time, less than 10 per cent of young peagled 15 to 19 years received
training linked to the NQF (hence, the introductairthe modern apprenticeship
scheme). In contrast, 35 per cent of those agegea®s and over received
training. The amount of training varied markedlyass different industries in
New Zealand. Although the figures are dated, apprately 30 per cent of
trainees were in the Building Services and ContractiTOs whilst other
industries were not represented at all (New Zealaffite of the Prime Minister
2002). In addition, despite being employer-led,pb cent of all employees in
New Zealand were not covered by an ITO. Explanatifor reluctance of
employers to adopt the Industry Training Stratewiude a belief that the ITO
model did not meet the employer/occupational groeeds. In addition, it was
argued that the qualifications and necessary eatfyirements had already been
established through other means — for exampleheiaihiversity system. Finally,
there continues to be a reluctance on the parnddistry to be involved in
training that may lead employees to demand inctkasmuneration (Strathdee
2005b).

Although the numbers of trainees engaged in trgitimked to the NQF
continues to increase, the patterns set early teamained with coverage uneven.
This means that some qualifications remain underedi. Indeed, some Industry
Training Organizations have relatively large nunsbef trainees (for example,
Competenz, New Zealand Engineeriigpod and Manufacturing ITOs), while
others have relatively few (for example, New Zedl&mquine ITOs), and others
(for example, the ITO that supported the bankingta® have fallen over for
want of support.

The poor uptake of the NQF in some areas raisestigne about the
validity of the post-Fordist thesis. Briefly, theogt-Fordist posits work as
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becoming increasingly skilled and hence individuaslsed more training.
However, it is far from clear that this theory helfbr all areas of the labour
market. For example, as argued in more detail ¢ieesv(Strathdee 2003), many
areas of the labour market do not require worketsatve high levels of skill and
expertise, and in a few areas skill is only a srpalit of a firm's competitive
strategy. Initially at least, the NZQA tended tguwe that although post-Fordism
has yet to make an impact on some areas, compaetigipbal economic ways
that created high wage/high skill employment methred New Zealand will
eventually need to modernize its labour force owili face ever-declining
incomes. More recently, the NZQA has had less yoa®aut the possibilities for
the NQF in these terms and has set about servibimgscheme that currently
exists. The point is important because it goes h® heart of employers’
motivations to invest in upskilling. If their comjieve strategies do not
encompass a need to increase skill levels, itlikaly that they will embrace the
opportunities created by the NQF. Indeed, as desgrimore fully below, in
many areas of the labour market employers do netaseeed to embrace the
opportunities and, despite making just such a pemat one point, the
Government did not force them to.

While questions remain about the impact of the NgpFemployers, it is
clear that, by increasing the number of providdrat tcan offer accredited
learning, the NQF has had an impact on New Zeasaaducation and training
sector. The NQF has helped create markets in édaGatd training, particularly
through providing a means by which competing prexsdcan offer accredited
training.

First, the NZQA accreditation processes have akbweimerous new
providers to offer accredited (and State subsidizegining. As a result, a
training market emerged with new training provideosnpeting with traditional
providers for students (however, as described helewent developments in
policy have curtailed this). The main driver her@aswthe availability of
significant State funding to private providers ofueation. Prior to the reforms,
New Zealand had a good number of private trainirgyiders. These went from
offering second chance training under contractht $tate, to becoming fully-
fledged training providers that recruited their ostodents and offered courses
they thought would be of interest to students ikt any other provider of
training.

Second, the NQF aimed to increase the involveménheo employers in
deciding what constitutes valuable knowledge armds éhe case wherever NQFs
have been introduced (Young and Allais 2009), tjgle them with information
that they can trust. As part of this process, N@$jgre to reduce ‘reputational
effects’ in education which see employers (and rotgeoups) favouring
graduates from elite institutions because they @eeceived to have good
reputations (Strathdee 2009b). While attemptingréate open competitions for
advancement is clearly a worthwhile ambition, unfoately, there is little
evidence that employers as a group trust NQF qgeetiibns more than previous
qualifications, or if ‘traditional’ recruitment niedds (for example, through
social networks) provide a more reliable and trostiy source of information
about new recruits. If this reasoning is accur#iten it suggests a nuanced
approach to understanding the connection betwesh and the implementation
of outcomes-based systems of assessment is re@divadg and Allais 2009).

Third, increasing the involvement of employers iecidions about what
constitutes valuable knowledge was designed toeaddconcerns about the
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relevancy of knowledge produced and taught by Nealahd’s training system.
The attempt to increase employer voice (Hirschm@rO} is most apparent in
the system of ITOs. The creation of ITOs has helpeghse concerns expressed
by neo-liberal interests about the inefficiencieshie provision of economically-
relevant qualifications. Nevertheless, it remainslear whether or not users of
qualifications (for example, employers, other pdevs and students) use NQF
qualifications in the manner desired by policy-nrake

Recent work suggests that the relationship betwesnployment,
qualifications, and the labour market is likely he mitigated by field effects
(Strathdee 2009b). In some fields, NQF qualificagioare likely to signal
capacities employers are interested in and to geotrustworthy information. In
such instances, employers are likely to value N@&lifications. In other fields,
the rules are likely to differ. For their part, veisities have used the National
Certificate of Educational Achievement (NCEA) adasis for selection into
tertiary education. This has meant that the guealiibn has status with schools.
However, changes in government policy (describédvijemean that the NCEA
is now less useful and new ways of limiting pap#tion are being sought, for
example, by converting NCEA results to grade paidrages (Strathdee 2009a).

Fourth, the Framework has contributed to the aveatf an educational
market by providing a common qualification curremeythose sectors that have
adopted the unit standard format. This common ogxrelike money in an
economy, facilitates greater competition betweem phoviders of educational
qualifications because many institutions are retzigg and rewarding learning
in the same way. This enhances the creation ofet&ik education and training
through promoting exit (Strathdee 2003). Thus, tneation of a common
educational currency increases consumer choice asdhe official argument
proceeds, creates new pathways in education amihgaand on to the labour
market. In theory, this meant that students coulidose between different
providers offering the same programme, and thezetbioose those they saw as
the best.

However, resistance from a range of groups condinadimit the impact of
the NQF in other areas. Critically, the NZQA coulat convince the universities
to adopt the unit standard model and the then Govent would not force them
to. Specifically, in 1994, following the release afreport critical of the NQF
(New Zealand Vice Chancellors’ Committee 1994), tew Zealand Vice-
Chancellors’ Committee withdrew the university secfrom the NQF. The
universities were concerned that standards-basesesswment would be
demotivating for students; that they could not adeely identify ‘excellence’
(which is the essence of university education); t#nad they did not adequately
reflect that kind of teaching and learning thatuwoed in universities. Fears were
also expressed at the time of their developmentthieér introduction would lead
to a fragmentation of knowledge and learning, amat tadvanced university
qualifications could not simply be broken down istoall unit standards.

However, it was not just the universities that hablems with the
adoption of New Zealand’s radical new framework.th¢ time of the NQF's
launch, the political terrain had shifted once moasad the then national
administration was in favour of selective assessngat is, norm-referenced
assessment) and was elected, in part, on a standgahda in education. The
irony here is of course that the NQF was also ilegited on the basis that it
would increase standards in education (indicatir ftexibility of the term in
political discourses). The NQF was controversiall amas seen as reducing
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standards in education. For example, concern wasessed by conservative
schools (which were keen to preserve their statgsvehich threatened to use
international examinations instead of the NQF);irasipnal parents (who were
probably worried about the advancement of their cstaiildren), and other
groups. Like the universities, these individualdg gnoups were fearful that the
proposed changes would reduce student motivatiachdeve and would close
off opportunities for social mobility. In additiomlthough there is a paucity of
empirical evidence, it is reasonable to assert tiempite the efforts of the
NZQA, in general parents and their children did meally understand the
measure (Strathdee and Hughes 2001). At the tisystem of dual assessment
had emerged with students in some subjects havieg tearning assessed
through norm-referenced assessment and others gthraiandards-based
assessment. And, in some instances, students werg fraded by both norm-
referenced assessment and standards-based astesAmen result, teacher
workloads increased dramatically as they triedntplément a new system as
well as maintain the existing one (idem). In adufifithere was little movement
of learners between schools and other providegs,pelytechnics. In part, this
possibly reflects difficulties in splitting the fdimg between different providers.
Whatever the reason, in practice, most studentsaired in school at least until
they reached the then minimum leaving age of 18syaad there was little, if
any, movement between different providers.

Problems also existed within Government, which Hert hampered the
introduction of the NQF. Critically, the Ministryf d&=ducation had concerns
about the applicability of unit standards to sorokosl subjects. The specific
concern was that assessment against unit standeadsinappropriate for
traditional school subjects. This was problematic the NZQA because the
Ministry had responsibility for developing schoei#l curriculum. Without its
support, the NZQA could not progress its reform ‘@Gonventional school
subjects’ in the compulsory school sector. Unindeads were implemented in
some areas of the school curriculum.

The policy context that developed following the hitawal of the
universities from the NQF is complex (and requirksther research).
Nevertheless, it is clear that by the mid-1990sstalemate had developed
between various agencies involved in the implememtaof the NQF. As a
result, progress implementing the NQF was limitesithe National Government
failed to act. In 1999, the Government changed Wackabour. To its credit,
Labour confronted the problem facing the NQF. dtsigon to the stalemate was
to release a White Paper in 1999, which signallee tlevelopment of a
broadened NQF. The details of this shift are complowever, as described in
more detail below, arguably the changes reflectedctory for conservative
interests because they effectively ensured thatitivaal pathways were
maintained and the universities could continue foerate as they had
traditionally done. As a result of the White Papiie NZQA was forced to
develop an NQF that was ‘inclusive’, but which diot force the universities to
adopt the unit standard model. The actual stradetppted to broaden the NQF
was to create a register of quality assured quatifins (‘the Register’). The
Register, launched in 2001, provides the structminéch brings together all
approved qualifications available in New Zealandrtidey institutions
(universities, institutes of technology and polyieics, wananga and private
training establishments) and secondary schools.otlrer words, although
university qualifications are on the Register oélify-assured qualifications, the
universities were able to continue to set their ogumricula and to assess
learning outcomes in traditional ways. In turnsthelped preserve their status as
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the elite, even though other providers were ablgaim accreditation to offer
degrees.

All approved qualifications must be described imr® of course objectives
and learning profiles and they are registered enRifamework. However, they
are not necessarily defined by NQF standards (stewlp. In addition, the
NZQA has delegated the universities (and other igeog) responsibility to
assure the quality of their own qualifications;sthésk being undertaken by a
sub-committee of the New Zealand Vice-ChancelloGbmmittee, the
Committee on University Academic Programmes.

It is worth pausing at this juncture to reiterdte tollowing points.

1. All qualifications on the Register have been apptbisy a recognized body (for
example, an Industry Training Organization (ITO}),the New Zealand Vice
Chancellors’ Committee) and are delivered by ameatited education or training
organization (for example, a university).

2. Qualifications that recognize learning through egbment standards and unit
standards are a subset of the qualifications ergidt

3. All qualifications must be described in terms ofise objectives and learning
profiles.

4. Responsibility to quality assure qualifications lhe®n vested in other agencies
such as the New Zealand Vice Chancellors’ Committee

Returning to the reform process, at a school-letleé White Paper
signalled the advancement of the long-awaited MatioCertificate of
Educational Achievement (NCEA), to replace existanpool qualifications. An
important aspect of the change is that, under tREA the way in which
learning can be assessed against standards inrtmmag school subject areas
has been broadened. In the case of approved durieaelated school subjects,
learning is assessed against predetermined stanidande of three ways.

1. First, a new measure known as achievement standasdseen developed by
panels of subject experts (that is, Standardsrge®odies, which in the case of
conventional school subjects appear to be appoltate Ministry of
Education). Achievement standards are similar ibstandards in that they
clearly specify the standards students are reqtoretitain in each subject area
in order to receive credit towards the NCEA. Howewualike unit standards,
they have been designed so that satisfactory wordg work, and excellent
work can be recognized with ‘credit’, ‘merit’, afekcellence’ grades. The
inclusion of graded assessments has gone someovegpease the concerns of
those who felt that the original pass/fail systdragsessment would be
demotivating for students.

School students typically aim to achieve NCEA |eveh Year 11 (when
they are aged about 14), NCEA level 2 in Year 1Bdgwthey are aged about

? http://www.nzvce.ac.nz/aboutus/sc/cuffd June 2009].
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15), and NCEA level 3 in Year 13 (when they aredagkout 16). Another new
qualification, the national diploma, was placedeakls 5 to 7; initial degrees at
level 7; and advanced degrees at level 8. Theleighel originally covered all
postgraduate qualifications, including those dewetb by universities. In
response to concerns that the top levels of the NiQFot recognize advanced
post-graduate levels of learning, an additional sv@ls were added to the NQF.
In addition, a new award, known as Scholarshipefatl 4 of the NQF) has been
introduced at the senior secondary school leveétognize the achievement of
the very brightest.

2. Second, assessment against unit standards contwivee appropriate, and
credit will continue to be awarded on a ‘has redcttandard/has yet to reach
standard’ basis.

3. Third, other examinations or qualifications carulsed to obtain credits. In an
attempt to ensure the new qualifications have rgihe Government has
insisted that external examinations be used taméte at least 60 per cent of
the final grade in most conventional subject areas.

It remains a ‘credit’ model, but made up of a coempiix of achievement
standards and unit standards.

National Certificate of Educational Achievement (NC  EA) levels

Level 1

= Required: 80 or more credits at level 1 or higher, you have gained NCEA level 1.
Eight of these credits must be from numeracy standards and eight credits from
literacy standards. Literacy can be assessed in English or in te reo M&ori.

Level 2

= Required: 60 or more credits at level 2 or above and 20 credits at any other level.
Credits can be used for more than one qualification; so some of your NCEA level
1 credits can count towards NCEA level 2. At level 2 there are no specific literacy
or numeracy requirements.

Level 3

= Required: 80 credits or more, of which 60 must be at level 3 or above and 20 at
level 2 or above.

Rewarding achievement

=  Students can now gain NCEA certificates with merit or excellence. To gain
excellence, 50 or more of the required 80 credits must be awarded at excellence
level. If 50 or more credits are gained at merit level (or a mix of merit and
excellence), an NCEA with merit will be awarded.

As noted, there were concerns about the impactnioaiularization of the
curriculum would have on the quality of educatia@misr secondary students
would receive. However, recent studies have shdah the predictive validity
of the NCEA on subsequent performance in highercatin is high in
mathematics (James et al. 2008) and overall (Shetral. 2008). However, as
Shulruf et al. (2008) noted, recent research hamlvshthat students have
emphasized the accumulation of credits (Mayer.e2@06). As they point out, if
NCEA candidates aspire to succeed at universitmay be appropriate to shift
this emphasis from minimum passes in more creditbigher achievement in
fewer credits.
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Overall, there is little evidence that assessmepinst standards is any
more motivating for students than the old systemthat students who have
performed poorly in traditional forms of assessment doing better under the
new. Of course, to have their full effect, it icaesary for the new qualifications
both to be more motivating and for employers tosttrthem as signals of
competency. Unfortunately, for proponents of theR\@here is little evidence
that either have occurred. Similarly, proponentsttif NQF hoped to create
parity of esteem between vocational and academadifigations. Small-scale
research has shown that students value most uitygtslifications (and those
qualifications they need to gain entrance to usitgr (Strathdee and Hughes
2001), but it remains unclear how they have beaeived by employers.
However, credential inflation and the tendencyléwger cohorts of students to
progress to higher levels of education and traimmgans that this issue is of
declining importance.

There is also evidence that completion rates inesareas of New
Zealand'’s tertiary education system remain lowanttesirable, suggesting that
the NQF has yet to achieve one of its key objestior example, a recent
Ministry of Education repottshowed that New Zealand has one of the lowest
higher education qualification completion rateshia OECD — just 58 per cent,
compared to Australia’s 72 per cent.

Although the NCEA is widely accepted as the teringahool qualification
(as it provides access to university), it contindescreate controversy. For
example, the award of scholarship in some subjetsvaried from year to year.
In mathematics, for example, in 2002, more tha®®,Candidates were graded
‘excellent’ in a mathematics standard, but in 2008]y 70 (following a
controversy). Each year when the results are retetsere are usually concerns
expressed about standards of achievement. Thispyeaed to be no differerit.
Such controversies have forced changes in the NZ@tich itself has been
subject to three external reviews, and there haea several changes of CEO).

However, there are other problems. As noted abdwve, Ministry of
Education has responsibility for developing curticn, and according to the
NZQA, the Ministry of Education also has (if NZQA&ocumentation is to be
believed) ultimate responsibility for developinghss/ement standards (via its
Standards Setting Bodies). Unfortunately, the ead curriculum development
and standards setting has not always gone handrid Bnd it seems that the
NZQA still has some responsibility to set the agbiaent standards. In the case
of senior secondary school history, for exampldi@aement standards were
produced by the Standards Setting Body in time tifi@r introduction of the
NCEA in 2002. It is unclear how this was achieved Aow much consultation
with stakeholders took place. However, since thies Ministry has introduced a
new history curriculum across the schooling seatut this must be aligned with

* http://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/publicationgitey education/42059  [10 June
2009].

> For example, see http://www.stuff.co.nz/sunday-staes/news/2417397/National
Certificate of Educational Achievement-credits-feading-Wikipedia-sending-emails
[10 June 2009].
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New

achievement standards (at Years 11-13). The nenicaolum document has been
released, but the achievement standards (whichbeilused to assess student
learning) have yet to be developed. The issuengptioated and confusing. For
example, information from the Ministry of Educatisnggests that it has joint
responsibility with the NZQA to develop the stardiaryet the curriculum seems
to have been released without any consideratiohosf learning in the area
might be assessed in terms of achievement standasdasake matters worse, in
the interim, a National-led Government has beenteteand developments in
senior secondary history, at least, seem to hawves ¢o a standstill.

However, of relevance to this paper is the Laboove&Bnment’s response to
other failings of the NQF. In 1999, when it wassfirelected, the Labour
Government maintained that the NQF (and particyldie market-led education
system of which it was a central component) haedato deliver the promised
social and economic objectives. Controversies énftinding of some providers
sharpened the Government’s thinking in the areaaif@lee 2009a). The
administration maintained that the tertiary edwatystem did not reflect the
needs of employers; incomes had not be increasprbassed; and that many of
the courses on offer were of low quality. In itewj it would be better if the
Government invested in areas of strategic priofityook almost six years to
bring about change. By 2005, a new funding andrpfansystem was in place
cutting across the key aims of the original NQFjolvhwas to create markets in
education and training in the hope that this womdke skill development
employer-led. This is considered more fully in thkklowing section.

investment approach

As noted above, the market-led post-compulsory @ilut system was
based on a number of key principles. These are welerstood and are only
noted here.

First, State funding should reflect student choice.

Second, the same level of State funding shouldiaeded to different types of
providers that offer the same kind of training ba grounds that favouring one
kind of institution ahead of another would distive market.

Third, students should pay for the cost of thaiido.

Fourth, providers had no monopoly on provisionsTineant that there was no
reason, for example, that universities would beothlg institutions to offer
degrees.

Policies enacted to support the first two of theseciples had the effect of
dramatically increasing participation in tertiarydueation. Much of this
expansion was in private training establishmentsiclv had emerged to take
advantage of increased access to funding that resh lenabled by the
introduction of the NQF and which had to only beitable to public sector
providers and iwananga these institutions focusing upon increasing thelis
as a way to gain increased funding.

Expansion was encouraged further by an unwillingnes the part of
successive administrations to support fully priteiphree above. In no small
measure, this reflects the continuing influencesotial democracy in State
intervention. Over time, fees were gradually insezhto 25 per cent of course
costs. However, the State continued to pay the'sighare of the costs.
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Moreover, to prevent those from poorer backgroumdssing out on the
opportunity to participate, loans to students teecdhe cost of their tuition and
some of their living expenses were provided on @¢asys. Progress was made
towards achieving principle four, with universitiesing their monopoly on the
provision of degree-level training. In addition,eoformer polytechnic gained
university status.

The upshot of these policies was the creation terigary sector that was
shaped by a mixture of policies and which suitedgnoup. Social democrats
could take heart from the introduction of polictbat increased access, such as
broadening the range of providers that could coufegrees, and those that
limited the impact of neo-liberalism on students;tsas the provision of student
loans and the limitation placed on the level atolhhe users could be charged
for their use of tertiary education. Neo-liberateirests could take some heart
from moves to increase consumer choice. Howeverabisence of strong price
mechanisms meant that student choices need nettrefémand for skill in the
labour market. Thus, a ‘market’ of the sort origiypanvisioned by creators of
the NQF did not exist. There was little for consgives to celebrate in the
reforms. Access to higher education had become dpevirtually all who
completed secondary school, and universities ameroproviders of NQF-
registered qualifications were offering new prognas designed to attract
students rather than to preserve elite forms ofvkedge. In addition, working-
class groups were not disadvantaged in gainingsadoeany greater extent than
they were under previous regimes as most gainedjubéfications needed to
enter university in New Zealand (Hughes and Pe&@@3; Strathdee and
Hughes 2007).

The Labour-led Coalition was not happy either. alibh these measures
increased enrolments dramatically, the outcomen tios were seen by them as
unsatisfactory in terms of the quality of trainindelivered and the
appropriateness of the skills produced. Again tbeyi here is that the NQF was
originally enacted by a Labour Government for jingise reasons. Thus, despite
the systems of ITOs, which were supposed to reptesmployers’ interests in
skill, two key problems persisted. First, there was strong evidence that
employers as a group were embracing the NQF. Setloaie was evidence that
learners were making decisions about training atesdistance from the labour
market. For their part, providers of training linkéo the NQF were offering
training that was attractive to students irrespectf the value in the labour
market of the qualifications on offer. For exampsmme providers offered
inducements for courses that had little relevarwethie labour market, for
example, ‘twilight golf (Strathdee 2009a). To makengs worse, there was
little evidence that the students who were enraitethe courses actually made
use of the opportunities by attending class. Theise other problems had
contributed to falling incomes (New Zealand Offadfehe Prime Minister 2002).
Indeed, the Labour Government argued that the @usviadministration's
voluntary, or 'neo-liberal’, approach to trainingh{ch Labour had actually
introduced) had put the country at economic andaboisk because employers
were not investing sufficiently in education anaitiing (Strathdee 2005a)

Upon election, the Labour-led Government embarkedaanajor tertiary
education system. At a strategic level, it beganebtablishing the Tertiary
Education Advisory Commission (TEAC). This Commissiwas charged with
the task of developing, amongst other things, a emoboperative and
collaborative tertiary education sector and a seatioere there was a greater
sense of partnership. The Government’'s overaledtaim was to end market-
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based provision and to direct its investment itiadgr-level training into areas of
strategic relevance.

It is important to note that, in theory, the chang® not impact directy
upon the NQF, as it remains primarily a methodemfognizing and rewarding
achievement. However, the changes will have an fitapb impact upon the
uptake of various kinds of learning recognizedhsy NQF.

Although the Labour-led Coalition identified theoptems in the provision
of tertiary education and training in 1999, and uwal€ng steps to reform the
system, change was slow and the state was po@tgglto meet the challenges
presented. By mid-2002, the Tertiary Education t8gy had been established,
and in 2003 the Tertiary Education Commission (TB@3% created to execute it.
Under the rules that were created when the NQFemasted, institutions were
allowed to grow their enrolments as they desirath market forces determining
supply and demand of training. However, as costlated, the Government
capped enrolments.

While the TEC enacted some measures to curb d¢ogjeneral, it struggled
to manage the changes and in its first two yeasssuhjected to three significant
reviews, covering structure, governance and ite inlthe broader education
sector. Other problems also emerged, which linitedState’s ability to manage
the provision of education and training. For exanfhe Government found that
the legislation meant it could not refuse to furrdviders once students had
enrolled, nor could it recover funds when coursesennot actually offered or
completed. Another issue was that administrativerob of the sector was split
between the TEC (which approved courses for paynsnt the NZQA (which
was responsible for approving courses for qualijgither organization was in
complete control. Indeed, the NZQA had delegatealityuassurance to some
providers (for example, th&anangaand the New Zealand Vice-Chancellors’
Committee). In one case, a provider of mainly sdcdmance education gained
more revenue from the Government than the Uniwersft Auckland, New
Zealand'’s largest university (Strathdee 2009a).

As part of its solution to this problem, the Labéed Government
developed a growth strategy expressed in its GranthInnovation Framework
(GIF). The GIF identified three areas of activity @&itical to national economic
growth — biotechnology, information and communigasi technology, and
design — and created a number of strategies airhech@moving economic
performance. In contrast to the market-led systeépravision that characterized
the earlier period, in the contemporary period & 1@@entre-Left Government
(1999-2008) adopted a new approach to tertiary agehre This is referred to as
the “investment approach”. The overarching prireiplas that investment in
education would reflect regional and national pties. As part of establishing
the new funding model, by 2006 all providers ofitey education and training
were subjected to tests of relevance. In contashe earlier approach, where
providers could offer any qualifications registemdthe NQFthe Government
now only funds programmes deemed relevant to tiagesfic direction it had set
itself. To establish relevance, each Tertiary Elanarganization must have an
approved Charter and Profile in which trainingirkéd to the NQF. Although
there are important differences between the twaichents, Charters and Profiles
are negotiated between the TEC (which overseesfuhding of tertiary
education) and individual providers of tertiary edtion, and are intended to
provide the State with a way to monitor the quadihd direction of the tertiary
sector.
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In general, the TEC assesses the activities ofigeoy against four areas of
strategic priority: excellence (raising the quality teaching, learning and
research to equip learners with the skill and cdepmes they require);
relevance (ensuring a Tertiary Education Orgarop&i activities contribute to
the key national economic and social goals as @einothe Tertiary Education
Strategy and the Government Tertiary Educationriige); access (ensuring
equity of access and opportunity for students,iqdarly for Maori and Pacific
people); and capability (raising organization agstesm capability). As part of
the process of determining funding priorities amtaraging providers to
deliver on these, the Tertiary Education Commissomployed agents in the
regions to develop linkages between providers ama@yers.

Through funding providers according to their pmfdnd limited growth,
the then Government hoped to direct more effegtitsl investment in tertiary
education and training. The idea was to createtaank of provision in which
providers of tertiary education did not competenvatich other and work closely
with employers in their regions to increase thevance of the training linked to
the NQF they provide. Indeed, in the place of cditipa, cooperation was
stressed.

Essentially, New Zealand now operates under a mystehere all
qualifications must be described in terms of counbgectives and learning
profiles and they must be registered on the Framewtowever, institutions do
not have to adopt assessment against standardseimvdy these were first
envisioned, and the NZQA delegates the resportsssilifor accrediting
programmes to different agencies such as the Nealadd Vice-Chancellors’
Committee. The introduction of the investment apptomeans that providers
must gain additional approval before they can offaining, and this must be
consistent with their charters and profiles. Alsmviders are not funded on the
basis of the number of students that turn up. Rathending levels are
predetermined by the Government. This latter deraknt has created
difficulties because National Certificate of Educaal Achievement results do
not provide an easy method for selecting studé¢vitaardingerbroek 2006)

Finally, at the point of writing this paper, thewn&lational Government,
which was elected at the end of 2008, has signdhiead it does not want to
continue with the former Government’s investmenprapch. Quite what this
will mean in policy remains to be seen. In relatiorthe NQF, one idea that has
been raised is that the terminology of unit stadsland achievement standards
will be abandoned in favour of the term ‘standaréwever, this is likely to be
problematic, as the achievement standards andstamitlards are constructed in
different ways.
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