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The General Education and Training
Certificate (GETC)

I

Discussion Document for Public Comment

1 Introduction

The need for a ~ocument  that provides a framework within which constructors of
qualifications can design a GETC is indicated by

. broad stakeholder demand for guidance in the development of the GETC

. the difficulties which National Standards Bodies (NSBS) and Standards
Generating Bodies (SGBS) have experienced in conceptualizing the qualification;
and,

. the requirement for coherent registration of GETCS on the National Qualifications
Framework (NQF).

This discussion document outlines the context within which the GETC is located,
discusses some of the difficulties associated with the design of the GETC, addresses
particular issues  which constructors of GETCS need to take into account – namely

●

●

●

●

●

●

the purpose of the GETC
rules of combination
the articulation of GETCS
progression and credit accumulation
integrated assessment; and
recognition of prior learning (RF’L)

and makes a number of recommendations in the course of addressing these issues.
The final section highlights some of the issues that need to be taken into account in
the implementation of the recommendations made in section 4 of the document.
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2 Background: The establishment of the purpose, guidin
principles and criteria for the GETC !

2.1 The legal responsibility of SAQA as per the SAQA Act (Act No. 58 of
1995) (RSA, 1995)

The Ii,mctions  of the Authority as per the SAQA Act, No. 58 of 1995, are as follows: 1

The Authority shall
● Oversee the development of the NQF.
. Formulate and publish policies and criteria for

> The registration of bodies responsible for establishing education and trainin
standards or qualifications;

> The accreditation of bodies responsible for monitoring and auditin
achievements in terms of such standards or qualifications.

● Oversee the implementation of the NQF including {
>

>
9
>

2.2

Registratio~  or accreditation of bodies referr~d to above and the assignment o
functions to them;
The registration of national standards and qualifications;
Steps to ensure compliance with provisions for accreditation;
Steps to ensure that registered standards and qualifications are intemationall
comparable.

IThe Regulations for National Standards Bodies (NSBS) (RSA, 1998a) and
for Education and Training Quality Assurance Bodies (ETQAs) (RSA,
1998b)

Among the functions of NSBs as listed in the Regulations are the following:
e Ensure that the work of SGBS meets the requirements for the registration o! ‘

standards and qualifications as determined by the Authority;
● Recommend the registration of standards on the NQF to the Authority;
. Recommend the registration of qualifications to the Authority;
● Update and review qualifications;
● Liaise with ETQAs regarding the procedures for recommending new standards t

and qualifications, or amending registered standards and qualifications.

Among the functions of ETQAs as listed in the regulations is the following:
. Recommend new standards and qualifications to NSBS, for consideration, 01“

modifications to existing standards or qualifications to NSBS for consideration.

In accordance with the Act and the regulations, SAQA, through the NSB-SGB
structures, is responsible for the registration of qualifications. Furthermore the N SB: ;
have the fimction of liaising with ETQAs regarding the procedures for recornmendin~ ~
new standards and qualifications, or amending registered st~ldards and qualifications .
Quality Assurance bodies are responsible for assuring the quality of thes( ?
qualifications. Through liaison with the NSBS they have a direct role to play ir
recommending new standards and qualifications as well as modifications to existing
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standards and qualifications to NSBS for consideration. The ETQA structures, then,
are not legally in a position to assume responsibility for recommending standards and
qualifications to SAQA, as this is clearly the responsibility of the NSB-SGB
structures.

2.3 The generalist (or generic) qualifications

In the case of the GETC, there is likely to be a range of recommendations for such
qualifications which cut across all NSBS and SGBS and which attempt to fblfil a
variety of needs within the education and training sector at these levels. Provision
includes formal schooling, ABET, out-of-school youth and the learners within
learnerships and skills programmed of the Department of Labour.

The NSB Regulations provide very general direction in respect of the structure of
these qualifications. However, discussions at the NSB level indicate that fix-ther
guidance and clarity is needed.

In accordance with the Regulations, the bodies responsible for recommending
standards and qualifications to the Authority are the NSBS, However, as mentioned
above, these qualifications cut across all NSB fields and across a variety of contexts
of education provision, and since NSBS and particular y SGBS are regarded as having
sectoral  interests, a wider forum and process inclusive of the NSBS and SGBS should
make recommendations regarding the principles and minimum requirements for such
qualifications.. Clearly, since SAQA has the responsibility for the development of the
NQF, it is appropriate that it oversees the development of the minimum requirements
and guiding principles for these generalist (or generic) qualifications.

2.4 A discussion forum for the development of the purpose, guiding principles
and guidelines for the GETC

If a broader forum and a process are required to make recommendations on the
parameters for the generalist (or generic) qualifications, it is advisable that SAQA
convene a forum and propose a process to establish the basic principles and minimum
requirements for the GETC and recommend these to the Authority for approval or
recommend a process whereby these can be established. Once approved at Authority
level, NSBS will have to ensure that the standards and qualifications at this level
which they recommend for registration to the Authority meet the requirements of the
Authority,

Before the forum recommends the basic principles and minimum requirements to the
Authority for final approval there will need to be an engagement with all stakeholders,
including the Inter-NSB Forum, and a public comment process.

2.5 The GETC Forum

An FETC/GETC forum was established and met on 12 May 2000.  The original
intention was that that forum would address both the FETC and the GETC. Thk was
not possible and so that forum continued with its work, focusing on the FETC. A
discussion document has recently been in the public domain, and SAQA will now

,:

J!!l
J, ‘
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follow  a process to establish as policy the document amended in the light of publiq
comment.

At the SAQA Meeting of 16 August 2000 it was decided that a similar process should
be followed to establish a discussion document for the GETC.

The following process was recommended for this:

●

●

●

●

●

●

The framework for submissions should be established at the meeting oil
18 September 2000 – that is, the issues pertaining to the GETC that need to be
addressed in a policy document.
These discussions will be synthesised into a document by SAQA staff. This
document will be e-mailed to all members of the forum before distribution for
comment. Once incorporated, the document will be ready for distribution by
4 October 2000.
SAQA will then call for submissions from major stakeholders. The closing date
for initial submissions should be31 October 2000.
These submissions will be considered in the drawing up of a discussion document
for tabling to the GETC Forum on 20 November 2000. Details of time and venue
will be sent to members. The draft discussion document will be forwarded to
members of the forum by 15 November 2000.
A document could be submitted to the SAQA meeting scheduled for 6 December
2000. If accepted by SAQA, a wide consultation process would be undertaken
and in that process further comments could be obtained.
It is envisaged that the GETC policy document will be finalised at the April 2001
meeting of SAQA.

2.6 Submissions for the GETC

The following submissions for the GETC received at the SAQA Officeby31 October
2000 – including submissions that are not in response to the “Document for
Submissions: GETC” distributed in the wake of the 18 September 2000 meeting of
the GETC Forum but which were received at the SAQA office prior to this date –have
been taken into account in the drailing of this discussion document:

. Department of Education: “Proposal to HEDCOM on: The General Education
and Training Certificate” (received 18 September 2000) (Department of
Education, 2000b)

● Interim ABET Advisory Board (IAAB): “GETC Proposal for ABET” (received
31 May 2000) (IAAB, 1999)

●  IAAB: “GETC Discussion: Comments from the IAAB, 31 October 2000”
(received 31 October 2000) (IAAB, 2000)

. SAFCERT: Submission on SAQA’S “Document for Submissions: GETC”
(31 October 2000)
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3 Particular design challenges at the GETC level

The challenges facing the designers of a framework for the GETC are a function of
the complexity of cross-cutting factors that need to be taken into account. The three-
dimensional matrix comprises

@ an age continuum (from children to adult learners)
● a site-of-learning differentiation (from classroom to factory floor to workplace

learning centre to community centre);  and
. a time-of-learning dichotomy (dayIight-based  versus night-based learning).

Furthermore the approach and the nature of the learning programmed will differ
substantially from group to group. This has raised the question as to what the term
“general” means when referring to a qualification at level 1: “general” in the context
of children is quite different from “general” in the context of adults, for example.

While SAQA is chiefly concerned that the achievement of a qualification constitute a
statement of competence in a particular field, it cannot ignore the dimension of
sectoral difference in the design of qualifications – particularly where two such
sectors are differentiated on the basis of age (children versus adults). Learning to
count as a child in a schooling environment, for example, is very different from
learning to count as an adult in an ABET environment. Since competence is achieved
within the learning context of a sector, then, competence and sector should be held in
tension.

There has been no formal certification for any of these sectors at this level. The
education and training system hence is not geared to assessment or certification on a
large scale at level 1 or below level 1 of the NQF.

There are political implications if some kind of formal assessment system is put in
place and achievement levels are low. Furthermore there are huge cost implications
should assessment at this level be of the scale currently conducted at the Senior
Certificate level.

Moreover, there is an imperative to bring the marginalized ABET sector into the
mainstream by creating appropriate articulation with formal education provision so
that learners can have access and mobility within thq education and training system
through recognition of their achievements.

4 The General Education
and recommendations

Recommendation 1

Each full qualification registered

and Training Certificate: Discussion

at levei 1 on the National Qualijkations
Framework ‘wil[  be called a- General Education and Training C’er@cate  (GETC)
and will conform to & broad requirements recommended in this documen~ I
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Recommendation 2

Each GETC will provide access to various learning pathways, both vertical and
horizontal, in terms of the purpose of the qualijkation.  The scope of acces~
provided by each GETC’  will be determined by the qualzjication  itse~

Discussion: SAQA’S definition of a qualification

The NSB re~lations  in section 8 define a qualification as follows:

8(1) A qualification shall
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

represent a plamed  combination of learning outcomes which has a definec
purpose or purposes, and which is intended to provide qualifying learners with
applied competence and a basis for further learning;
add value to quali~ing  learner in terms of enrichment of the person through
provision of status, recognition, credentials and licensing, marketability and
employability; and opening-up of access routes to additional education and
training;
provide benefits to society and the economy through enhancing citizenship,
increasing social and economic productivity, providing specifically

skillecVprofessionai  people and transforming and redressing legacies of inequity;
comply with objectives of the NQF contained in section 2 of the (SAQA) Act;
have both specific and critical cross-field outcomes that promote life-long
learning;
where applicable, be internationally comparable;
incorporate integrated assessment appropriately to ensure that the purpose of the
qualification is achieved, and such assessment shall use a range of formative and
summative assessment such as portfolios, simulations, workplace assessments and
also written and oral examinations;
indicate in the rules governing the award of the qualification that the qualification
may be achieved in whole or in part through the recognition of prior learning,
which concept includes but is not limited to learning outcomes achieved through
formal, informal and non-formal learning and work experience.

The following paragraphs from section 9 of the NSB Regulations give further
definition to a qualification at NQF level 1 and begin to address the question of basic
criteria for the registration of such a qualification.

a. A minimum of 72 credits is required at or above the level at which the
certificate is awarded, which shall consist of fimdamental  learning, of
which at least 20 credits shall be from the field of Communication Studies
and Language, and in addition at least 16 credits shall be from the sub-
field of Mathematics including numeracy in the case of certificates at
level 1.

b. A minimum of 36 credits at level 1 and 52 at levels 2 to 4 which shall be
divided between the Core and Elective categories, with each qualification
specifying the distribution of credits required in these categories: provided
that the range of additional credits shall be broad enough to enable
learners to pursue some of their own learning interests.

1 8 8 8  9

00076558—B
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c. By the year 2002, at least 16 of the 52 credits for certificates at levels 2 to
4 shall be from the sub-fields focusing on Mathematics Literacy.

The primary reason for including the requirement that 20 credits of a GETC
qualification be from the field of Language and Communication and 16 credits be
from the field of Mathematics (including numeracy)  is an attempt to bring some
coherence to the qualification. There is a danger that because of the variety of
learning sectors at this level, there will be a variety of different qualifications which,
if they are not perceived to be of a comparable value within society, will serve to
hinder progression, access and mobility, and articulation rather than enhance it.

The danger also exists, however, that an attempt to create coherence will result in the
compulsory requirements for NQF level 1 qualifications being too prescriptive,
thereby creating artificial barriers to progression - as is” the case with the Senior
Certificate with matriculation endorsement. Too much flexibility, however,
inevitably results in social judgments about the “exchange” value of certain
qualifications and ultimately prejudices the learners who hold the qualification.

4.1 The purpose of the GETC

Because learning sectors at NQF level 1 are vastly different, there has been a
suggestion that in fact there is no single over-riding, that is, primary, purpose for
qualifications at NQF level 1, as there is for the FETC (SAQA, 2000). The primary
argument rests on the fact that the first exit point for compulsory education – that is,
the end of foundational education for children - is at this level. Because of this, it is
inappropriate to issue a GETC because training per se is not part of the purpose of a
child’s learning at this stage. However, for adults in the workplace, the argument is
that the GETC is primarily about having gained the fimdamental  skills needed to
perform effectively within the workplace – in the context of which it may not be
suitable to refer to foundational education.

This suggestion has raised a number of issues:

●

●

●

●

Do all qualifications at this level have a primary purpose? The purpose for
particular qualifications designed for a specific purpose, within the primary
purpose, can be added as an overlay to the primary purpose. This is the
position in respect of the FETC.
If there are different purposes for each fidl qtialification  registered at level 1
on the National Qualifications Framework, should each qualification conform
to the same broad requirements beyond that which is proposed in the NSB
Regulations?
Should all qualifications at this level be called a GETC (as is the case with all
qualifications at level 4 being called an FETC)?  Is there an argument for a
GEC and a GETC?
What is the impact of this on access, progression and articulation? This is the
major point for discussion in respect of different qualifications at the same
level. What is the social value that is attached to them?
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4.1.1 The GETC andintegration I
Ausefhl starting point in addressing these questions is to consider the meaning of
“integration” in the context of the NQF. .There are two ways of looking at integration.
The first takes its cue fi-om the fn-st objective of the NQF, which speaks of creating an
“integrated national framework for learning achievements” (RSA, 1995). According
to this conception, integration does not necessarily imply a blurring of the distinctions
between education and training: thus formal schooling will inevitably be education-
orientated, focusing on knowledge acquisition and production, while industry learning
will inevitably be training-oriented, focusing on skills acquisition and performance.,
What an integrated framework allows and promotes is the co-existence on a single~
framework of qualifications which articulate with one another – that is, allow for ~
movement from one to the other in a relatively seamless way. Taken to extremes,
however, this might imply a perpetuation of the divisions between education and
training.

The second way of interpreting integration is to see it as a bringing together of the
knowledge, skills and values in a learning area necessary for the demonstration of
applied competence. In other words, education’s traditional emphasis on knowledge
acquisition and production needs to be counterbalanced by an emphasis on the
acquisition and demonstration of skills; similarly, training’s traditional emphasis on
the acquisition and demonstration of skills needs to be counterbalanced by an
emphasis on knowledge acquisition and production. And an overlay of values needs
to characterize this amalgam of education and training. Taken to extremes, however,
this might imply an homogenization which fails to recognize the traditional strengths
of particular educational or training foci.

These two conceptions are not mutually exclusive, however. What the NQF stands
for is a framework which brings the two together in a way that does not perpetuate
extremism but that promotes balance – while simultaneously recognizing the
particular orientations of particular qualifications. In this spirit, it would be
counterproductive, in terms of the second interpretation of integration above, to
perpetuate extremism by registering, for example, a GEC (General Education
Certificate) for the formal schooling sector, a GTC (General Training Certificate) for
the industrial sector, and a GETC for the ABET sector. Whatever the orientation of
any of these sectors’ qualifications, it is important, if equivalence amongst
qualifications is to be promoted at level 1 of the NQF, to register a GETC across the
board.

4.1.2 A GETC typology

A consideration of the types of GETC that have been proposed by different sectors
operating at NQF level 1 – in other words, what “GETC>’ means in different education
and training contexts – will assist us in determining equivalence at this level.

4.1.2.1 Interim ABET Advisory Board: ABET GETC

The IAAB has indicated (1999) that the GETC for the ABET sector will be a unit
standards-based qualification, based on a combination of the Department of Education
8 learning areas and the 12 organizing fields of the NQF (including electives
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developed for ABET), whose 120 credits learners obtain throughout the durationof
the learning prograrnrne(s)  leading to the achievement of the qualification. The
GETC structure diagram (1999: 5) indicates that the fundamental learning component
will comprise a total of 36 credits in Language, Literacy and Communication and in
Mathematics and Mathematical Literacy, that the core learning component will
comprise a total of 54 credits spread across a minimum of 4 of the remaining 6
learning areas, and that the elective learning component will comprise a total of 30
credits assigned to unit standards from any of the 12 organizing fields of the NQF,
including electives developed or proposed for ABET (Agriculture and Agricultural
Technology; Arts and Culture; Economic and Management Sciences; Small Medium
and Micro Enterprises [SMME]; Technology; Food and Fibre Processing; Human and
Social Sciences; Health Care; Natural Sciences; Mathematics, etc.; and Hospitality
and Tourism).

4.1.2:2  Department of Education: Schooling GETC

The Department of Education (2000b:  1-2) has indicated that the GETC for the formal
schooling sector will be a qualification not based on unit standards, constructed
around the 8 learning areas and 66 specific outcomes, whose 120 credits learners
achieve between Grade 7 and Grade 9 but are awarded only in Grade 9. The credit
allocation table (2000: 4) seems to suggest that the fundamental learning component
will comprise a total of 36 credits in Communication and Mathematics, that the core
learning component will comprise a total of 60 credits spread across the remaining 6
learning areas (1 O credits in Life Orientation are compulsory; Human and Social
Sciences; Economic and Management Sciences; Natural Sciences; Arts and Culture;
and Technology), and that the elective learning component will comprise a total of 24
credits differentially spread across the 8 learning areas. Clusters of specific outcomes
are likely to form a key element in determining progression and credit accumulation,
since they serve as standards.

4.1.2.3 Industry-specific GETCS

The initial IAAB proposal for an ABET GETC addresses the issue (1999: 9) of a
possible tension between a General Education and Training Certificate and an
industry-specific qualification, which may by virtue of its level of specialization not
-be a GETC at all. Essentially the question is this: can one call a qualification whose
only apparent claim to being general rests on the inclusion of communication and
mathematics in its fhndarnental  learning component a GETC?

4.1.3 From typology  to purpose

This brief look at typology  suggests three different orientations of GETC:

. for the ABET sector, a unit standards-based qualification based on coverage of a
combination of the Department of Education 8 learning areas and the NQF 12
organizing fields whose orientation is towards education and training;

. for the formal schooling sector, a “whole” qualification based on coverage of the 8
learning areas whose orientation is towards education; and

. for the industrial sector, a unit standards-based or “whole” qualification (the sector
has not specified) whose orientation is towards training.
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The three issues which coalesce in this discussion about the purpose of the GETC are I
I

● the meaning of “General” in “General Education and Training Certificate”
● the integration of education and training in the GETC; and
● the articulation of GETCS in different sectors at level 1 of the NQF.

1
The discussion so fbr suggests that all GETCS registered on the NQF need to be
general, they need to integrate education and training, and they need to articulate ,
with one another. But how does one ensure that all three pertain?

Some attempt has been made in section 4.1.1 above to outline the parameters for
integration – the conclusion drawn that if equivalence amongst qualifications at NQF
level 1 is to be promoted, not GECS, not GTCS , but GETCS must be registered across
the board. This means not only that all qualifications at level 1 must focus on the
attainment and assessment of applied competence, but that in terms of their field
coverage they must ensure adequate preparation for further learning and for the
assumption of a productive role in the workplace, In this regard, the 8-leaming-area-
overlap between the proposed ABET and schooling GETCS is a positive development.

The argument for the registration of a GETC for all sectors involved in the provision
of education and training at level 1 of the NQF is clearly linked to the notion of the
purpose of the qualification. In fact, it answers to a large extent the questions posed
in the first two bullet points in section 4.1 above. If a GETC is registrable across the
board, then sectoral  differences are not as important as we might suppose.

The description of the purpose of a GETC for ABET in the initial  lAAB submission
(IAAB, 1999), it might be argued, holds true not only for the ABET sector but for all
sectors operating at level 1 of the NQF. The following extracts from the document
make the point:

The [GETC] provides formal recognition that persons have the knowledge,
skills, values and attitudes needed to perform the particular roles – related to
the purpose – to the standards and levels of complexity required by our society
(1999: 1-2).

ABET introduces citizens to a culture of learning and provides them with the
foundations for acquiring the knowledge and skills needed for social and
economic development, justice and equality. It also provides access to firther
and higher education, training and employment (Department of Education,
1997; cited in IAAB, 1999: 2).

The document goes onto claim four broad purposes for a GETC:

. Political: for informed participation in a democracy;

. Social: for active involvement in community contexts;

. Personal: for empowerment, self-confidence and links with cultural
capital;
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● Economic: for economic growth, in terms of providing  a foundation for
the acquisition of knowledge and skills needed for the world of work
(1999: 3; emphasis added).

These “purposes” together constitute a general, foundational bedrock for the fiture
development of the child, adolescent or adult. The degree to which the learner
embraces them will depend on the specific purpose of the qualification and the
particular orientation of the learner, For example, as the second IAAB submission
puts it (2000: 1), the ABET GETC by virtue of being an adult learner qualification has
to serve many purposes, such as enabling learners to progress into the FET band,
constituting an exit qualification and a fwst recognised qualification, providing access
to leamerships  and work-related skills, etc.

In short:

● There is a primary purpose for the GETC across all sectors;
. The GETC constitutes a general education and training, and prepares learners

both for fhrther learning and, whether immediately or in the longer term, directly
or indirectly, for the world of work 1; and

● Notwithstanding its particular orientation, no GETC should focus on one “stream”
(education versus training; academic versus vocational) at the expense of the
other.

At this point we might formulate a purpose statement for the GETC as follows:

Recommendation 3

The primary purpose of the General Education and Training Certificate is to equip
learners with the knowledge, skills and values that will enable meanin&ul
participation in society as well as continuing learning in further education and
training, and provide a j7rm foundation for the assumption of a productive and
responsible role in the workplace

This recommendation addresses the issue of the integration of education and training
and through its statement of a bifocal purpose for the GETC attempts to delimit the
meaning of General in General Education and Training. The question of whether it
provides clear enough guidelines on the meaning of general in specific design
contexts requires further exploration, however.

One conception is that the NQF should be able to accommodate qualifications that are
very general (at one end of the continuum) and very specific (at the other end of the
continuum). Another conception is that, to be called a General Education and
Training Certificate, a GETC must be general enough to provide learners with a
general education and training yet specific enough to satis~ the needs of a particular
sector. The former approach allows for maximum flexibility yet the possibility of
over-specialization of a General Education and Training Certificate and concomitant

‘ The SAFCERT submission (SAFCERT, 2000: 9] points up the importance of the GETC preparing
schooi-based  learners to join the world of work should they not wish to pursue school-based learning
beyond the GETC.
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failure of the qualification to provide an adequate preparation for movement into th

4

FET band. The latter allows for an apparent balance between over-generalization an
over-specialization, yet is prescriptive and therefore potentially restrictive. Ho
specialized industry-based and, for example, general schooling qualifications at level
I articulate - if constructors of qualifications are given free reign to develop GETC

I

that serve their needs – and what their relative value will be in society will indicate
perhaps after a first round of GETC registration and provision of leamin
programmed leading to the achievement of such qualifications, how one shoul
proceed in this matter.

4.2 Rules of combination

4.2.1 Minimum credits at level 1

The same problem identified in the FETC document (SAQA, 2000) exists at thi
level: in terms of the NSB Regulations, the requirements that must be filfilled  by
learner before an NQF level 1 qualification can be awarded areas follows:

/
. 120 credits, of which 72 must beat level 1 or above.
● Of these 72 credits, 20 credits must be in Language and Communication, and 1 /

must be in Mathematics.

The gap in the Regulations is evident: in the case of the 48 credits that do not need t

1

be at level 1 or above, what is their minimum level (since the first NQF level is leve
l)?

As indicated above (section 4.1.2.2), the Department of Education (2000b)  ha

I

proposed that in the case of the schooling sector GETC all 120 credits will be at leve
1 of the NQF. This is perfectly acceptable, since the NSB Regulations speci
(regulation 9[ l][a]; RSA, 1998a) that a rnininwnz  of 72 credits need to be at or abov
the level at which the qualification is pegged. In the case of the ABET secto ,
however, the existence of three sub-levels below level 1 of the NQF allows one t
assign 48 of the 120 credits at ABET level 3 – which is the proposal made by th
ABET sector. Equivalence of these two types of qualification, then, is determined
the final exit level of the qualification – on the achievement of the 120 credits.

Recommendation 4 I

IFor the GETC for formal schooling, a minimum of 120 credits will be at level 10
the NQF, while for the GETCfor  ABET a maximum of 48 credits of the GETC ma
beat ABET level 3. The remaining 72 credits for the GETCfor  ABET will be at o
above level 1 of the NQF.

4.2.2 The fundamental learning component of the GETC 1

IThe questions about the fundamental learning requirements are similar to those of th
FETC. It is important to emphasize that these two areas of learning provide the key t
further learning and hence the complexity and choices of standards are crucial. Thes
have to relate to the purpose of the qualification; the critical cross-field outcom
should be used as the primary measuring stick in the iimdamental  areas of learning t
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assess the attainment of the purpose of the qualification as well as to see whether the
skills in these areas can be applied in the general arena of the qualification.

The question then arises as to the degree of coherence that should be prescribed or the
amount of learning that must be common for all learners in the GET band to ensure
that progress to fiu-ther  learning is possible within the variety of contexts. The
structure and rules of combination for qualifications at this level therefore become
crucial in ensuring that barriers to accessing further education and training are not
created. The role of the critical outcomes and their relationship to the purpose of the
qualification is also critical. Essential in these considerations is the place of the
compulsory credits in Language and Communication and in Mathematics.

4.2.2.1 Language and Communication

Given the importance of language in the development of thinking skills and the
necessity for aligning language study with the medium of instruction of further study
— a point made strongly in the SAFCERT submission (2000: 8) - the recommendation
for NQF level 1 qualifications in respect of the 20 credits for Language and
Communication could be as follows:

Recommendation 5

The 20 compulsory credits in Language and Communication must be obtained at
NQF level 1 or above in one of the eleven official South African languages (Sepedi,
Sesotho, Setmvana,  siSwati,  Tshivenda,  Xitsonga,  Afrikaans, English, isiNdebele,
isiXhosa,  or isiZulu)  or in one of the languages promoted by the Pan South African
Language Board (the Khoi,  Nama, and San-languages, and sign language) in terms
of the South African Constitution (Chapter 1, Section 6; RSA, 1996).

The learning outcomes and associated assessment criteria at level 1 must be of the
standard required by a learner to participate effectively at an institution of fbrther
education and training. An appropriate SGB will need to be established to determine
these learning outcomes and assessment criteria. The work of this SGB would clearly
have to take into account the particular needs of all stakeholders in the GET band. The
varied nature of learners in this band is a particular issue in the study of language.
Furthermore there are SGBS that are working on standards in these areas or such SGBS
that are in the process of formation. Care must be taken to ensure that there is no
duplication of the work and that a single coherent system is created in respect of the

-fundamental learning standards.

The issues about the study of language in a multi-lingual society, which includes the
question of language of instruction and the workplace, are discussed in the FETC
document (SAQA, 2000). In the FETC recommendations, there is a proposal that a
further 20 credits in Language and Communication must be obtained in a second
official language at a minimum of NQF level 3. This is included to address the need
to develop citizens who can participate effectively in a multi-lingual society. The
questions that could be asked in the context of the GETC are:

● Is a recommendation in respect of a second language appropriate for NQF
level 1?
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● The requirement for the FETC  Pitches the level for Proficiency in the second
language at NQF level s. At what level would it be pitched for qualifications
at NQF level I ?

A summv of research findings (Clampitt,  2000) on the optimal age at which to
acquire”a  second language (L2) suggests that while adults and adolescents learn a L2
faster th~ young children, children ultimately become more proficient in the L2 than
do adolescents or adults. While adults respond better to the teaching of formal
grammar and rules, this does not necessarily translate into communicative
competence. The reasons for this are biological, affective and environmental.

Biologically, lateralization  (the assigning of functions to different sides of the brain),
takes place before puberty, at around the age of 12 or 13; if the learner is not exposed
to the new language prior to Iateralization, mother tongue speaker-like proficiency is
rarely achieved. From an affective perspective, since adolescents and children are
generally more self-conscious than children, there is in their case a higher level of
affective filter and consequently less language acquisition – children being far more
likely to take risks in the learning of a L2. And environmentally, since adults in
addressing children simplify the structures and vocabulary they use, children are able
to process concrete and easily visualized concepts (translating them, later, into
abstract concepts in line with the Piagetian developmental stages); the language
directed at adults, however, is more complex in structure and vocabulary.

On balance, then, the research suggests that the earlier a L2 is acquired the better. 1<
would therefore seem important for the GETC to have a L2 component built into it,
just as the FETC does; and since  medium of instruction is clearly a critical factor ir
education and training at the GETC level which will have a major impact  on the
majority of South African learners throughout their lives, the recommendation is tha:
a similar number of credits be assigned to the L2 Communication and Language
component as to first language one.

The other critical question – addressed in the second bullet point above - is the leve
at which these credits should be assigned. In the case of the FETC the recommence

1
level is 3 on the NQF. In the case of the GETC, however, there is, except for ABET
no sub-level at which L2 unit standards or exit-level outcomes can be pegged. I,
would seem appropriate, in terms of Recommendation 4 above, therefore, for th

I

ABET sector to peg its L2 credits at ABET level 3 and for the formal schoolin
sector to peg its L2 credits at NQF level 1. Since the industrial sector has n
indicated a preference for unit standards-based or non-unit standards-base
qualifications and has not pronounced on the minimal number of credits to b
assigned at level 1 of the NQF, it may, contingent upon a possible future decision t
create sub-levels below NQF level 1, assign L2 credits accordingly.

To address the need to develop citizens who can participate effectively in a mul’ i-
lingual society, then, the following is proposed:

1
Recommendation 6 I
A further 20 credits in Language and Communication must be obtained in anothb
official language enshrined in the South African Constitution (RS.4, 1996) or i~
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one of the languages promoted by the Pan South African Language Board (the
Khoi,  Nama,  and San languages, and sign language) in terms of the South African
Constitution at a minimum of ABET level 3 or in the case of the formal schooling
sector at NQF level 1.

Because language proficiency is to be encouraged as widely as possible, moreover,
the following recommendation is made in the light of Recommendations 5 and 6:

Recommendation 7

Credit for one or both of the languages outlined in Recommendations 5 and 6 may
be obtained at NQF  leve! 2, particulart’y  where such attainment will either promote
cultural development through the achievement of proficiency in the primary
language (Ll) or develop proficiency in the language of learning, where the L1 and
the language of learning are different

4.2.2.2 Mathematics (including nurneracy)

Given the medium of instruction legacy that still haunts South Africa and the fact that
English, the language of international communication, is not the first language of the
vast majority of South Atiicans, the rationale for the inclusion of Communication and
Language within the fundamental learning component of level 1 to 4 qualifications is
not difficult to understand. Less accessible is the reason for including Mathematics in
the fundamental component – notwithstanding the arguments for the need to produce
numerate citizens who can, at worst, “get by” in banks, shops, and casinos. Not
surprisingly, the SAFCERT submission (2000) devotes much discussion to the issue
of the type of mathematical literacy that will comprise the fimdamental  learning
component of the GETC, making the point that “To enforce Mathematical Literacy in
the ‘general’ sense . . . (Mathematics as a subject) may have the unintended
consequence of many learners deciding not to enter the stream of lifelong learning”
(2000: 7). Much discussion needs to take place about the most appropriate type of
mathematical literacy for the GETC.

The following questions throw some of the issues into relief

● 16 credits in Mathematics including nurneracy must be obtained. Should all
learners who achieve a level 1 qualification have achieved the same learning
outcomes to be credited with the minimum compulsory 16 credits? Or could
different candidates have achieved different outcomes?

● The credits could be achieved in different areas of study, but are the outcomes
the same?

The intention behind the inclusion of language and communication and of
mathematical literacy in the fundamental component is not to limit access, but to
provide a foundatio~  for fiu-ther  learning and t; enable the effective participation of
literate and numerate citizens in society. This said, it should be possible to achieve the
outcomes in a variety of learning contexts so that the emphasis is not on the study of
concepts in the abstract or more specifically on Mathematics as a s,ubject. If one is to
obtain a measure of equivalence between, for instance, mathematics for school
children and mathematics for factory workers, moreover, there needs to be some
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accommodation of academically-oriented mathematics within the industry context and
of industry-oriented mathematics within the schooling context for the primary purpose
of the GETC not to be compromised.

In this regard, an appropriate SGB will need to be established to determine level 1
learning outcomes and assessment criteria. Furthermore there are SGBS that ar
working on standards in these areas or SGBS that are in process of formation. Car

I

must be taken to ensure that there is no duplication of the work and that a single
coherent system is created in respect of the fundamental learning standards.
Moreover, in the development of the
to FETC, attention must be given to
progression is logical from one level
that:

Recommendation 8

fundamental mathematics standards from GET
1ensuring that there are no critical gaps and tha

to the next. For this reason, it is recommended

The 16 credits in Mathematics and Mathematical Literacy (including numeracy)
must be obtained at NQF leve[ 1.

4.2.3 Core and elective learning

Paragraph 9(b) of the NSB Regulations discusses the question of core and elective
learning:

A minimum of 36 (thirty-six) credits at level 1 . . . which shall be divided
between the Core and Elective categories, with each qualification speci&ing
the distribution of credits required in these categories: Provided that the range
of additional credits shall be broad enough to enable learners to pursue some
of their own learning interests.

It is unlikely that any blanket ruling on the division of credits across these two
categories will serve any positive purpose. The reason for this is that the differenl
mu-poses of qualifications should ultimately determine the ratio of core and electivq
~e&ing:  in s~me qualifications it may not be very easy to determine what constituted
core learning as opposed to elective learning while in other qualifications the core
learning will dominate the necessary credits, by vifie of the pu~ose  of th$
qualification. The determination of what constitutes core learning for a qualification
and what the elective options are should rest with the proposers of the qualification.

1
Recommendation 9

The principle is accepted that proposers of a
specific areas of study or credits as compulsory

4.2.4 Additional rules of combination

certain qualification can
within that qualification.

/

designat

I
There is a danger in a system of credit accumulation that credits are accumulated ov r

J
a period of time, separately from a number of different providers, and that in th t
process, although the learner has accumulated all the parts, the overall purpose oft
qualification has been lost. In HET there is a practice of requiring learners to
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complete a certain percentage of the qualification requirements or aspects of the
qualification within the institution before the qualification is awarded; only  a limited
number of courses from other institutions is taken into consideration. In the case of
the Senior Certificate with Endorsement, there are minimum requirements for the
number of subjects that must be offered and passed at one sitting of the examination –
the group examination concept. These requirements are attempts at ensuring
coherence within the qualification. This issue needs consideration and guidance on
how and where the concerns around the “shopping basket” accumulation of credits
can be addressed,
below.

In an attempt at
recommendation:

and is alluded to in the context of integrated assessment and RPL

ensuring coherence, it may be apposite to make the following

Recommendation 10

Proposers of qualt~cations should liaise with the ETQAs which quality assure the
learning programmed leading to the award of GETCS on the requirements for
ensuring coherence within and of those quall>cations.

4.3 The articulation of unit standards-based and “whole” qualifications at
level 1 of the NQF

According to the NSB Regulations (8[4]), a registered qualification at NQF level 1 –
or indeed at any level on the NQF - may be constructed from unit standards or it may
be registered as a “whoie”  qualification – that is, not constructed from unit standards.
The use of the term “whole qualification” in the Regulations is misleading, however,
the implication being that a non-unit standards-based qualification is in some way less
than whole. Others have differentiated the two on the basis of exit-level outcomes,
“whole qualifications” being based on exit-level outcomes rather than unit standards.
Even this is a misconception, however, since both unit standards-based and non-unit
standards-based qualifications are required to stipulate the exit-level outcomes that
learners need to demonstrate towards achievement of the qualification (NSB
Regulations 5[l][b  & c]).

This last point in fact assists us in solving the difficulty of articulation and
equivalence between unit  standards-based and non-unit  standmds-bmed /
q~alifications.  Short of insisting that all qualifications should be unit standards-based
— as the SAFCERT submission gestures towards doing (2000: 9) - one way o f
demonstrating equivalence is to mike articulation hinge on the common denominator, I
exit-level outcomes. Thus, since the formal schooling certificate is likely to be a
“whole qualification”, a comparison of the schooling GETC and the ABET GETC, for
example, can be made on the basis of their respective exit-level outcomes.

This does not, however, preclude the articulation of unit stand~ds-based
qualifications on the basis of unit standards, specific outcomes, and indeed level.

The following recommendation is therefore made:
I
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Recommendation 11

A registered GETC may be unit standards-based or non-unit standards-based, in’
accordance with the requirements of the NSB Regulations (8[4]). Unit standards-
based and non-unit standards-based GETCS should articulate on the basis of their
exit-level outcomes, specific outcomes, and levels – depending on the types o

, qualifications involved and the purposes of articulation.
1

4.4 Progression from GET to FET and credit accumulation

The issue of progression from GET to FET and credit accumulation is discussed t
some extent in the FETC discussion document. The Department of Education FE$
Curriculum Discussion Document (Department of Education, 2000a: 19) appears tc
support the notion that a learner may accumulate credits; should certain credits no :
have been achieved, the learner may emol concurrently for credits at level 2 and a :
level 3, for example. In the same document (2000a: 31) the following statement ii :
made: “After a learner has obtained the FETC, .sIhe can proceed towards th~,
achievement of outcomes Ieading  to a certificate or diploma at level 5, subject to HE;
admission requirements.” This policy reflects the process followed in highel ?
education and indicates a shift from past practice.

It maybe necessary for SAQA to take a principle stand that progression within a bamI
may be on the basis of accumulation of credits as determined by the providers withir 1
a band. However, progression between bands must be based on the achievement o f
critical qualifications: for example, progress from ABET to study of a qualification i]1

the Further Education and Training Band requires the achievement of a GETC ;
progress from study at level 3 and below to a qualification in the Higher Educatiol 1

and Training Band requires the achievement of an FETC. Alternatively, proposers o :
qualifications may be asked to indicate the conditions upon which progress to :3
qualification at a level in the next band is granted – though the danger here is that th~ ?
flexibility may ultimately undermine the credibility and coherence of the NQF itself.

I
The question is how to balance progression and access. There is a need to balanc

I

flexibility with rationality in the system so that it is possible for institutions to manag
learning in a coherent manner. The real challenge may well be in ensuring th t
institutions are flexible enough.

The Department of Education FET Discussion Document (2000a) suggests that cred t

t

accumulation at levels 2 and 3 will be acknowledged by the issuing of credit-base
certificates when the minimum compulsory credits have been attained. e
accumulated credits will be captured on SAQA’s National Learners’ Record Databa e
(NLRD). This process motivates learners by accrediting achievement as it occurs.

Certain other proposers of qualifications that span more than one level a e

1

experimenting with the concept of designing the qualification in such a way th t
credit-based cetiificates can be issued along the way as the necessary credits e
achieved.

It has been forcefully argued in the FETC discussion document that the underlyi~g
principle in the design of an NQF level 4 qualification must be that the qualifying
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learner has the learning assumed to be in place to embark upon the study of
qualifications at a higher level and that through the acquisition of the NQF level 4
qualification a viable learning pathway is created. This underpins the concept that
qualification design must favour  the principle of “dove-tailing”: exiting from one
qualification must lead directly to entry to one or more qualifications at the same or
higher level of the NQF. This principle should be adopted in the case of
qualifications at NQF level 1.

Recommendation 12

@alij?cations  at level 1 of the NQF,  certificates of achievement below level 1 of the
NQF in the case of tlte ABET sector, statements of achievement below level 1 of the
NQF in the case of the formal schooling sector, and certijlcates or statements of
achievement (depending upon whether any decision is taken about the creation of
sub-leveis)  in the case of the industrial sector must be proposed within [earning
pathways that allow for simultaneous exit from one qualification, certtj?cate  of
achievement, or statement of achievement and entry into another at the same level
or sub-level of the iVQF.  In addition, [earning pathways should indicate the
progression possibilities from the GET into the FET and HET bands, where
appropriate.

4.5 Integrated assessment

The NSB Regulations require the proposers of qualifications to address the notion of
integrated assessment in their submissions.

Integrated assessment needs to be incorporated appropriately to ensure that the
purpose of the qualification is achieved; such assessment should use a range of
formative and summative assessment such as portfolios, simulations, workplace
assessments and also written and oral examinations (regulation 8[ 1 ][g]; RSA, 1998a).

One of the problems facing the system is that there has been no formally recognised
qualification at NQF level 1; some would argue that even current discussions do not
indicate a single clear purpose for a qualification at this level. Furthermore, the
problem with a system that encourages the achievement of a qualification through
credit accumulation is that a learner may achieve the required number of credits in the
relevant areas of study – credits earned over a period of time, at different learning
sites, and through different assessment modes - perhaps even through RI?L.  Because
of the fragmented nature of the learning and assessment, there is no guarantee that the
overall purpose of the qualification has been achieved.

The issue of integrated assessment is addressed in the SA.QA publication Guidelines
for the Assessment of NQF Registered Unit Standards and Qual@cations  (SAQA,
1999). This is a complex concept, and engagement with it by practitioners will
inform further developments and debates.

Recommendation 13—

Providers and ETQAs should engage with each other and with one another, with
stakeholders in their sectors, and with SAQA on how best to maintain the integrity

I

I



STAATSKOERANT, 14 DESEMBER 2000 INo.  21 88 23

of GETCS beyond the requirement that the purpose of the qualification be achieve
through appropriate incorporation of integrated assessment j

4.6 Recognition of prior learning (RPL)

The NSB Regulations stipulate that proposers of NQF (level 1) qualifications must, i

1

their submissions, indicate in the rules governing the award of the qualification tha
the qualification may be achieved in whole or in part through the recognition of prio
learning, which concept includes but is not limited to learning outcomes achieve
through formal, informal and non-formal learning and work experience (RSA, 1998a;
regulation 8[ 1 ][h]). It will be necessary to spell out the criteria for awarding th$
qualification (or part of it) through RPL.

Recommendation 14

1

ETQAs and providers of learning programmed leading to the achievement o
GETCS should collaborate in formulating policies and devising criteria that allo
learners to achieve whole or part qualifications through the recognition of prio
!earning.

5 Issues for Implementation
I

A number of issues have been raised in this document which have differe t

{

implications for the different sectors operating at the GETC level, The challenge wi 1
be for each of these sectors to find ways of implementing the recommendations so s
to achieve coherence in qualifications design and construction and in Ieamin
programme provision at level 1 of the NQF.

One of the key challenges facing all sectors is how to ensure the articulation f

1-

qualifications across the band. In this regard, the Department of Education will ha e
to give fiu-ther  consideration to the articulation of its qualifications with those oft e
ABET and industrial sectors. The question it will need to address is: What kind f
recognition will the statements of achievement given to learners who exit from t e
formal schooling system before the achievement of a GETC – that is, before Grade
– have in the ABET and industrial sectors, and more broadly in society at large?

Further design and implementation issues which the Department of Education w“ 1
need to consider are:

I
● the relationship between the 66 specific outcomes, the exit-level outcomes whi h

I

its qualifications are required to specifi,  and expected levels of performan e
(ELPs); and

● the accumulation of credit below Grade 7, and the award of credit below Grade 9.

In terms of the IAAB submission (1999), the ABET sector will need to consid

{

whether the range of elective unit standards available to the learner should be m e
narrowly defined and its relationship to the core unit standards more cle ly
explicated to ensure that its selection contributes towards the achievement of t e
pu~ose  of the qualification. This question of the composition of the core and electi  e
components of qualifications – particularly the relationship between the two in terms
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of their ccmtribution  towards the achievement of the purpose of the qualification - is a
matter for all sectors operating at the level, however.

In the absence of sound education, training and de~elopment  qualifications design and
learning programme provision, however, the best GETC design and GET provision in
the world will not succeed in laying a firm foundation for the personal and socio-
economic development for which the NQF stands. In other words, the quality  of
educatorhrainer education-and-training, both pre-service and in-service, will
ultimately determine the success of NQF implementation and bring about  the
education and training transformation which South Africa seeks. In this regard, it is
important that all mleplayers involved in GET provision liaise with the SGBS
registered under the NSB for Education, Training and Development (ETD) - NSB 05-
to ensure that their interests are accommodated in qualifications design, and with the
ETQAs accredited to oversee the provision of learning programmed leading to the
achievement of ETD qualifications to ensure that educators and trainers are well
prepared to provide learning programmed leading to GETCS.

6 Conclusion

The point must be emphasized that one of the strengths of the SAQA system is that it
is an open system, allowing flexibility for different bodies to put forward the
qualifications that serve their needs. The Regulations should not be restrictive and
drive the system back towards closing pathways rather than opening up pathways.
We must remember that access and portability exist in tension – as access is opened
up and flexibility is prioritized, the portability of credits from one qualification to
another becomes more limited; on the other hand, the more portability of credits is
emphasized, the more restrictive and less flexible access becomes. SAQA must
ensure that the system does not become restrictive and create artificial barriers to
viable pathways.

Carefil  consideration must be given to how one moves a system from the present tQ
the fiture – that is, to issues of systemic change. Even if SAQA accepts
qualifications as proposed by different bodies, debated according to agreed principles,
the real problem lies with society’s acceptance of their value. Consideration of more
flexible organizational arrangements within the system are likely to have the effect of
“loosening up” the system and encouraging life-long learning – for example, the
semesterization of learning and assessment and the relaxing of group examination
requirements.
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