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Abstract #45

The purpose of this paper is to promote discussfdhe practicalities, applicability,
and implications, of delivering vocational qualdtons in the workplace. After the
initial presentation, the presenters promote dsious of the findings, and most
importantly, the exploration of alternative avenoéslelivery, what forms the models
might take; the implications; and the issues ofl sikid knowledge development. In
particular the focus will be how workplace deliverfyVET appears to be influencing
perceptions of ‘trade’ qualifications.

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to promote discussibthe findings on workplace
delivery. Primarily this paper unpacks the findirgf interviews conducted with staff
of registered training organisation as well as @erig relevant methodological
detail. In addition it provides insight into the egtions, and responses that arose
during the course of the interviews. It is intendedt the interviews would provide
participants with an insight into the thoughts, cemms - existing paradigm perhaps -
of practitioners who are attempting to adapt theade delivery practices to a
changing industrial and social context. Furthertaawhy it is our belief that while all
of the practices reviewed hold merit, it is to ‘aues other’ than these we must look if
skill development of apprentices in regional camsion workplaces is to be effected.

Overview

During latter half of 2007 we (the presenters) utwk a limited enquiry into
workplace delivery on behalf of TAFE NSW Riveringslitute. The purpose of the
study was to investigate workplace delivery techag appropriate or adaptable to
apprenticeship training in the regional construttiondustry. The enquiry was
supported by Reframing the Future funding.

Representatives of five Victorian based Registéreining Organisations (RTOSs),
both public and private, were interviewed eithaxeféo face or (in one instance only)
by phone link. The organisations involved weresdroon the basis of a review of
recommendations offered by independent researametgpeers within the industry.
In each case it must be stated that the RTOs whwipated in the study were open
and forthcoming throughout the interview processl hey were justifiably proud of
their past and current activities in delivering liftaations in the workplace. We hope
this work offers appropriate respect to their achieents.

Despite their enthusiasm and cooperation we hattgheld the names of these RTOs
and their clients. The purpose of the review bemgrovide representative examples
of alternative practices in workplace deliveryhetthan focusing upon the perceived
value or otherwise of the capabilities of any matar organisation. In light of this
the five RTOs have been referred to simply as RritaPrivate 2, Private 3, Public A
(Country) and Public B (Inner City).
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Methodology

Following discussions with numerous researchersRar@ds (both public and private),
a small cluster of Victorian-based RTOs were id@adi as offering a range of
approaches and, importantly, were open to furthquiey. We were able to visit four
of the five were able to be visited allowing focéato face discussion, using an open
interview approach to promote dialogue. A simdacursive technique was used in
the telephone interview of the manager of the fiRMO. The open interview
technique allowed for issues and themes to arigk kan discussed that had not
previously been considered, while in the lattert pithe discussion issues could be
introduced, addressed, and brought into focus.

In each case a patrticular client or delivery sie gualification was identified for
exemplary methods or approaches. It was not deredl important that all of the
organisations that participated dealt with the starction trades, instead the
possibility of crossover between industries wadaeal.

Limits of Enquiry

= With the exception of Public A, only one represégof each RTO was
interviewed. (Note: In generally the RTO repreatimé who took part in the
interview was not conducting the delivery of thelification in focus.)

= Clients and sites where training was delivered wertevisited

= Documentation employed for assessment was notwedie

= No ‘students’ or ‘applicants’ were interviewed

= Several RTOs which deliver complete constructioseldlagualifications were not
asked to participate due to an industry perceptiahthey were not good
practice training examples.

=  Both interviewers were male.

Discussion

Detail of the findings can be found in the addendarthis brief paper (to be offered
separately to conference participants). Rather tahaur over each of the findings
individually, it is perhaps of greater value toailiss their implication, allowing the
relevant detail to rise as is relevant. Firsttyisi of interest that of the five RTOs,
none of them operated similarly: Only one RTO i\d&ied’ training in the traditional
interpretation of the word; one sought to developlee workplace, inclusive of
management, as a learning community; one onlysasdethe training delivered by
the employer; one only conducted Recognition obPkiearning (RPL) assessments
of existing experienced workforces; and one acjuetinducted neither workplace
assessment or training — although it offered agreas to that effect.

In each case it was clear to us that the represenfaom the RTO believed strongly
in what they were attempting to do, and were daingell’. Private 1, for example,
engaged with several large organisations requeskilgdevelopment of their staff.
Extensive efforts were then made to contextualm@apriate qualifications so as to
develop skills relevant to these workplaces.

Likewise Private 2 went to great lengths to evauhe competency or otherwise of

their target group: often requiring assessors tendpwhole days in road trains;
meeting applicants at truck stops in the early s@fithe morning; and going so far as
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to instruct supervisors in training and assessipeadtices (partial qualification) when
skill gaps arise for drivers.

In each case however there were elements that dvéoh@onfront as ‘challenging’ to
our current delivery or training paradigm. Ofgbdhere are elements that appear to
have little relevance to the establishment of ‘appate’ workplace skill and
knowledge development for apprentices, and elemtats whilst still challenging,
hold promise. It is appropriate that we shouluklat these in more detalil.

Recognition of Prior Learning and Current Competenges

Both Recognition of Prior LearningRPL), and Recognition of Current
Competencieg¢RCC) are well documentedNSW DET, 2007). Briefly, RPL is the

recognition that people develop skills and knowkedigformally and outside of the

formal educational system. RPL effectively ‘formsak’ the informal — brings the

applicant into the ‘system’ — and benchmarks thegairest relevant competency
standards. RCC is an assessment only processhwhameapplicant’'s competency is
checked for currency. With respect to the develemnof skills and knowledge of

apprentices, who in the main are of limited expeéand have had only a short time
to develop their skills in the workplace, both weerceived as avenues of limited
‘initial’ relevance.

That stated, RPL may have some value in the evafuaft apprentices who, having
spent a significant period embedded in the worlglace confronted with training in
units of competency that they may already haveldped. This is the approach that
was adopted by Public A. Even here there is ai@aarty note as often the practical
ability is context specific, and only a limited gpaof the underpinning knowledge is
held. Likewise the narrow field of experience ikge questions regarding transfer to
other contexts. The applicants assessed by PAbhave demonstrated this as an
issue. However, Private 2 refutes this on the badigrescribed competency.
Competency, they state, “is a bench mark... ...if gon’t think its high enough talk
to your ISC [Industry Skills Council] ...”. In addin, Private 2 were firm in the
belief that competency was “entry level training..The “trade” they contended was
something else, developed over time, and that #mergl public will eventually
isolate those ‘tradespersons’ who are not congiderée of sufficient standard.

Private 3 on the other hand, while also offerintensibly an RPL program, seeks to
develop worker’s problem-solving ability. In soidg they argue that although all of
the skill and knowledge development is context ggedncluding the language of its

mostly English as a Second Language (ESOL) and uages other than English
(LOTE) applicants, they develop the key ‘soft skillhat allow for transfer between

contexts and problems.

Here we see two different strategies for two défer goals: one enters, checks
existing competency, coaches were required, artd exhe qualification delivered to

the standards set by industry; the other entersvtirtgplace seeking to develop, and
raise the standard, of the whole context over tieeeying when that aim is achieved
— “...we're there for as long as it takes...”. It isnast as a ‘bonus’ that the workers
achieve a qualification effectively through RPL.
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Points for consideration

» |f competency is considered to be entry level trajronly, where is the ‘trade’ [or
higher training which is required to become an expethe trade]? And given a
generally uninformed public purchasing to a prieé| they be aware that what
they are receiving could be better?

= When developing the skills in a workplace using stdtants who are not
experienced in the context of the delivery (as sxwlly Private 3 does —
preferring not to use the term ‘trainers’), can teesure that the direction taken is
appropriate (sustainable, economic, safe, andikie¢?l The incremental shifts
sought are based upon, and effected by, an existimgforce of (at time of entry)
unspecified competence. The key performance itmlisgKPIl) may look good,
yet is the direction ultimately right? This doex deny the value of the alternative
perspective offered, indeed it is alternative pecipes that are frequently missing
in workplaces. As Private 3 themselves stated f.wea ask why something is
done and the answer‘isecause we have always done it that walyé alarm bells
ring...”. However should not that perspective be mmted by a broad grounding
relevant to the context? Is the existing workfasa#ficient in this role?

Employers as ‘Trainers’

In many existing cases of workplace delivery witthie construction industry it is the
employer who is deemed the ‘instructor’ and the R@Kes on the role of ‘assessor’
only. There is an argument that assessment isitagral component of the skill

development and that the two should not be viewedsolation. However the

contemporary VET system of competency based trgiiénds to promote this

separation. Public B provides a good exampléiisfform of delivery. Funding is

the key issue here and currently limits contactrbqapproximating only 10 — 12

hours per stage or ‘year’ of the course). Thigacirtime (or lack of thereof) tends to
disallow extended observations of the apprentieedk practice by the assessor.
Third party reporting appears to be an essentiahpoment yet none of the

representatives of Public RTOs gave much credemaeconsidered avenues for the
collection of this form of evidence. Private RTOlseewise were not particularly

confident of the evidence that was collected fraqpesvisors or managers.

However all three of the private RTOs intervieweatexd a preference for assessing
the workers over extended periods of observed ipeaeind always with clustered
competencies. This reflects our own preference twad of many TAFE based
instructors. All three private RTOs also stateat tturrent audit practices tended to
disallow this approach and so in attempting besttore they find themselves “...risk
managing...” their assessments for arguably the wreagons.

Pointsfor consideration

= Do ‘one man’ employers have the time to train appces? While larger firms
may ‘farm out’ their apprentices to subcontractarg, such apprentices any better
off under this system? How much material thatsgeosibly ‘peripheral’ to the
doing of a task, yet ultimately informs the problepiving and transfer elements?
Is the appropriateness of ‘doing’ being lost tocpicee by imposing the training
upon the employer? Do we accept the argument peapdy Private 2, that
competency is entry level only and that the newdésperson’ will eventually
develop this knowledge and skill as time and cargdirws?
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» |t has long been acknowledged that much, if nottmsldll development takes
place in the workplace. Indeed even as an appeentyself | argued that at TAFE
one might be ‘taught’ everything, yet learn nothiMghile at work we can be
‘taught’ nothing, yet learn everything — as muchgdgs on the learning styles of
the apprentice, as well as the training delivepesof instructors and co-workers
or employers. If this is the case, why is it thag are yet to incorporate any
element of training in mentoring, instruction, or that matter assessment (given
the integral role) in our trade or post trade dications? [i.e. An individual that
goes through ‘the trade’ (Cert Ill) or higher levgthrough Cert IV or Diploma)
may never be taught anything on how to handle gmespice, train them, mentor
them, or guide others in mentoring them.]

= |f employers simply do not have the time to ‘traiahd the importance of long
duration observations of practice (of clustered getencies) is trustworthy, how
might this be funded for application in small regabworkplaces?

Some Concluding Remarks

It is to be acknowledged that talk of ‘the trade’ mot much countenanced in
contemporary VET literature, being considered gvertieterminate: By this | mean
that ‘competency’ is considered ‘measurable’; ‘trede’, is not. However, there is
value in maintaining our link to this human veseélbroad knowledge, skill, and
experience pertaining to various sectors of ouustiy: Indeed this networking and
sharing of experiences is often the only bridgeveen these sectors. [Note: graded
competency assessment is not widely used in peactifFAFE NSW, see also Costin,
2005]

In accepting this, if we choose to bow to the mowntpressure and belief that
competency is in fact ‘entry level training andaththe trade’ is something else, how
are we to recognise this something else? Can thiseblected within the AQTF
system? Do we need another level of recognitiaset upon evaluation rather than
‘training’: some form of evaluation for which apgdition is made ‘post competency’?
There are sufficient national and internationalnegkes, both historical and current,
from which a relevant model might be developed.[¢hg European/Anglo Saxon
style of Guild type historically used in Englanddafustralia, the German and French
versions of journeymen, and the still existent ErefCompanion’ guild are other
examples. Then there is the Korean approach totamaing historically relevant skill
sets and other Asian (Philippines, Japan, Chinaiplg$ approaches that have ways
of recognising high skill development.] While thmay reduce pressure on assessors
of ‘competency’ in the workplace, there remainksighat must be considered,
particularly with regard to Occupation Health arade®y and transfer at ‘competency’
level, and of insurance and remuneration uponé&ragtcognition.

The avenues explored here offer elements worthgaoofsideration, yet as whole
practices we would contend they are inappropriaterade based skill development
and evaluation, particularly in small regional wpldces. And so, while borrowing
much that is valuable from other models, we musismter the development of
avenues other.

Avenues Other: Some Direction

The point form proposal that follows should be take guidance towards a model,
rather than the offering of a fixed one. As eletaeaf possible approaches to
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delivery, they aim to maintain ‘training’ — the nposefully guided development of
skill and knowledge (as against recognition of &xgs competence) — that is not
apparent in the approaches reviewed. What isgsexp is a ‘partial’ workplace
delivery model with the greater quota of site bagsemining and assessment
rationalised to context.

= Adopting a ‘whole of practice’ model of skill dewgiment and its evaluation.

= Bulk of formally guided generic skill & knowledgedelopment off-site
(flexibly and rational to context and skill devetopnt requirements)

= Online workplace activity material extending faoddce delivery, improving
access and contextualisation

= Bulk of practical and written assessments on-gitentine (flexible and rational
to context and assessment requirements) [* secbedbey].

= Practical assessments of clustered competencielsiciau on-site over extended
time frames.

= Key skill development goals (clustered competenciestherwise) assessed at
staged intervals throughout the apprenticeshipgeri

= Assessments integrated with skill development € feeward modelling

= Whole of workplace development approach — emplogedsor supervisors
integral to apprentice skill development.

= Online portal access for ‘third party’ data uptéke paper inputs)

= Open acknowledgement and support of Legitimateetivp Observation: (LSO
is prevalent yet not formalised in all the avenokassessment reviewed in this
paper) rather than allowing the ‘blind eye’ to dooe the pretence of pseudo
objectivity in assessment.

= RPL at entry to course and entry to each competency

=  Graded competency allowing for, promoting, and mekvey, the pursuit of
excellence

= Inclusion of mentoring, training, and assessmenaictces in trade training
(within certificate 3 and above).

* There are identity issues here that would haviegoisk managed if they were to be
adopted. How to ‘prove’ that the assessment waspteted by the stated individual
is difficult, as it is with site-based work that ¢&aimed as being completed by the
apprentice/applicant, yet was not seen to be peddrby an assessor.
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