Rough analysis of approaches we could take to the apprenticeship concept
This rough analysis consists of a high level set of approaches with high level pros and cons, and a table
Approaches
I have conceived of five possible approaches. Examples are illustrative only. Are there any other ones you can think of? Are there any obvious high-level pros and cons missing from the dot points?
a. Definitional/ rules-based and status quo settings (e.g. current New Zealand Apprenticeships)
b. Definitional/ rules based with more permissive settings (e.g. current NZA but can be at higher levels and/or lower levels so long as a capstone applies)
c. Criteria-based (someone judges whether a programme has a set of characteristics that we think add up to an apprenticeship – e.g. sufficiently deep theoretical, technical and practical skills so that someone completing an apprenticeship is ready to participate in an industry community of practice)	
d. Providers, using WDC standards (and accounting for any curricula, or capstones set by WDCs) set apprenticeships so long as WDCs are prepared to endorse them (open option)
e. No specific framework that is different from work-based training – people on the ground understand what an apprenticeship is and branding and publicity will happen based on the product if appropriate. 
Experience suggests if the “gateway” (e.g. brand eligibility, funding, wage support) is owned by Government, one of a) or b) will win. 
· This would be the approach set that is less disruptive (noting the point that there is already significant change so any additional change at the moment should only be considered if the opportunity is significant enough) 
· It would be easier for to bring in government supports again in the future (should this be decided – for example should NZ be faced with a sharp downturn) 
· Data continuity is more easily preserved
· However the approach remains linked to the framework set to meet the needs of the funding system, which is not well aligned with the understanding and needs of the end-users of the apprenticeship concept.
A criteria-based approach (c) could also work if Government owns the gateway, and also if providers or industry own the gateway (d or e). 
· Moving to a criteria based or more open approach would require lots of operational work (either in government or providers/ industry/ WDCs) which could be of marginal value if the people on the front lines have a deeply rooted understanding of the apprenticeship pathway and the issue is primary about maintaining visibility to the wider public. 
A more open approach might shift the “gateway” away from government to providers or industry. It might not feature any defined support that is different from other work-based mode training. 
· If the need to support apprenticeships arises (as opposed to work-based training) some time in the future, a government might ask to shift to one of the definitional options, which is historically what has happened and could be disruptive. 
· Particularly for approach e) perceptions of government support for apprenticeships will drop in the wider public but decisions will be uncomplicated for those involved. 
The impact of the different approaches on Māori interests and for Te Tiriti obligations would need to be understood and considered (e.g. if the gateway shifts away from the Crown)
Table
Can you comment on the table for accuracy and validity of conclusions and logic? For example, is there information I should include in the boxes?
The table below uses the elements of the current system to discover where a programme within it could be an “authentic” apprenticeship. I do not mean to prejudice which of the approaches above to take by using the elements of the existing system in this way. Under some of the options it will not be necessary to describe apprenticeships in this way (although underlying programmes would be) but under others it would.







	Element
	Enables industry community of practice
	Commitment and relationship
	Comment

	[Existing NZA in shaded rows]
	Sufficient theoretical underpinning
	Sufficiently deep level of skills
	Employer commitment to whole of training pathway for apprentice
	Apprentice commitment to becoming industry practitioner / skilled tradesperson [1]
	

	Contain a strong theoretical component to support further learning, as well as a practical element

[Context is legislation – “wholly or partly at the person’s workplace, mainly by or on behalf of the person’s employer”]
	Yes
	Yes – in combination with other elements
	Yes – an employer investing in training an apprentice will commit to both theoretical and practical elements.

Areas with non-traditional employment relationships (or high levels of self employed) may require greater blending than legislated definition can support
	Yes – both are necessary for the development required. Definition however does not ensure practical experiences sufficient for entry into communities of practice
	Underpinning and practical skills are essential for entry into industry community of practice 

	Level 4 (plus additional level 3 if approved)
	Yes – historically 
	Yes - historically
	Yes – employers can support training at these levels and historically accept these as appropriate levels for apprenticeships
	Yes
	NZQF level 4 provides broad operational and theoretical knowledge in a field of work or study. Historically this has been a good level for most apprenticeship programmes

	120 credits minimum (primary qualification – can be augmented)
	For many industries one full-time equivalent year is relatively light
	For many industries one full-time equivalent year is relatively light
	Many industries determine longer programmes for apprenticeships to allow sufficient time for an apprentice to gain the right range of experiences as a productive worker in their employer’s workplace 
	Many industries determine longer programmes for apprenticeships to allow sufficient time for an apprentice to gain experience as a productive worker to support this journey (e.g. current mean average duration of NZA is 34 weeks)
	120 credits is a full time one year programme equivalent to 1200 hours of study. This may only be sufficient for an apprenticeship in a small number of industries.

	Complex apprenticeships (must be comprised of quals at level 3 and 4)
	Designed for particular industry needs. Bridges the gap between qualification and programme but needs to ensure sufficient theoretical knowledge is designed in
	Designed for particular industry needs. Bridges the gap between qualification and programme but needs to ensure sufficient practical knowledge and experience is designed in
	Designed for particular industry needs. Flexibility to allow for employer engagement. Similar potential trade offs in terms of buy in to theoretical underpinning that might not immediately pay off to other elements, but evidence that it works through current system
	Yes, as the programme itself should be coherent, and complex apprenticeships bridge qualifications gaps through programme design
	Level 3 provides some theoretical and operational knowledge, while level 4 provides broad theoretical and operational knowledge. 

Designed to create an equivalency to level 4 but for specific industries – no reason this cannot work as a minimum

	Capstone or other way to ensure depth of experiences without using credits as a proxy for this (e.g. an industry capstone as an alternative to administrative description as a way to provide flexibility)
	Yes, assuming capstone well designed
	Yes, assuming capstone well designed
	Greater assurance investment will make a return – relatively / increasingly skilled apprentice for enough time in workplace
	Less certainty over time it will take. On the margins might overly extend apprenticeship
	Where the levers are light, e.g. access to branding, the work required may not be worth the reward. May be a better way to provide for flexibility should funding be in play.

	40-120 credits for primary qualification
	Highly unlikely to gain sufficient depth of theoretical knowledge (diminishing as programme gets smaller)
	Highly unlikely to gain sufficient depth of practical skills and experience (diminishing as programme gets smaller)
	Employers may commit to training and assessment but less likely to perceive it as an apprenticeship with the outcomes expected of apprenticeships
	By itself unlikely to have the outcome of independent practice 
	Such programmes would be rarely if ever viewed as apprenticeships

	Level 3
	Provides sufficient theoretical knowledge in limited occupations
	May be appropriate for some industries but only expected to learn standard processes
	In limited industries where employers recognise it as an apprenticeship producing the depth and breadth of skills needed to operate
	May only support this in limited industries
	Level 3 programmes provide some operational and theoretical knowledge in a field of work or study.

Possibly for some industries, noting that most participating industries that demand apprenticeships have level 4 as a standard due to current system. However some of the industries newly under a WDC might look at a level 3

	Level 2
	Basic factual knowledge is unlikely to be sufficient to create community of practice
	Basic operational knowledge is unlikely to be sufficient to create a community of practice
	Unlikely given the level of investment required for an apprenticeship and productivity returns from training at this level
	Unlikely given relatively light depth of knowledge and practice involved
	Level 2 programmes provide basic factual and/or operational knowledge of a field of work or study. Unlikely to support an apprenticeship

	Level 5-7 (non-degree)
	Context of technical skills is important, so might create a strong community of practice, although may be more suited to level 5 than further above
	The provision of broad operational knowledge should provide sufficient practical skills at level 5. Emphasis on more technical knowledge at levels 6 and 7 may be appropriate for some but not all industries
	For industries with higher levels of technical skills requirements, employers may commit to an apprenticeship at higher levels if they have the capability to mentor and train for broad operational knowledge
	Highly likely
	Level 5 includes broad operational, theoretical and technical knowledge; levels 6 and 7 emphasise technical and theoretical more.

Should consider including so long as any programme meets the criteria e.g. entry point to career, supported by training plan. May support some new industries e.g. tech – could safely leave to WDCs and providers

	Micro-credentials as augmentation [could shift up as this may well already be possible under current rules]
	Micro credential could enhance theoretical underpinnings to more practical qualification or vice versa, if designed well
	Micro credential could enhance theoretical underpinnings to more practical qualification or vice versa, if designed well
	No change to analysis for regular apprenticeship settings
	No change to analysis for regular apprenticeship settings
	It is possible that micro-credentials could be used to augment qualifications as part of an apprenticeship

	Stackable micro-credentials in place of primary qualification
	[Need to resolve technical questions about how far you can go staking to a qualification]
Provided the components collectively build the theoretical skills needed to operate as part of industry community of practice this may be possible. Likely to be rare or difficult without an underlying qualification to augment however.
	Provided the components collectively support the practical skills and experiences needed to operate as part of industry community of practice this may be possible. Other aspects of apprenticeships such as breadth or experiences may be more important than structure of assessments/ credentials however.
	Difficult to assess. Employers may find the credentialling complex, providing too many off-ramps, helpfully flexible, or not important compared with the training plan setting out the experiences and courses that need to be covered.
	Difficult to assess. Risk of creating too many off-ramps but a coherent pathway could achieve the level of skills and experiences required
	Programmes leading to qualifications may include micro-credentials as components of learning, provided the overall design of the programme is coherent and meets the qualification outcomes and strategic purpose.

Question about the extent to which current legislation supports this. Need to check back in with NZQA



	Elements from other systems (e.g. tech credentials)
	So long as these form part of a coherent programme that is appropriate for a career in New Zealand. Extent to which the credentials incorporate specific product skills against underlying theoretical knowledge would have to play out in practice
	More likely to be workplace specific than industry wide skills (but if industry standards align that may not matter very much). Programme as a whole would need to provide deep skills even if delivered via specific product training. Theoretically yes but may need more information
	Immediate relevance of e.g. specific product skills an advantage, but risks providing an off ramp especially if in an industry area without a long history of apprenticeships
	Provided coherent overall programme is well designed, and risk of off-ramp is mitigated
	Likely to be similar to augmented micro-credentials 

	Where there is no employer, e.g. volunteers are Marae-based or iwi led building projects; or for some genuinely self-employed (not contractors)
	Yes, through robust off job or self directed learning opportunities
	Needs someone to stand in for the employer and provide on job training, pastoral care and other related services. Group training a possibility [is there a viable business model for it though in these cases?]
	Employer and learner are the same in this case. In the case of volunteering, there may be other non-employers who could stand in, and even invest in the development of the learner
	Yes, so long as a viable apprenticeship could be designed
	Would be difficult to achieve

Likely to require change in legislation unless a viable Group Training Scheme (where apprentices are employed) can be set up. 




[1] A practitioner or skilled worker who can work independently and solve complex problems in different work settings as part of an industry community of practice

