
“Vocational education for 14-19 year olds should serve the purpose of creating and maintaining opportunities for all young people”.

So states the latest attempt by a UK Government to review vocational education. Professor Alison Wolf’s review, published on 4 March 2011, considers how vocational education for 14-19 year olds can be improved, to promote successful progression into the labour market and into higher level education and training routes.  The review proposes a fundamental simplification of the vocational education system for 14-19 year olds, as well as providing practical recommendations to inform future policy direction.
Underlying it are three ‘organising principles’ for reform: any young person’s programme of study, whether ‘academic’ or ‘vocational’, should provide for labour market and educational progress; provide people with accurate and useful information, so that they can make decisions accordingly; and, the system needs to be simplified dramatically, as a precondition for giving people good and accurate information, to free up resources for teaching and learning, and to encourage innovation and efficiency.

Proposals include:

· a radical simplification of the FE funding mechanism funding students not qualifications; 

· greater freedom for institutions to decide what they teach and a reduced role for government and quangos; 

· greater emphasis on a core vocational curriculum with Maths and English as central; 

· confirmation of a high-quality vocational education route from 16 alongside apprenticeships and A levels. 


The proposals have significant implications for schools, colleges, and awarding bodies concerned with 14-19 year olds.

The Government will shortly be publishing a formal response to the review which will set out how it intends to take forward the recommendations.

In this SLIM-Comment we have a look at the Review and set out its key recommendations. I hope you find this SLIM-Comment useful.
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Introduction
Vocational education has been the subject of pretty relentless tinkering for many years, so it was no surprise when the Secretary of State for Education commissioned Professor Alison Wolf of King’s College London to carry out an independent review of vocational education. She was asked to consider how vocational education for 14-19 year olds could be improved in order to promote successful progression into the labour market and into higher-level education and training routes. She was also asked to provide practical recommendations to help inform future policy direction, taking into account current financial constraints.

As Mr Gove stated that for too long vocational qualifications had not been properly valued and that a gap had been left in the country’s skills base as a result... 
...For many years our education system has failed properly to value practical education, choosing to give far greater emphasis to purely academic achievements. This has left a gap in the country’s skills base and, as a result, a shortage of appropriately trained and educated young people to fulfil the needs of our employers. To help support our economic recovery, we need to ensure this position does not continue and that in future we are able to meet the needs of our labour market.
The Professor Wolf was asked to consider the organisation of vocational education and its responsiveness to a changing labour market, and consider ways to increase incentives for young people to participate. The Review was also to take explicit account of good practice in a selection of developed economies.  More specifically:

to deliver economic growth with all that means for standards of living and communal wellbeing we must prioritise vocational learning, promote Apprenticeships and so produce a new generation of craftsmen and women capable of building Britain’s future.
John Hayes MP, Minister of State for Further Education, Skills and Lifelong Learning.
The Review has been informed by over 400 pieces of evidence from the public, a number of visits to colleges, academies and training providers, and interviews and discussion sessions with key partners in the sector.

In England today, around two-and-a-half million young people are aged 14 to 19. The vast majority are engaged, full or part time, in education, and they are growing up in a world where long periods of study and formal credentials are the norm. Vocational education is an important part of that world. Most English young people now take some vocational courses before they are 16; and post-16 the majority follow courses which are largely or entirely vocational.

Yet the report estimates that: 

at least 350,000 young people in a given 16-19 cohort are poorly served by current arrangements. Their programmes and experiences fail to promote progression into either stable, paid employment or higher level education and training in a consistent

or an effective way.
The report emphasises that vocational education for 14-19 year olds should serve the purpose of creating and maintaining opportunities for all young people. It makes a number of detailed recommendations to that end.

Finally, it considers how vocational education for 14-19 year olds can be improved in order to promote successful progression into the labour market and into higher level education and training routes, and provides practical recommendations to help inform future policy direction, taking into account current financial constraints.

The Report’s Recommendations

Key recommendations are set out below

1. Conceptualising 14-19 education

The report looks at what happens elsewhere in the developed world where it is now the norm for young people to remain in formal education until the end of their teenage years. This is only partly a direct result of changes in the demand for skills. Young people are also forced into education by the need to have formal and recognised credentials and by a shrinking youth labour market. The result is that most young people can and do expect to remain in some form of formal education and training until age 18 or 19, and ever more aspire to continue beyond.

In this new world, the report concludes that it still makes sense to continue thinking in terms of 14-16 and 16-19 as quite distinct phases. Almost every country has programmes which

are clearly ‘vocational’ in nature (though increasingly providing progression routes into higher educational levels). 14-16 is increasingly treated as a ‘core’ education, shared by everyone, and providing everyone with the possibility of progression along varied later routes.

One of the most distinctive features of contemporary English education, in fact, is the

amount of vocational education we provide within Key Stage 4 (KS4) education, at a time of increasingly delayed specialisation and common ‘general’ or ‘academic’ provision elsewhere. 

The overwhelming majority of respondents to the Review agreed there should be no substantial degree of specialisation before the end of KS4. 

Recommendation 1: The Department for Education (DfE) should distinguish clearly between those qualifications, both vocational and academic, which can contribute to performance indicators at KS4, and those which cannot. The decision criteria should be explicit and public. They will include considerations of depth and breadth (including consultation with/endorsement by relevant outside bodies), but also assessment and verification arrangements which ensure that national standards are applied to all candidates.

Recommendation 2: At KS4, schools should be free to offer any qualifications they wish from a regulated Awarding Body whether or not these are approved for performance measurement purposes, subject to statutory and health and safety requirements.

Recommendation 3: Non-GCSE/iGCSE qualifications from the approved list (Recommendation 1 above) should make a limited contribution to an individual student’s score on any performance measures that use accumulated and averaged point scores. This will safeguard pupils’ access to a common general core as a basis for progression. At the same time, any point-based measures should also be structured so that schools do not have a strong incentive to pile up huge numbers of qualifications per student, and, therefore, are free to offer all students practical and vocational courses as part of their programme. 

Recommendation 3 is designed to ensure that all KS4 students are guaranteed a broad core curriculum, such that they can progress to a wide range of post-16 academic and vocational options; but also to ensure that academically successful pupils are given the chance to take practical courses. 

The report notes that this country has many young people who are classified as having ‘special educational needs’ without being severely disabled, and/or are highly disengaged, persistently truant, and, at the extreme, excluded from school. This is an international phenomenon; but England is towards the top end in its proportion of young people who are failing to achieve basic academic competences by the age of 16. The performance of both other countries, and of the best schools in this one, make it clear that our current levels of low attainment are in no way inevitable. Although Foundation Learning was and is a genuine attempt to develop a curriculum suited to these young people, in practice there is a risk that it will simply legitimise failure with a significant proportion of this low-attaining group.

It is clear from international comparisons that the large proportion of English young people who reach the end of KS4 unable to progress directly on to Level 2 programmes (and who are also extremely unlikely to obtain jobs or apprenticeships) is far larger than it needs to be.

Recommendation 4: DfE should review current policies for the lowest-attaining quintile of pupils at KS4, with a view to increasing greatly the proportion who are able to progress directly onto Level 2 programmes at age 16. Performance management indicators and systems should not give schools incentives to divert low-attaining pupils onto courses and qualifications which are not recognised by employers or accepted by colleges for progression purposes. 

The report then looks at 16-19 year olds. It concludes that, at present, far too many young people in this age group pursue courses and programmes which offer them little progress or even coherence, which are driven by funding considerations, and restricted by tight and universal design rules. Central government and, more specifically, the Secretary of State for Education and the DfE, need to re-establish their clear and direct responsibility for setting education policy, and for ensuring that educational institutions provide all young people with high-quality and appropriate tuition.

If the statutory requirement for young people to participate in education is to remain, the Government needs to clarify what these benefits are for publicly-funded full-time education and translate them into general and overarching requirements for study programmes. 

The report recommends that programme requirements should be general principles. The degree of specialisation which occurs post-16, and the need to increase rather than further decrease responsiveness to local labour markets, mean that they should not involve detailed prescription comparable to KS4. 

The learning programme for a young person can and should be different from occupationally-specific training for adult workers as is the case throughout the rest of the world. Government should recognise this instead of expecting young people to be well-served by agglomerations of qualifications designed primarily for working adults.

Recommendation 5: The overall study programmes of all 16-18 year olds in ‘vocational’ programmes should be governed by a set of general principles relating primarily to content, general structure, assessment arrangements and contact time. Provided these are met, institutions should be free to offer any qualifications they please from a recognised (i.e. regulated) awarding body, and encouraged to include non-qualifications-based activity.

Recommendation 6: 16-19 year old students pursuing full-time courses of study should not follow a programme which is entirely ‘occupational’, or based solely on courses which directly reflect, and do not go beyond, the content of National Occupational Standards. Their programmes should also include at least one qualification of substantial size (in terms of teaching time) which offers clear potential for progression either in education or into skilled employment. 

In moving towards a system that encourages the delivery of programmes, there will be a need to move away from detailed micro-management and regulation of individual qualifications.

Of particular concern, among 16-18 year olds, are those young people referred to above, who leave KS4 education with few or no qualifications of value. At present, this group is expected to enter a ‘Foundation Learning’ programme (see above) and to take large numbers of small qualifications, many new and of “dubious value”. Moreover, policy documents expect Foundation Learning to encompass up to 20% of 16-18 year olds, which, as already noted, is unacceptably high. 
Recommendation 7: Programmes for the lowest attaining learners should concentrate on the core academic skills of English and maths, and on work experience. Funding and performance measures should be amended to promote a focus on these core areas and on employment outcomes rather than on the accrual of qualifications.

Finally, apprenticeship frameworks receive attention. They are currently non-age-specific and, partly for that reason, are regarded as often inadequate to allow progression to higher levels of study, even though individual employers may choose to enhance them. They also take inadequate account of the likelihood that many apprentices will change occupations in the future. 

Recommendation 8: The DfE and the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) should evaluate the extent to which the current general education components of apprenticeship frameworks are adequate for 16-19 year old apprentices, many of whom may wish to progress to further and higher education. It does not appear appropriate, given this Government’s commitment to progression through apprenticeship, that frameworks should, as at present, be drawn up entirely by Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) which conceive their role in relation to current employers and current, occupationally-specific, job requirements. The review of frameworks should also consider ways to increase flexibility and responsiveness to local labour markets and conditions.

In the 16-19 context, maths and English are of particular importance. 16-18 year olds are extremely ill-served by our vocational education system, which neglects these subjects in spite of their crucial role in both the labour market and progression to Higher Education (HE).

Recommendation 9: Students who are under 19 and do not have GCSE A*-C in English and/or maths should be required, as part of their programme, to pursue a course which either leads directly to these qualifications, or which provides significant progress towards future GCSE entry and success. The latter should be based around other maths and English qualifications which have demonstrated substantial content and coverage; and Key Skills should not be considered a suitable qualification in this context. DfE and BIS should consider how best to introduce a comparable requirement into apprenticeship frameworks.
While qualifications are important, they are, as stressed repeatedly by the Review, only a small part of an education system. Teaching quality is of central importance, and if we are to increase good quality post-16 Mathematics and English teaching rapidly, DfE and BIS need to pay direct attention to this. It is of particular importance in Mathematics because there are severe shortages of maths teachers.

Recommendation 10: DfE should continue and, if possible, increase its current level of support for Continuing Professional Development (CPD) for Mathematics teachers, and give particular attention to staff who are teaching post-16 students in colleges and schools. DfE and BIS should discuss the possibility of joint funding for post-16 CPD activities in English and maths, especially as they relate to apprentices and to general Further Education (FE) colleges recruiting adults as well as young people.
2. Funding and Institutional Arrangements

In addition to reconceptualising learning programmes for both KS4 and for 16-19 year olds, the report concludes that major changes are needed in the way institutions are funded and regulated. Without such changes, what is left are confusing and expensive arrangements which undermine rather than promote quality, and are unresponsive to the labour market which vocational education is supposed to serve.  

A. Reforming 16-18 funding for educational institutions

The current funding regime for 16-19 year olds (and, indeed, post-19) is unique to this country in tying funding overwhelmingly to individual qualifications taken rather than the students who take them. The system is complex and completely opaque, imposing large administrative costs on institutions.

Many submissions called for funding to ‘follow the student’. The current Government’s changes have moved 16-19 funding some way in this direction. Yet the Review acknowledges that this needs to move much further. The system still creates perverse incentives by strongly encouraging institutions to put together bundles of qualifications on a ‘profit maximisation’ basis rather than by conceptualising programmes for students in a holistic way.

Recommendation 11: Funding for full-time students age 16-18 should be on a programme basis, with a given level of funding per student (this can and should be adjusted for differences in the content-related cost of courses, and for particular groups of high-need student). The funding should follow the student. 

Recommendation 12: There should continue to be no restrictions placed on a young person’s programme in terms of which level or type of qualification they can pursue. If it is appropriate for a student or apprentice to move sideways (or indeed ‘downwards’) in order to change subject or sector, that is their choice.

At present many young people move in and out of education while they try to find (or wait for places on) courses that will be of value to them. This group of young people is typically lower-achieving, and poorer, than their peers who progress directly onto two years of full-time A level (or BTEC) study and then, typically, on to higher education. The result is that the former group receive fewer educational services (money and teaching time) between the ages of 16 and 19 than the rest of their cohort: and at 19 lose their entitlement to free full-time study.

Recommendation 13: Young people who do not use up their time-based entitlement to education (including apprenticeship) by the time they are 19 should be entitled to a corresponding credit towards education at a later date. The existing system of unique student numbers plus the learning accounts being developed by BIS should make this straightforward. 

B. Reforming funding for apprenticeships

Increasing young people’s access to apprenticeships is a government priority and of the utmost importance to the future of 16-18 vocational education. However, it is proving difficult to increase numbers for young people. Growth is occurring largely for older apprentices (19+) and also at Level 2 rather than Level 3. The Review was told, repeatedly, that persuading employers to take on younger apprentices is extremely hard, in part because of growing concerns over legislation, health and safety regulation, etc. 

High levels of excess demand for apprenticeships and stalled growth at Level 3 are doubly regrettable given the collapse of ordinary employment opportunities for the young. Apprenticeship should be regarded as a fundamental part of the education system, from which young people should be able to progress to higher studies. Its value is demonstrated clearly by the high wage returns to completed apprenticeships, compared with those associated with the supposedly ‘same’ qualifications obtained elsewhere.

Apprenticeships also must take account of a labour market where people’s occupations, and activities, change frequently. 16-19 year old apprentices are legally full-time employees rather than students; but they should, nonetheless, be primarily engaged in learning – including, primarily, ‘generalisable’ and transferrable skills. The corollary is that their employers should be operating, in part, as educators as well as employers. They should, therefore, be recompensed for this part of their role, directly or indirectly. This is standard practice in other countries with large apprenticeship programmes, and we know from research studies that subsidies do, indeed, increase apprenticeship vacancies.

Recommendation 14: Employers who take on 16-18 year old apprentices should be eligible for payments (direct or indirect) as and when they bear some of the cost of education for an age-group with a right to free full-time participation. Such payments should be made only where 16-18 year old apprentices receive clearly identified off-the-job training and education, with broad transferable elements.

Payments to employers imply additional funding. However, they are common in other systems, which do not obviously spend more on their apprenticeships than we do. 

Recommendation 15: DfE and BIS should review contracting arrangements for apprenticeships, drawing on best practice internationally, with a view to increasing efficiency, controlling unit costs and driving out any frictional expenditure associated with brokerage or middleman activities that do not add value.

Recommendation 16: DfE and BIS should discuss and consult urgently on alternative ways for groups of smaller employers to become direct providers of training and so receive ‘training provider’ payments, possibly through the encouragement of Group Training Associations (GTAs).

C. Strengthening the system: improving access to high quality vocational instruction

Many submissions to the Review described high-quality vocational provision in their schools, colleges and local authorities. Many others lamented the existence of substandard provision, in which vocational awards were delivered in the absence of either genuine professionals who could teach it, or appropriate equipment, and there were widespread concerns that current regulatory and verification procedures were not addressing the issue. The report concludes that the problem lies not only with league table pressures at KS4 but also financial pressure on schools to retain pupils post-16. 

The report suggests a combination of tight quality assurance with financial flexibility, and freedom for vocational professionals to operate across the whole 14-19 sector.

Recommendation 17: At present teachers with Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) can teach in FE colleges; the FE equivalent – Qualified Teacher Learning and Skills (QTLS) – should be recognised in schools, which is currently not the case. This would enable schools to recruit qualified professionals to teach courses at school level (rather than bussing pupils to colleges) with clear efficiency gains.
Recommendation 18: Clarify and evaluate rules relating to the teaching of vocational content by qualified professionals who are not primarily teachers/do not hold QTLS. Many schools believe that it is impossible to bring professionals in to demonstrate/teach even part of a course without requiring the presence of additional, salaried teaching staff. This further reduces the incidence of high-quality vocational teaching, delivered to the standards that industries actually require.
Although these changes will increase the quality of vocational provision that schools can offer, there are inevitably serious limitations on the ability of schools to provide vocational courses. Vocational provision is expensive, and is one area of education where there are genuine economies of scale. 

But there are 600,000 young people, on average, in every year group, whom institutions across the system are competing to attract and retain. It follows that colleges will generally be far better placed to provide vocational options for 14-16 year olds, and not just 16-18 year olds, than schools will. This has been the rationale behind special grant-bearing programmes such as Young Apprenticeship and Increased Flexibilities. But these are very expensive, benefit only a tiny, more or less random sub-set of the age group, and cannot, by virtue of their project funding and extra cost, become permanent and system-wide. They have also always involved students remaining school pupils, on the schools’ rolls. This should change. If colleges were to enrol students aged under 16 then they could revive junior technical provision. 

Junior technical colleges were once widespread, but vanished when legislation raised the school leaving age and 14 and 15 year olds all moved to school-based provision. Submissions to the Review were of the opinion that colleges were legally barred from enrolling students under 16. This is apparently not the case: but they are uniformly enrolled in schools in practice. The great advantage of colleges is that they can offer vocational programmes without needing large additional capacity, and have a critical mass of professional staff already available. If there is the demand, students will enrol: if not, nothing much is spent, or lost. Colleges must, however, also offer students a full 14-16 programme – or arrange collaborative teaching with local schools.
Recommendation 19: Make explicit the legal right of colleges to enrol students under 16 and ensure that funding procedures make this practically possible. Colleges enrolling students in this age group should be required to offer them a full KS4 programme, either alone or in collaboration with schools, and be subject to the same performance monitoring regime (including performance indicators) as schools.

There is a general and widely recognised need for good Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG), something which is being addressed in a number of ways across all levels of the education system. A great deal of attention has been focused recently on the need for ‘destination data’, showing where students go when leaving an institution or graduating from a course. 

Recommendation 20: All institutions enrolling students age 16-18 (post-KS4), and those offering a dedicated entry route for 14-year old entrants, should be required to publish the previous institutions and, where relevant, the qualifications and average grades at the time of enrolment of previous entrants.

Helping young people to obtain genuine work experience – and, therefore, what the CBI calls ‘employability skills’ – should be one of the highest priorities for 16-18 education policy in the next few years. It is far more important than even a few years ago, because of labour market trends; and is made critical by the impact on youth unemployment of the most recent recession.

Recommendation 21: DfE should evaluate models for supplying genuine work experience to 16-18 year olds who are enrolled as full-time students, not apprentices, and for reimbursing local employers in a flexible way, using core funds. Schools and colleges should be encouraged to prioritise longer internships for older students, reflecting the fact that almost no young people move into full-time employment at 16; and government should correspondingly remove their statutory duty to provide every young person at KS4 with a standard amount of ‘work-related learning’.

D. Reforming the Regulatory Framework

The Review concludes that the existing regulatory system is clearly unfit for purpose. It focuses almost entirely on individual qualifications, using a complex and overlapping system of agencies to do so. It also believes that Ofqual cannot tell if a vocational qualification is of good quality – because that depends on specific sector and subject expertise which it does not and cannot have across the whole spectrum of awards.

Recommendation 22: DfE should encourage Ofqual to move as quickly as possible away from regulating individual vocational qualifications and concentrate on regulating awarding bodies. When there is reason for concern about a particular qualification, Ofqual should continue to intervene.

Recommendation 23: DfE should confirm and clarify that qualifications offered to 14-19 year olds and funded through the Young People’s Learning Agency (YPLA) will not, in future, need to be either Qualifications and Credit Framework- (QCF) compliant or belong to a specified group with additional approval criteria (GCSE, A Level, Diploma etc). They should, however, be offered by a regulated Awarding Body. As an immediate and temporary measure, the Secretary of State should use his powers, under Section 96, to approve the funding of key established qualifications which have not been approved by SSCs, and have therefore not been accredited, but which are recognised by DfE as playing an important role in the country’s vocational education system, and which are clearly valued by employers and/or HE.

Recommendation 24: DfE and BIS should discuss and consult on the appropriate future and role of National Occupational Standards in education and training for young people, and on whether and how both national employer bodies – including but not only SSCs – and local employers should contribute to qualification design.

Recommendation 25: The legislation governing Ofqual should be examined and where necessary amended, in order to clarify the respective responsibilities of the regulator and the Secretary of State.

3. Quality assurance

The regulatory apparatus is concerned, overwhelmingly, with the specification and assessment of qualifications. In a system such as ours, where qualifications play a central role, this process is clearly important; but should not be the only way in which the quality of vocational education is secured.

Performance management systems, especially league tables, have proven to be extremely powerful tools for controlling institutions’ behaviour, used widely by successive governments. This is for good and bad: performance tables have created perverse incentives, as we have seen, although we also have evidence that such external measurement systems raise performance.

There is still a risk that schools will ignore less successful pupils. This was a risk with the old five GCSEs measure; a risk with the English Baccalaureate; and will be a risk with a measure based on selected qualifications. It needs to be pre-empted.

Recommendation 26: DfE should introduce a performance indicator which focuses on the whole distribution of performance within a school, including those at the top and bottom ends of the distribution.
One possible approach might be to look at average performance of pupils at the 50th, 25th, and 75th percentiles of the school’s GCSE points distribution, but calculated on a limited number of results: schools should also be discouraged from piling up qualifications and points simply in order to amass high point scores. 

Finally, but by no means least, quality assurance requirements, like other aspects of vocational provision, need to pay far more attention to the labour market environment within which young people are learning, which is a local one. 

Recommendation 27: At college and school level the assessment and awarding processes used for vocational awards should involve local employers on a regular basis. Awarding bodies should demonstrate, when seeking recognition, how employers are involved directly in the development and specification of qualifications.
SLIM-Comments 
There is a lot to commend the report. Its analysis of the nature of the system and the issues is certainly interesting.  Yet the difficulties facing young people are not simply a reflection of the quality of vocational education per se, but relate also to the state of the economy. The harsh truth for many young people is not the nature of their qualifications but the desperate lack of employment opportunities. The axing of the Educational Maintenance Allowance and the raising of tuition fees means that, for some, the future prospects look bleak.  
Unfortunately the report’s findings simply reinforce the historical view of vocational education in this country that it is the ‘Cinderella’ of the education world.  Much of the media coverage has regrettably only served to emphasise this point.  Academic education is important but so is vocational education and it is vitally important that vocational qualifications have real currency with universities, employers and parents.
With the imminent prospect of the participation age being raised to 18, now is the time to ensure that proper provision is made for the majority of learners for whom a narrow academic approach is neither suitable nor relevant. We cannot afford to retain a form of compulsory education in which the majority of learners find no realistic purpose.
The challenge remains that, the broad and balanced pre-16 curriculum that the review proposes must be flexible enough to engage and motivate all students, while giving them a firm grounding in the basics. The key question will be what that broad curriculum should consist of.
SLIM welcomes the incentivising of young people to take the most valuable vocational qualifications pre-16, and the new focus on ensuring Mathematics and English language provision remains a priority.  However, the curriculum must also be flexible enough to motivate them to stay in education and allow them to develop a range of skills. The emphasis of the coalition Government to date has been narrowly focused on a limited set of subjects.
The Review also argues that central accountability systems have created perverse incentives for schools and colleges which are at odds with what is best for all students.  There is no doubt that league tables and the like have driven institutional behaviour, sometimes at the expense of students. 
The continued emphasis on apprenticeships appears correct but it will have to be at significant financial cost if employers are to be involved fully.

The move away from regulating courses is a fine idea and one that should reduce bureaucracy significantly.  We do, however, have concerns about moving away from the QCF, which instead should be simplified. The move appears more like an admission of failure than a necessary step. 

Enabling FE lecturers and professionals to teach in schools, thereby ensuring that young people are being taught by those best suited to the qualification, is a sensible move and one which professional bodies have long argued for.  It is a sensible proposal but wider issues of teachers’ and lecturers’ pay may well hinder this in reality. The recommendation that colleges can play a leading role in vocational education for students from the age of 14 is also welcomed.
The Review rightly highlights the crucial role of careers information, advice and guidance. The recent Alliance meeting highlighted the problems now faced by young people accessing these services.  The Government must accelerate the implementation of the All-Age Careers Service in order to fill the vacuum that has been created in many areas by the abolition of Connexions services. The current lack of clarity about funding, transition arrangements and new expectations placed on schools through the Education Bill places existing cohorts of young people at risk of receiving little or no effective support, when the labour market conditions are at their toughest. 
The Government will shortly be publishing a formal response to the review which will set out how it intends to take forward the recommendations. SLIM will produce a similar SLIM-Comment on this document when it emerges.
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http://www.guardian.co.uk/education/2011/mar/03/vocational-courses-waste-of-time



            

                   


Funded by the South West of England Regional Development Agency, Regional Skills Partnership and the Competitiveness Programme. Written and compiled by the Skills and Learning Intelligence Module. The views expressed within this Slim-Comment© are solely those of the Marchmont Observatory. Written and compiled by SLIM, part of the South West Observatory.  © Marchmont Observatory, University of Exeter 2010.
SLIM – Comment





Review of Vocational Education 


- The Wolf Report


09/03/2011








