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This Government Gazette on articulation follows an earlier Gazette published on 14 December 
2013, and develops the framework for articulation that began to emerge there. The document 
consists of two separate sub-documents:  
 

1. Schedule 1: Report of the Ministerial Committee on Articulation Policy: The 
Purposes, Principles and Procedures of Programme Articulation in South Africa’s 
Post-school Education and Training System; 

2. Schedule 2: Advice on Policy Matters Provided by the South African Qualifications 
Framework (SAQA). 
 

The Minister has invited comment on both. These documents chart a definite advance on 
the previous ones, and progress has undoubtedly been made, though both schedules 
remain largely at the level of principle and neither is yet a draft for an Articulation Policy 
Framework. The comments below are intended to highlight issues of special interest or 
concern for higher education institutions. 
 

Schedule 1 is the report of a Ministerial Committee set up on 30 August 2013, which reported 
on 18 December 2013. The Committee, chaired by Professor Ahmed Bawa, has produced an 
elegant report filled with sensible suggestions. Using articulation as a ‘cementing instrument’ 
is important for the whole PSET sector in order to address the needs of the country in terms 
of the economy, unemployment, inequality, access, success, building an educated populace 
and providing hope and inspiration. The nub of the Report comprises 9 ‘Policy 
Recommendations’ (pgs. 19 to 21) most of which the universities and HESA support. Three 
however do merit qualification: 
 

• Recommendation 3 (pg. 20) states that ‘Programmes (and the institutions that offer 
them) must be part of an opt-out system rather than an opt-in system … by 
definition, all programmes will articulate … unless application is made and permission 
received for a programme not to articulate’. This could mean one of two things: either 
it means that all programmes, in order to be accredited, have to stipulate the articulation 
possibilities in the programme description, but that individuals who wish to gain access 
(from another programme or institution) will still require institutional permission to 
register; or it could mean that qualification holders from all opted-in programmes 
automatically qualify for access. The second option seems unlikely, but it is not entirely 
clear what is intended. HESA wishes to request the Ministerial Committee to clarify 
what is intended here. 
The way this recommendation is phrased places the primary focus for articulation at 
the programme (and institutional) level. The SAQA document, on the other hand, 
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places the primary focus on articulation at the curriculum level (see further below). 
The Ministerial Committee may wish to consider this recommendation in the light of the 
SAQA position. This distinction serves to underline the fact that articulation must be 
carefully distinguish between the institutional level (institutional agreements and MoUs, 
for example), the programme level (at the level of registration of the qualification) and 
at the curriculum level (the level at which the curricula of courses passed by students 
wishing to transfer credits from one institution to another are assessed).  

• Recommendation 4 (pg. 20) states that ‘[All] programmes should include general 
education elements (mathematics, languages, physical and social sciences and 
humanities) to the minimum extent …’. We query whether this should apply to ‘all’ 
programmes. Moreover, explicitly infusing all curricula with ‘literature [on] our history 
and of our place in the global community’ will need to be expanded on in terms of the 
NQF level on which this learning should take place, if not within the school curriculum. 
Having undergone massive recurriculation with the HEQSF alignment process, and 
with continued curriculum enhancement with regard to the development of graduate 
attributes, an additional recurriculation requirement could be unproductive at this point 
in time for qualifications at NQF exit level 7 and above. 

• Recommendation 5 (pg. 20) specifically recommends that all NQF level 5 programmes 
must be able to articulate, and recommends further that each sub-framework should 
have only one. On the one hand, the intent behind this recommendation is clearly to 
bring some order to the unruly sprawl of qualifications at level 5, most of which do not 
articulate with other qualifications horizontally or vertically. As with the comment for 
Recommendation 3 above, this makes good sense. But it should not mean that 
qualifications that are designed for completely different purposes should in some 
sense or other be compelled to be interchangeable.  
We support the pathway from FET colleges to universities with the use of qualifications 
specifically designed for this purpose at NQF level 5. However, the steering 
mechanisms and financial incentives for FET colleges and universities to collaborate 
at this qualification level need to be set in place for this articulation possibility to be 
explored and introduced successfully at a systemic level.  
It is also important to bear in mind that there are tensions between the need for 
formative, generic programmes (and modules) that offer many articulation possibilities, 
and more specialised programmes (or modules), leading to perhaps a more limited 
scope for postgraduate study. ‘General education’ components are not a solution to 
providing postgraduate opportunities for holders of vocational qualifications. The 
principle factor that determines whether vocationally prepared students are able to 
progress to higher levels of study is the presence of an adequate conceptual platform 
in order to be able to cope at the higher level. ‘General’ programmes do not necessarily 
provide this. Improved articulation should, in any case, not be the only consideration in 
programme (re)-design. Programme purpose is a central design consideration. 
Finally, it should be borne in mind that articulation at levels 5 to 7 is far more complex 
than it is at higher levels, because there are non-schooling qualifications to be 
considered, especially at level 4. 

 
Schedule 2 is the second version of SAQA’s advice to the Minister on articulation, the first 
being the ‘Policy Note and Action Plan on Articulation’ of 2 April 2013, an ambitious document 
that will have raised concern in some quarters. The present version is much more concise and 
specific, and helpfully adds examples for each of the 14 Principles it contains. These examples 
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mostly clarify the intentions of the Principle concerned. The great virtue of this approach, which 
drills down to the level of actual cases, makes plain the need, when considering the completed 
courses of students wishing to transfer, for comparability at the level of the ‘comprehensive 
course outline’ (pg. 24, under Principle 4; further, pg. 25, under Principle 5, where ‘the degree 
of match or similarity should ensure that students will have the necessary knowledge and 
background to be successful in more advanced courses’).  The qualifications and limits on the 
stated principle that such a format brings to the fore is a real strength of this document. 
Nevertheless, there are two points that HESA wishes to note: 
 

• There is a potential conflict between Principle 2 (pg. 24) and Principle 9 (pg. 26). 
Principle 2 states that ‘[C]ompetencies that every individual has accumulated through 
non-formal and informal learning should be treated on a par with those obtained 
through formal learning …’ The example for Principle 9 gives an example where a 
competence may only be obtainable in a formal contact institution: ‘[S]omeone who 
trains as a … technician …will need access to a laboratory … In this instance it could 
be described as an inherent requirement to completing the qualification’. It is not only 
access to a laboratory that may be missed by the competence learnt on the job. The 
formal training learnt in the laboratory during a formal course may well cover aspects 
of knowledge and competence not picked up by someone working in a commercial 
laboratory. The point here is this: though ‘parity of esteem’ is an important point to 
accept at the level of broad principle, it is curriculum compatibility that should be 
decisive in individual cases. The need to look at the specifics of the case will obviate 
any misfit down the line. In this regard, Principle 7, which states that the injunction to 
‘[A]pply reciprocity where possible’ is eminently sensible. 

• By the same token, blanket determinations of ‘equivalence’ between qualifications may 
be questionable. For example, the example for Principle 5 (‘Award credit transfer based 
on similarity’) argues that subjects like mathematics taken at the NSC and NCV levels 
should be regarded as equivalent. But they may not in fact be, for two possible reasons. 
The first is that one may be at a higher level of difficulty than the other with the same 
content; in fact, this may be the case with mathematics at the NCV level. The larger 
question is however that the subjects have been designed with different purposes in 
mind – hence the difference in qualification. In each case, as the Principle itself 
stipulates, it should all depend upon the ‘degree of match or similarity’ of the courses 
themselves. UMALUSI could be asked to judge the issue, for example. 
 

It is evident, in this document, that SAQA has adopted a more measured approach to the 
issue of articulation than they seem hitherto have done. This is welcomed. In this regard, 
their Principle 11, ‘Promote the parity of esteem’ urges tact and diplomacy in all cases, and 
suggests ‘offering constructive suggestions, avoiding dictating terms, and providing 
justification where articulation cannot happen’. This latter in particular should help re-assure 
HESA that, in SAQA’s case at least, the intention is not to infringe the institutional autonomy 
of institutions who might otherwise be perturbed by proposals for an ‘opt-out’ system as 
recommended by the Ministerial Committee. 
 
A final comment: Principle 14 requires institutions to report on ‘their policies and practices 
for all types of articulation … in their annual report’. This should not mean reporting on each 
programme or curriculum, which will certainly number in the mid hundreds. Rather, we trust 
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that the emphasis will fall on ‘types’ of articulation, and requiring reportage on those, rather 
than on ‘all’ programmes. 
 
These comments should make plain that a great deal of ground has been covered, and that 
the hard work of exploring the implications of principles in particular cases has begun. 
 
 
END 
 
Attachments: 
 
Responses from University of Johannesburg, UNISA and University of Stellenbosch  


