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Introduction 
In Europe learning outcomes are used increasingly more often as the basis for 

occupational and education standards, education content, assessment criteria and 
descriptors of qualifications and levels of education in national qualifications frameworks. 
All these tools define learning outcomes on various levels of specificity and envisage them 
for a number of goals, for example: to define the abilities to be expected from a person, 
who has obtained a concrete qualification; for managing the learning process, for managing 
the assessment process1. 

In terms of this study, the concept “learning outcomes” was defined regarding the 
Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the institution of the 
EQF for lifelong learning (2008) – statements of what a learner knows, understands and is 
able to do after a certain period of learning, and learning outcomes are expressed in three 
categories: knowledge, skills and competence. 

The Latvian legal regulation – to a certain extent – also comprises learning outcomes. 
For instance, since 1999 the Education Law defines education as “a process of systematic 
acquisition of knowledge and skills and development of attitudes, and result thereof”. The 
use of learning outcomes in education is ensured by the state education standards and 
occupational standards, the system of state examinations, as well as licensing and 
accreditation of education institutions and programmes. 

As regards general education, the state standard of general basic2 and secondary3 
education, as well as standards of study subjects, set requirements for education 
programmes or study subjects: main aims and objectives, the mandatory content, key 
principles and procedures for students’ assessment. The state education standards 
comprise also the necessary knowledge and skills that students should acquire in order to 
obtain basic or secondary education. Education institutions elaborate education 
programmes, but teachers – study subject programmes in accordance with the state 
education standards and methodological guidelines provided by the National Centre for 
Education. If the education programme elaborated by an education institution does not 
comply with the requirements of state education standard, it cannot be licensed and 
accredited; thus, the education institution has no right to issue qualifications recognized in 
Latvia. Upon concluding general basic and secondary education programme, students take 
state centralised exams, the content of which is also elaborated in compliance with the 
state education standards. 

The content of vocational education is defined by the state vocational education 
standards, occupational standards and vocational education programmes: 

 The state vocational education standards (state vocational education and vocational 
secondary education standards4) define the strategic aims of education 

                                                
1 Cedefop’s study “Learning Outcomes Approaches in VET Curricula: A Comparative Analysis of Nine 

European Countries” revealed that on the level of the education content and study programmes learning 
outcomes have two main functions: regulatory and didactic. According to the regulatory function, the education 
content is a tool, which ensures equally high standards in the education provided throughout the territory; thus, 
learning outcomes must ensure a stable basis for assessment. The didactic function states that the education 
content provides guidelines for directing the study process; hence, learning outcomes may be broadly defined, 
including knowledge, skills or competences that cannot be measured; they reflect values and the roles, for 
which learners are prepared during the study process. 

2
 CoM Regulations No.468 ”Regulations on the state basic education standard, standards of basic education 

study subjects and samples of basic education programmes” (in force since 23.08.2014). 

3
 CoM Regulations No.281 ”Regulations on the state general secondary education standard, standards of study 

subjects and samples of basic education programmes” (in force since 6.06.2013). 

4
 CoM Regulations No.211 “Regulations on the state vocational secondary education standard and the state 

vocational education standard” (in force since 1.07.2000). 
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programmes, the mandatory education content, as well as the key principles and 
procedure for evaluating the acquired education; 

 Occupational standards define the basic objectives and responsibilities appropriate 
for the occupation, basic requirements regarding professional qualification, the 
general and professional knowledge, skills, attitudes and competences necessary 
for performing them;  

 Vocational education programmes comprise objectives, content and implementation 
plan of vocational education programme, as well as requirements regarding 
previous education. 

Vocational education institutions use occupational and state education standards and 
methodological guidelines provided by the National Centre for Education to elaborate their 
own education programmes. If the designed education programmes do not correspond to 
the requirements, the education programmes may not undergo licensing and accreditation. 
Students demonstrate the acquired learning outcomes during the state centralised exams 
in general study subjects (in vocational secondary education programmes) and 
professional qualification examinations, the content of which is elaborated in compliance 
with respective occupational standards. 

The content of higher education is stipulated by study programmes, which are 
designed according to relevant state education (state standard of the academic education5, 
state standard of first level professional higher education6 and state standard of the second 
level professional higher education7) and occupational standards (professional higher 
education programmes). HE study programme includes all the necessary requirements for 
obtaining an academic degree or professional qualification; aim, content and expected 
learning outcomes of study programmes, including study courses, modules and their 
expected learning outcomes; requirements regarding previous education; study field 
corresponding to the study programme; volume of study programme parts; criteria for 
attaining and assessing learning outcomes, as well as forms and procedures for tests. HEIs 
review the implemented study programmes in order to introduce learning outcomes and to 
pass the accreditation procedure.  

Both in vocational and higher education, system for assessing/validating learning 
outcomes outside formal education has been established8.  

                                                
5
 CoM Regulations No.240 “Regulations on the state standard of the academic education” (in force since 

16.05.2014). 
6
 CoM Regulations No.141 “Regulations regarding the state standard of first level professional higher 

education” (in force since 5.04.2001). 
7
 CoM Regulations No.512 “Regulations on the state standard of the second level professional higher 

education” (in force since 12.09.2014). 

8
 See more: Referencing of the Latvian Education System to the European Qualifications Framework 

for Lifelong Learning and the Qualifications Framework for the European Higher Education Area 
(2012). Self-Assessment Report. Second version. Riga: Academic Information Centre and Lifelong 
Learning Development Division of the Policy Coordination Department of the Ministry of Education 
and Science. http://www.nki-latvija.lv/content/files/Latvian%20Self-Assessment%20Report%202nd% 
20version_May%202012.pdf.  

http://www.nki-latvija.lv/content/files/Latvian%20Self-Assessment%20Report%202nd%25%2020version_May%202012.pdf
http://www.nki-latvija.lv/content/files/Latvian%20Self-Assessment%20Report%202nd%25%2020version_May%202012.pdf
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The methodology of study 
The aim of the study was to explore:  

 The knowledge and understanding of learning outcomes among the members of 
education institution administration and teaching staff; 

 The application of learning outcomes in teaching/learning process; 

 Respondents’ expectations in connection with the implementation of learning 
outcomes approach. 

In the course of the study (October and November 2013), 66 structured interviews 
were planned in all regions of Latvia (see Table 1). The interviews were conducted at 
education institutions of all levels and types; the qualifications offered by the institutions are 
included in the LQF. At each education institution two structured interviews were conducted 
– one with a representation of administration and one interview the representative of 
teaching staff. 

Table 1. Distribution of the planned interviews by education institutions and regions  

Education institutions in Riga Education institutions in regions Total 

General education institutions 

 2 secondary schools 

 1 secondary school with 
Russian as the language of 
instruction  

 6 basic schools 

 3 secondary schools 

 1 primary school 

 1 evening school with two parallel 
languages of instruction  

 1 basic school with Russian as the 
language of instruction 

 1 secondary school with two parallel 
languages of instruction 

16 

Vocational education institutions 

 1 secondary school 

 1 secondary school (under the 
direction of Ministry of Culture) 

 1 secondary school (functions 
in terms of college) 

 5 secondary schools/technical schools 

 1 secondary school (under the 
direction of Ministry of Culture) 

 1 secondary school (functions in terms 
of college) 

10 

Higher education institutions 

 2 state founded HEIs 

 2 private HEIs  

 1 state founded college 

 1 private college 

 1 state founded college 

 1 state founded HEI 

8 

The number, type and the proportion (Riga – region) of the surveyed institutions in 
three groups was selected according to the proportional distribution of education 
institutions as to their number. This proportion, however, is not observed between the three 
groups (general, vocational and higher education), since the differences among the total 
number of education institutions regarding the stages and types of education are too great. 

During the study, in total 54 interviews were conducted:  

 23 interviews in 12 general education institutions; 

 17 interviews in 9 vocational education institutions (including 2 colleges 
implementing first level professional higher education programmes); 

 14 interviews in 5 higher education institutions and 2 colleges. 
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34 interviews were conducted at education institutions located in regions outside 
Riga: 

 19 interviews with the representatives of general education institutions; 

 11 interviews with the representatives of vocational education institutions; 

 2 interviews with the representatives of college; 

 2 interviews with the representatives of higher education institutions. 

20 interviews were conducted at education institutions located in Riga: 

 4 interviews with the representatives of general education institutions; 

 6 interviews with the representatives of vocational education institutions; 

 2 interviews with the representatives of college; 

 8 interviews with the representatives of higher education institutions. 

 

Partly structured interview was chosen as the data collection method, since this way 
more extensive and accurate answers may be obtained, which can be analysed using both 
qualitative and quantitative research methods. The interview consisted of four sets of 
questions including several issues. The interviews imparted the following main questions: 
data about respondents; knowledge about learning outcomes; application of learning 
outcomes in education; as well as respondents’ expectations in regards to the use of and 
obtaining information about learning outcomes. To collect comparable data, the content of 
interview templates was designed similarly for all education institutions (regardless the 
stage and type of education); apart from questions relevant to a particular target group, 
e.g., questions about state education or occupational standards, exams prepared by the 
National Centre for Education, as well as in the interview part about expectations – 
questions about lifelong learning, validation of previous education/experience and 
connection with labour market. All questions of interviews (with representatives of HEIs) 
are outlined in the Appendix 2. 

 Since the sample is not very extensive, wherever possible, the acquired quantitative 
data were examined in the cross-section of all stages and types of education. Whereas the 
recommendations and the results of qualitative analysis were described both in terms of 
individual stages and types of education and providing shared proposals and conclusions 
regarding the entire education system in general.  
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Main Results of Study 
In total 54 respondents participated in the study, of which 44 were females and 10 – 

males. The most of respondents were at aged of 36-55 (55.5%) or 26-35 (25.9%). 26 
teachers and 28 representatives of education institution administration were interviewed. 
Detailed results of the study are outlined in the Appendix 2. 

Accessibility of information  

This set of questions included the following topics: availability of information on 
learning outcomes; information sources; main obstacles in work with learning outcomes (at 
national and education institution level); level of knowledge on learning outcomes (in 
country and colleagues). 

The results of interviews on “availability of information on learning outcomes”: 

 38.9% respondents consider that availability of information is “good”; 

 27.8% respondents – availability of information is “rather good”;  

 25.9% respondents – availability of information is “average”; 

 5.6% respondents – availability of information is “rather bad”; 

 1.9% respondents – „hard to say”. 

The results of interviews indicate that differences in answers according to the stage 
and type of education can be observed: the personnel of general education institutions 
provided the most positive assessment of the accessibility of the information, while the 
representatives of higher education institutions and colleges were more critical in this 
question. 

The respondents expressed a number of insights how of improving the accessibility 
of information. Even though the employees of the HEIs expressed the most critical opinion 
on the accessibility of information, these respondents mentioned for a couple of times that 
they gained information during the seminars organised by EQF national coordination point 
and other institutions, and from the materials available on the Internet. When evaluating the 
study results, conclusion may be drawn that the informative seminars organised so far 
have been mainly targeted at the employees of HEIs; even though the accessibility of 
information is not given high evaluation, the most extensive information had been available 
to this group of respondents. 

 The representatives of HEIs in the interviews mentioned the experience of other 
countries and information sources in foreign languages. The results of interviews prove that 
the respondents mainly search information in foreign sources; thus, it would be necessary 
to improve and popularize national information sources in connection with learning 
outcomes. 

At vocational and general education institutions included in the study learning 
outcomes were predominantly linked with the relevant state education standard, study 
subject standards, and occupational standards (vocational education institutions). The 
availability of these documents explains why the accessibility of information was evaluated 
positively by the mentioned respondents. Yet, according to the respondents, the standards 
are rather heavy and bulky, as well as learning outcomes included in the standards are 
given different interpretations among education institutions, which causes the main 
obstacles for the system to take a uniform approach to this issue. The results of interviews 
show that education institutions rarely considers a purposeful acquisition of the 
interdisciplinary knowledge, skills and competences if these are not listed in one of the 
standards. Information about the enumeration of learning outcomes is easy available; 
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however, the information on the concept of learning outcomes is more difficult to find t and 
understand their meaning the education system.  

It can be concluded that the representatives of HEIs are better informed about 
learning outcomes, but being aware of the scope of the concept, understand that more 
information could be made accessible. Whereas vocational education institutions, due to 
the specific features of their functions, are more oriented towards labour market and 
practical application of knowledge, skills and competences, which facilitate personnel’s 
understanding of learning outcomes; however, not all vocational schools, especially in 
regions, are sufficiently involved in the circulation of information. At general education 
institutions learning outcomes are often perceived as implementation of the Cabinet of 
Ministers Regulations, not as a tool for organising teaching/learning process and 
performing students’ assessment.   

The results of study indicate that if need be all the necessary information can be 
found using Internet. The collected data on “information sources” (multiple answers could 
be provided): 

 49 replies – Internet; 

 42 replies – seminars; 

 35 replies – colleagues; 

 22 replies – publications; 

 18 replies – direct communication with the competent institution working on learning 
outcomes. 

The respondents’ answers about existing and potential information sources are 
outlined in Table 2. The representatives of HEIs, especially, mentioned various web sites of 
various institutions, seminar materials, as well as Twitter accounts as useful sources of 
information. The interviewed employees of general education institutions highlighted that 
Internet sources could not always be trusted and that they lacked knowledge on where to 
look for necessary information. 

Table 2. Existing and preferable information sources on learning outcomes by types 
of education institutions (frequencies) 

 

Internet Publications Seminars 

Direct 
communication 
with competent 

institution 

Colleagues 

Higher education institutions  

Existing sources 14 6 10 4 9 

Preferable sources 13 10 13 7 5 

Vocational education institutions 

Existing sources 14 10 13 6 9 

Preferable sources 13 6 14 3 8 

General education institutions 

Existing sources 21 6 19 8 17 

Preferable sources 17 9 14 9 10 
 

Total (existing) 49 22 42 18 35 

Total (preferable) 43 25 41 19 23 

To explore good practice and introduce positive changes, seminars and other types 
of direct communication is very crucial. The interviewed representatives of HEIs not only 
participate in various seminars and experience sharing events, but also organise them. The 
personnel of HEIs often are members of working groups dealing with the respective issues 
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at national or international level. The employees of institutions of general and vocational 
education have high evaluation of experience sharing seminars; however, these are not 
always accessible to everybody. The interviewed employees of general and vocational 
education institutions highly appreciated exchange of experience during the seminars, as 
well, although these events are not available for everyone. Particularly the results of 
interviews with employees of general and vocational education institutions, located show 
that the administrative territorial reform has resulted in decreasing of information and best 
practice sharing among faculty members, i.e., active communication among education 
employees predominantly takes place within the county (novads), which includes a smaller 
number of schools, compared to the time when such sharing of information took place on 
the district (rajons) level. Moreover, the funding principle “money follows the student” does 
not facilitate the wish of large and strong city education institutions to share their best 
practice with smaller schools, because due to the decreasing number of children schools 
actively strive to maintain a stable number of children in all the groups of grades.  

The results of interviews with the vocational education institutions point out that 
excellent way how to obtain the latest information about learning outcomes is employers’ 
opinion, participation in the elaboration of occupational standards, as well as qualification 
examinations. Moreover, it is also a way of establishing professional contacts in order to 
share best practice in further work, as well. 

The “preferable ways of obtaining information” indicated in interviews are not 
essentially different from the existing information sources:  

 In total 43 replies – Internet; 

 In total 41 replies – seminars; 

 In total 25 replies – publications; 

 In total 23 replies – colleagues; 

 In total 19 replies – direct communication with the competent institution working on 
learning outcomes. 

Comparing the existing and preferable way of obtaining information (see Table 2), the 
demand for publications has slightly increased, but the need to share information with 
colleagues – decreased. The representatives from education institutions of all stages and 
types noted that it was important to share the best practice; thus, inspiring and supporting 
changes at other education institutions. Moreover, these examples should be sufficiently 
detailed to ensure that, when necessary, the best practice could be adopted in a qualitative 
way. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of HEIs suggest the following 
measures should be performed for information distribution: 

 Internet tools should be used more extensively in providing information on learning 
outcomes 

  The responsible institutions should collect topical information, for example, by 
creating regular newsletter on the relevant topic; thus, education institutions would 
not have to spend so much time looking for credible topical information; 

 Wider public should be informed about learning outcomes and the qualifications 
framework in general using the media.  

 The main topical issues should be presented to the vice-rectors for academic affairs 
of HEIs. 

The representatives from the vocational and general education institutions provided 
the following proposals for improving information exchange: 

 Seminars and study visits should be arranged, as well as their quality should be 
improved; 

 The good practice should be observed directly by visiting other schools; in the case 
of vocational schools teachers should be ensured possibility to have internship 
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periods in the companies of the sector, thus ensuring better understanding of the 
best practice to be adopted; 

 Learning outcomes should be explained from the perspective of didactics – first 
learning outcomes should be formulated for education programmes, thereafter – for 
study subject in order to facilitate link between subjects; 

 In order to understand, which learning outcomes can be attained by the Latvian 
youth at particular age, diagnostic testing should be conducted involving all the 
students because at present there is lack of information concerning the average 
level of youth’s knowledge; and, therefore, it is not possible to evaluate objectively, 
what level corresponds to high or low achievements; 

 Clear information should be ensured, where the teachers of various study subjects 
should turn for advice, if they wish to receive methodological support regarding the 
introduction and use of learning outcomes in classes. 

According to the results of this study, conclusion can be drawn that the 
representatives of HEIs are satisfied with the quality of seminars held thus far, but they 
wish to have more extensive possibilities of finding various materials on the Internet. 
Whereas the respondents from the general and vocational education institutions stressed 
the need to improve the quality of seminars and develop additional networking tools, as 
well as ensure the necessary information on the Internet. 

Knowledge about learning outcomes  

Regarding the results of interviewers, the majority of employees of vocational and 
general education institutions interpreted learning outcomes as the assessment that 
students receive during their learning. When the interviewees were provided with more 
extensive explanation about the term, learning outcomes were usually linked with the 
existing education and occupational standards. Especially the representatives of general 
education institutions perceived the state education standards as a direct reflection of 
learning outcomes. Due to this view, broader view on the learning outcomes was not 
frequently observed in the interviews. Whereas the respondents at the HEIs predominantly 
immediately recognised the concept of learning outcomes and mentioned a seminar or 
process for improving internal quality, in which the higher education institution applied or 
intended to apply learning outcomes. 

The results of interviews on “the general level of knowledge about learning 
outcomes in the country” (see Table 3): 

 53.7% of respondents evaluated public knowledge on learning outcomes as 
“average”;  

 25.9% of respondents – “rather low” knowledge;  

 13.0% of respondents – “rather high” knowledge; 

 5.6% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 1.9% of respondents – “low” knowledge; 

 0% of respondents – “high” knowledge.  

The results of interview show, firstly, teachers and society often have intuitive 
understanding of the concept of learning outcomes, yet they would rarely define the term 
as formulated in this study, as well as, most probably, they would not be able to explain 
how learning outcomes fit into the education system. Secondly, learning outcomes 
approach and its meaning should be explained to pupils starting with basic school, since 
currently young people focus more upon the result – the grades and the diploma that they 
get, not upon the education content. 
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Table 3. Level of knowledge on learning outcomes (%) 

 Low 
Rather 

low 
Average 

Rather 
high 

High 
Hard to 

say 

At national level (general 
level of knowledge) 

1.9 25.9 53.7 13.0 0.0 5.6 

Colleagues’ level of 
knowledge in the education 
institution  

0.0 1.9 22.2 51.9 24.1 0.0 

The results of interviews on “colleagues’ level of knowledge at the education 
institution represented by the respondent” indicate that the assessment is higher 
comparing to society in general: 

 51.9% of respondents evaluated colleagues’ knowledge on learning outcomes as 
“rather high”;  

 24.1% of respondents – “high” colleagues’ knowledge; 

 22.2% of respondents – “average” colleagues’ knowledge; 

 1.9% of respondents – “rather low” colleagues’ knowledge; 

 0% of respondents – “low” colleagues’ knowledge. 

The results of study differ if the data are analysed according to the stage and type of 
education. The employees of the vocational education institutions had the most critical 
opinion of themselves and their colleagues, but the employees of the general education 
institutions had the highest assessment of their colleagues – almost 90% of the answers 
were “high” and “rather high”. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of the HEIs indicate that the main 
problem is poor understanding of the concept of learning outcomes, especially among the 
professionals of the field, who are involved in developing and ensuring the study process. 
Learning outcomes have been defined for many study courses; however, not all teachers 
are familiar with the specific terminology of the learning outcomes approach. The 
respondents at the vocational education institutions emphasised that, although the 
understanding of the term “learning outcomes” was not always high, since the studies were 
very practical, every teacher or trainer was rather aware of what knowledge, skills and 
students should acquire for them to pass the centralized qualification exam. Whereas the 
interviewed employees of the general education institutions said that the teachers had very 
good knowledge of the state education standard, but it did not mean that the concept of 
learning outcomes was also understood. General education institutions experience 
particular difficulties in exploring and introducing interdisciplinary skills and competences. 

Obstacles to introducing learning outcomes 

During the interviews respondents were asked about obstacles in working with 
learning outcomes both at the national and institutional level. The respondents in 5 point 
Likert scale evaluated the significance of six obstacles – (1) education institution 
personnel’s lack of knowledge about learning outcomes; (2) lack of common understanding 
of learning outcomes; (3) lack of information; (4) unclear (fragmented) policy for introducing 
learning outcomes; (5) lack of resources for dealing with this issue; (6) unwillingness of 
teachers to accept the changes – in which 1 meant “not an obstacle”, but 5 – “a significant 
obstacle” (see Table 4). 
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Table 4. Main obstacles in the work with learning outcomes at the national and 
education institutional level (%) 

 
Not an 

obstacle 

Rather 
not an 

obstacle 

Average 
obstacle 

Rather 
significant 
obstacle 

Significant 
obstacle 

Hard to 
say 

Education institution personnel’s lack of knowledge about learning outcomes 

National level 24.1 33.3 24.1 13.0 5.6 0.0 

Education institutional level 46.3  35.2  14.8  1.9  1.9  0.0 

Lack of common understanding of learning outcomes 

National level 11.1 11.1 31.5 25.9 20.4 0.0 

Education institutional level 35.2  27.8  25.9  9.3  1.9  0.0 

Lack of information  

National level 35.2 20.4 24.1 13.0 7.4 0.0 

Education institutional level 55.6  29.6  11.1  3.7  0.0  0.0 

Unclear (fragmented) policy for introducing learning outcomes  

National level 24.1 1.9 16.7 35.2 20.4 1.9 

Education institutional level 44.4  29.6  14.8  7.4  1.9  1.9 

Lack of resources for dealing with this issue 

National level 11.1 16.7 20.4 25.9 18.5 7.4 

Education institutional level 29.6  27.8  16.7  22.2  3.7  0.0 

Unwillingness of teachers to accept the changes 

National level 14.8 27.8 29.6 14.8 7.4 5.6 

Education institutional level 44.4  22.2  18.5  9.3  3.7  1.9 

The results of interviews point out that the work with learning outcomes at the 
national level was evaluated more critically compared to the institutional level. The data 
show that the respondents, when analysing the work of their own education institution, 
assessed all the obstacles as insignificant – more than 50% of respondents chose “not an 
obstacle” or “rather not an obstacle”. Thus, conclusion can be drawn that the employees of 
the education institutions have noticed problems in the implementation of learning 
outcomes at the national level. The results of interviews on “main obstacles in the work 
with learning outcomes at the national level” (assessed as “rather significant obstacle” 
or “significant obstacle”): 

 Unclear (fragmented) policy for introducing learning outcomes – 55.6% of 
respondents; 

 Lack of common understanding of learning outcomes – 46.3% of respondents; 

 Lack of resources – 44.4% of respondents;  

 Unwillingness of teachers to accept the changes – 22.2% of respondents; 

 Lack of information – 20.4% of respondents; 

 Education institution personnel’s lack of knowledge about learning outcomes – 
18.6% of respondents. 

The results of interviews on “main obstacles in the work with learning outcomes 
at the education institutional level” (assessed as “rather significant obstacle” or 
“significant obstacle”): 

 Lack of resources – 25.9% of respondents; 

 Unwillingness of teachers to accept the changes – 13.0% of respondents; 

 Lack of common understanding of learning outcomes – 11.2% of respondents; 
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 Unclear (fragmented) policy for introducing learning outcomes – 9.3% of 
respondents; 

 Employees’ of the education institutions lack of knowledge about learning outcomes 
– 3.8% of respondents; 

 Lack of information – 3.7% of respondents. 

In order to describe the reasons why the mentioned obstacles were evaluated as 
significant or insignificant, the respondents’ comments concerning the difficulties in the 
work with learning outcomes at the national level are outlined in Table 5. 

Whereas Table 6 summarises the respondents’ comments concerning the issues in 
the work with learning outcomes at education institutional level. 

According to the results of study, conclusion may be made that the respondents 
mainly see the obstacles in the work with learning outcomes at the national level, rather 
than at the education institutional level. The respondents do not have common 
understanding of the necessity of learning outcomes approach. Likewise, the results of 
interviews do not reveal a joint vision on the development of the education system and the 
contribution of each stage of education to it, especially among education institutions of 
various types and stages. During the interviews the following problems were highlighted: 
fragmented policy for implementing learning outcomes and lack of resources, especially 
lack of human resources. As less significant obstacles in the work with learning outcomes, 
the respondents named: lack of personnel’s knowledge and lack of information. 

 

 

 



Table 5. Respondents’ comments about the obstacles in the work with learning outcomes at the national level 

Obstacles  R
e
s
p

o
n

d
e
n

ts
 

Higher education institutions 
Vocational education 

institutions 
General education institutions 

Comments referring to 
all stages and types of 
education institutions  

Education institution 
personnel’s lack of 
knowledge about 
learning outcomes 

 The professionals of the field 
and also young teachers are not 
always able to understand the 
concept of learning outcomes in 
full (especially in professional 
HE programmes) 

 The professionals of field are 
able to intuitively ensure their 
students an opportunity to 
acquire the necessary 
knowledge, skills and 
competences, without always 
understanding how these fit into 
the common concept of learning 
outcomes 

---  Teachers have good knowledge 
of “knowledge”, but not as good 
of skills and competences  

--- 

Lack of common 
understanding of 
learning outcomes 

 The lack of common 
understanding and vision on the 
application of this concept 

 Certain difficulties in 
differentiating skills and 
competences exist 

 General and vocational 
education should be 
differentiated more, as rather 
different understandings of 
learning outcomes exist, but all 
the students have to take the 
same centralised examinations  

 The various understanding of 
learning outcomes exists among 
the education institutions 

 The education standards should 
be reviewed (e.g., the transition 
from primary school to basic 
school has not been sufficiently 
aligned) 

 One of the main 
obstacles; therefore, the 
explanatory work should 
be continued  

Lack of information  The information is not always 
offered proactively, yet if there 
is a wish to find anything there 
are not too many obstacles 

---  There is little information about 
skills and competences, 
especially as regards 
methodological material, since 
the existing listing of knowledge, 
skills and competences included 
in the CoM Regulation is too 

 One of the least 
significant obstacles 
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Obstacles  R
e
s
p

o
n

d
e
n

ts
 

Higher education institutions 
Vocational education 

institutions 
General education institutions 

Comments referring to 
all stages and types of 
education institutions  

general and insufficient to 
support teachers’ work 

 Therefore education institutions 
have to elaborate their own 
methodological materials, which 
may lead to an erroneous 
interpretation of regulations  

Unclear (fragmented) 
policy for introducing 
learning outcomes 

 Too little explanations are 
provided on the meaning and 
application of learning outcomes 
at the national level  

 The legal basis has been 
aligned, but there are problems 
in implementation 

 The content of the natural 
sciences subjects is not always 
synergetic, moreover, 
sometimes the education 
standard is changed, but the 
adjusted textbooks appear only 
afterwards 

 The content of the natural 
sciences subjects is not always 
synergetic; sometimes the 
education standard is changed, 
but the adjusted textbooks 
appear only afterwards 

 There is a lack of diagnostic 
work regarding skills; therefore, 
the general level of knowledge 
in the state is not known (except 
in financial literacy) leading to 
wrong implementation policy of 
learning outcomes in the state  

 One of the main 
obstacles in the work 
with learning outcomes 

Lack of resources for 
dealing with this issue 

 The resources exist, but the 
ability to find and use them is 
needed 

 Teachers’ motivation, 
knowledge and workload 

 The capacity of NCE to provide 
support 

 Teachers’ motivation, 
knowledge and workload 

 The capacity of NCE to provide 
support 

 One of the main 
obstacles in the work 
with learning outcomes 

 The lack of financial 
resources was not 
emphasised, but human 
resources 
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Obstacles  R
e
s
p

o
n

d
e
n

ts
 

Higher education institutions 
Vocational education 

institutions 
General education institutions 

Comments referring to 
all stages and types of 
education institutions  

Unwillingness of 
teachers to accept the 
changes 

 This obstacle is less significant 
in private HEIs, because 
teachers change more often, on 
the basis of students’ 
assessment and other criteria 

 In private HEIs more 
professionals are involved in the 
implementation of study 
programmes and who may not 
have as good understanding of 
the learning outcomes, but the 
content of studies that they offer 
is oriented towards application 

--- ---  The “generation” of 
teachers does matter 
regards accepting 
changes (some of the 
interviews) 

 This issue requires 
examination on case by 
case basis; therefore, no 
group can be stated as 
having particular 
problems with accepting 
changes  

Other obstacles  Natural wish of system to resist 
bureaucratic activities 

 The limited possibility of policy 
makers to take a distanced look 
at the process of 
implementation  

 Employers’ poor knowledge of 
the concept of learning 
outcomes, which hinders 
exchange of opinions and 
development of qualitative 
occupational standards 

 Lack of youth’s motivation, 
which does not permit teachers 
to implement their ideas 

 Lack of youth’s motivation, 
which does not permit teachers 
to implement their ideas 

 Due to the competition between 
schools and the regional reform, 
the methodological associations 
have become less active 

 There is little public interest in 
on the implementation of the 
learning outcomes approach 

 Mass media and non-
governmental organisations 
show little interest in issues of 
education quality (especially in 
general education); thus, 
society does not develop 
understanding of these issues  

--- 
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Table 6. Respondents’ comments about the obstacles in the work with learning outcomes at the education institutional level 

Obstacles R
e
s
p

o
n

d
e
n

ts
 

Higher education 
institutions 

Vocational education 
institutions 

General education institutions 
Comments referring to all stages and 

types of education institutions 

Education 
institution 
personnel’s lack 
of knowledge 
about learning 
outcomes 

--- --- ---  Less significant obstacle compared to the 
national level 

 Teachers have an intuitive understanding of 
the learning outcomes concept, but they 
cannot provide the definitions of various 
terms and explain learning outcomes 
approach 

Lack of 
common 
understanding 
of learning 
outcomes 

--- --- ---  More often noted as problematic obstacle 

 The interpretation of education and 
occupational standards is possible, which 
allows adjusting the education programmes 
to the capacity of the education institution, 
at the same time retaining the learning 
outcomes defined in the standard  

Lack of 
information 

 The solution is seminars 
for employees, in which 
they could explore the 
issues of methodology 
and didactics 

 Professionals, who are 
busy with their everyday 
work, are not interested in 
such additional lessons 

--- ---  One of least significant obstacles 

Unclear 
(fragmented) 
policy for 
introducing 
learning 
outcomes 

 To overcome, clear 
study course 
descriptions are 
elaborated 

 These issues are 
explored in the teacher 
council’s meetings, 
stressing the 
implementation of the 
state education 
standard 

 These issues are dealt with in the 
teacher council’s meetings, 
emphasising the implementation of 
the state education standard 

 There are problems in the process of policy 
implementation (some interviews) 

 Mainly all the information obtained from the 
state institutions is forwarded to the 
employees using various mechanisms  
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Obstacles R
e
s
p

o
n

d
e
n

ts
 

Higher education 
institutions 

Vocational education 
institutions 

General education institutions 
Comments referring to all stages and 

types of education institutions 

Lack of 
resources for 
dealing with this 
issue 

--- --- ---  The lack of human resources  

 Lack of time (work-load) and knowledge  

 Lack of resources for exhaustive analysis of 
the situation in the particular education 
institution  

 The drop in the number of students  

Unwillingness 
of teachers to 
accept the 
changes 

--- --- ---  Additional work and the change of previous 
approach face certain resistance 

 Initially there were certain problems, but 
after repeated explanations, the teachers 
accepted the changes with understanding 
(especially employees of the HEIs) 

Other obstacles  Constant discussions of 
reforms creates 
concerns for teachers 
about their jobs, which 
creates additional daily 
stress 

 Teachers have poor 
knowledge of 
terminology   

 Teachers are 
overloaded, therefore, 
they do not have 
motivation and time for 
introducing new 
approaches 

 Lack of human resources 
emphasised 

 In the existing assessment system, 
grades are more important than the 
achieved outcomes, especially at the 
national level (in the context of 
centralised examinations) the grade 
is valued, but not the progress 
achieved with a particular child 

 Teachers are overloaded, therefore, 
they do not have motivation and time 
for introducing new approaches 

 There is lack of materials in sciences 
– equipment for every student 

 It is more difficult to work in the 
combined classes 

 The low level of students’ previous 
education and motivation  

 Some teachers do not want to know what 
their colleagues are doing and how to 
create synergy in the study process 

 The respondents are not convinced that the 
proposed changes will facilitate higher level 
of students’ knowledge  
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The use of learning outcomes at the education system level  

The results of interviews on “the elaboration of education programmes on basis 
of clearly defined and valid9 learning outcomes”: 

 33.3% of respondents consider that designing learning outcomes based education 
programmes is “rather common” practice in Latvia; 

 18.5% of respondents – “moderately common” practice in Latvia; 

 18.5% of respondents – “common” practice in Latvia; 

 18.5% of respondents – “rather not common” practice in Latvia; 

 9.3% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 1.9% of respondents – “not common” practice in Latvia. 

In general the results of interviews show that the respondents’ opinions disagree as 
regards the use of learning outcomes, although more than half of respondents (52.9 %) 
consider this to be “rather common” or “common” practice, while only 18.9 % of the 
respondents – “not common” or “rather not a common” practice. The respndents noted that 
education programmes did not reflect learning outcomes and the achievements of 
individual students, the study subjects were outlined instead. Thus, education programmes 
mainly are elaborated by focusing on the education content, not the expected outcome. 

 According to the results of interviews with the representatives of all the education 
institutions,  a significant deficiency of the existing system is the fact that the education 
programmes do not ensure mastering interdisciplinary skills and that the possibilities to 
modify the content of education within the framework of the education programme are very 
limited. The interviewed representatives of the vocational education institutions pointed out 
that, on one hand, occupational standards had a positive impact on the elaboration of 
education programmes based on learning outcomes. On the other hand, there was also the 
view that occupational standards facilitated separation of vocational education from the rest 
of education system, as well as caused difficulties in combining vocational and general 
study subjects, at the same time defining skills, which were not used in practice within the 
particular sector. The respondents representing the general education institutions 
frequently emphasised that basic and secondary education programmes were oriented 
towards the admission requirements of HEIs; thus, the amount of material that had to be 
mastered in each separate study subject was too large and the content of education 
programme was connected neither with the content of the possible study programme, nor 
the content of vocational secondary education. 

The results of interviews on “best practice examples in linking the 
learning/teaching process and content with learning outcomes”: 

 ESF projects for improving natural sciences study subjects, experience of other ESF 
projects, e.g., ESF project “The improvement of theoretical knowledge and practical 
competences for vocational subject teachers and for supervisors of practical 
training” (Profesionālo mācību priekšmetu pedagogu un prakses vadītāju teorētisko 
zināšanu un praktisko kompetenču paaugstināšana, 2009-2012). 

 HEIs: science subjects in general, especially professional HE study programmes 
(regulated study programmes), which have clearly defined and exact occupational 
standards. The College of Culture: particularly successful example about one 
education programme offering 12 specializations, i.e., specially adjusted modules for 
reaching specific learning outcomes. 

                                                
9
 Valid learning outcomes are formulated on ground of previous research of sector in cooperation 

with employers and exploring labour market forecasts (in vocational and higher education), as well 
as on ground of skill tests etc. 
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 HEIs and vocational education institutions: applied character of education 
programmes, development of successful cooperation and consultations with 
employers (particularly, Employers’ Confederation of Latvia) in the process of 
developing new and updating present education programmes, as well as the 
involvement of the employees of education institutions in elaboration of occupational 
standards. Best practice example: continuing education programmes offered by the 
State Employment Agency, which graduates already know their future employers. 

 General education institutions: the interactive education programmes of natural 
sciences, for which the learning aids were created after the education programme 
was elaborated (mathematics education programme for grade 7–9, etc.); education 
programmes for other subjects, e.g., the Latvian language for secondary school, in 
which grammar is linked with creative tasks. Individualised method has been 
implemented in a number of institutions, where for each student in each study 
subject a notebook has been created by the teacher, in which study materials are 
placed in, at the beginning of each topic a note listing the knowledge, skills and 
competences that the student will acquire, is pasted, as well as information on the 
structure of tests and their relations with knowledge and skills, after the test – an 
extensive interpretation of results is inserted. Some education institutions have 
developed also a plan for introducing inter-disciplinary skills. 

 General education institutions: education programmes designed for children with 
special needs. Some institutions have implemented a system – children with 
learning disorders by a referral may be transferred to a special class; when the child 
has reached a certain level of learning outcomes (teacher has ascertained the fact), 
the child can return to the general class. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of vocational education institutions 
indicate that in the context of good examples some drawbacks may be observed: the 
limited possibilities in terms of ESF projects to create something new, since the personnel 
has too large workload; education programmes are not flexible, the procedure for updating 
them is long and complicated; the majority of best practice examples are borrowed from 
abroad and that it is easier to mention foreign examples, since the Latvian education 
institutions seldom share their best practices. 

The results of interviews on “the importance of using learning outcomes in 
various fields” are outlined in Table 7. 

Table 7. The importance of using learning outcomes at the education system level 
(%) 

 
Little or 

rather little  
Average  

Rather great 
or great 

Hard to say 

Development of education 
content  

9.3  16.7  72.2 1.9 

Learning assessment 7.5  31.5  69.2 1.9 

Quality assurance process 7.5 18.5  68.5  5.6 

Validation of prior learning or 
experience  

16.7  16.7  61.1 5.6 

Regarding the results of interviews, learning outcomes have evident significance in all 
the mentioned fields. Yet the greatest importance had the development of education 
content (72.2% or respondents replied “rather great” or “great”), while the least significant 
aspect in relation with learning outcomes was validation of prior learning or experience 
(61.1% or respondents replied “rather great” or “great”). 

The respondents’ comments on each field in the context of learning outcomes are 
listed below. 
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Development of education content. As the results of interviews point out, part of 
respondents consider that education content defines learning outcomes, not vice versa, 
because in addition to the overcrowded education content, during the teaching/learning 
process, teachers need to work with topics from the previous stages of education; 
therefore, the use of learning outcomes is fictitious and not relevant. 

Learning assessment. The results of interviews show that learning outcomes are 
used most effectively in centralized professional qualification exams, because then it is the 
easiest way to verify achieved learning outcomes. A number of respondents noted that 
learning outcomes were not properly applied, since within the existing assessment system 
the individual growth, nor the skills or competences could not be evaluated. This is the 
most essential in education institutions attended by children with special needs, as well as 
in evening schools, where often every student has their individual education programme; 
therefore, a proper assessment of learning achievements cannot be applied. One of the 
solutions offered by the respondents would be to define the sufficient level of skills, not only 
the maximum level; hence, children with special needs could receive higher assessment. 

Education quality assurance process. According to the results of interviews, this 
aspect needs to be greatly improved, e.g., learning outcomes used to be more significant in 
the quality assessment process, whereas currently – only formal. Learning outcomes have 
no significance in the quality assessment process, and they are not verified in practice, 
since the accreditation of education institutions is only formal, as well. The external 
education quality assessment process is oriented towards numerical indicators (school 
ratings, reports on grades), which are included in the self-assessment report, and no 
attention is paid to individual learning outcomes. 

Validation of prior learning or experience. The interviewed representatives of HEIs 
pointed out that the importance of learning outcomes grew in this aspect. The system for 
recognition of formal education is more developed than the system for validation of non-
formal/informal learning. The financial aspect of recognising prior outcomes (setting the 
fee, granting tuition fee discounts) creates problems for HEIs. The interviewed 
representatives of vocational education institutions emphasised the necessity to ensure 
opportunity to resume studies for those students who previously had dropped out. 
Vocational education institutions have comparatively numerous examples of successfully 
conducted validation. The results of interviews with the representatives of general 
education institutions indicate personnel of education institutions (especially of 
gymnasiums) do not always trust the assessments granted by the previous education 
institutions. For example, pupils’ achievements are assessed when moving from pre-school 
to the first grade; entrance exams are arranged to be admitted to a state gymnasium; after 
returning from abroad, tests have to be passed to allocate students to a grade. In general 
the results of interviews prove that the transition between different stages of education is 
not effective, because in reality each successive level is not based upon the previous one; 
the state education standards define the succession, but due to the lack of individual 
approach it is impossible to ensure this principle in reality. 

When analysing the results of interviews, conclusion may be drawn that 
representatives of education institutions consider that the study subjects and education 
programmes already now are based on learning outcomes. However, as good examples, 
the majority of respondents from general education institutions named only the education 
programmes in science subjects for secondary schools elaborated with the ESF support. 
The use of learning outcomes is particularly important in the development of education 
content and in the validation of learning outcomes achieved through prior learning or 
professional experience. 

Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 
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The use of learning outcomes in the development of education 

content at national level  

The results of interviews (with the representatives of general and vocational 
education institutions, including colleges) on “the significance of the state education 
standards in formulating learning outcomes”: 

 41.0% of respondents consider that the state education standards “to great extent” 
facilitate the formulation of learning outcomes; 

 28.2% of respondents – “to rather great extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 25.6% of respondents – “to average extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 2.6% of respondents – “to rather small extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 2.6% of respondents – “no reply”. 

The results of interviews indicate that the state education standard is used more by 
the administration of general education institutions than teachers; furthermore, the 
representatives of administration provided more positive assessment regarding the 
significance of the standard. The interviewed representatives of general education 
institutions pointed out that the state education standards were rather static, general and 
they could be successfully used as the basis, which gave indications and outlines 
directions for work. However, the methodological materials, which would be very useful in 
arranging education process, are not available for teachers. 

The representatives of vocational education institutions admitted that the state 
education standard enumerated the knowledge and skills necessary for obtaining general 
education, yet the employees of vocational education institutions do not always have the 
time to include these in education process, since vocational subjects and practice is more 
important for obtaining a professional qualification. To improve the quality of vocational 
education, it would be important to separate the state centralised examinations for general 
and vocational secondary education programmes, since there are essential differences in 
the examination results. Regarding the results of interviews, the teachers of vocational 
education institutions have to be flexible and able to interpret the state education standard 
for students to achieve better results. The state education standard of education 
insufficiently describes interdisciplinary skills and links between study subjects. 

The results of interviews (with the representatives of general and vocational 
education institutions) on “the importance of study subject standard in the formulation 
of learning outcomes secondary education centralised examinations”: 

 44.7% of respondents consider that the study subject standards “to great extent” 
facilitate the formulation of learning outcomes; 

 34.2% of respondents – “to rather great extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes;  

 13.2% of respondents – “to average extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 5.3% of respondents – “to rather small extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 2.6% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of vocational education institutions 
show that the study subject standard cannot be applied without adaption, since the number 
of classes allocated for mastering general study subjects is smaller than in general 
education programmes, but there are no standards for subjects of vocational education. 
The development of such study subject standards would evidently facilitate educational 
work. 
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The interviewed representatives of general education institutions noted that the study 
subject standards both partially facilitated and partially encumbered education process, 
since these documents had great volume and in some study subjects the transition from 
one stage to the next had not been harmonised, e.g., the transition in the standard of the 
Latvian language from basic school to secondary school for minority schools. The study 
subject standards are mainly focused on preparing students for examinations; teachers are 
offered particular set of topics to be mastered, to be included in education programme. 
Thus, students in all the education institutions acquire topics that are included in the study 
subject standards. 

The results of interviews (with the representatives of education institutions providing 
first level professional higher education programmes) on “the meaning of the standard 
for first level professional higher education in the formulation of learning outcomes”: 

 50% of respondents indicate that this education standard has “rather great” 
significance in the formulation of learning outcomes; 

 25% of respondents – “great” significance in the formulation of learning outcomes;  

 25% of respondents – “little” significance in the formulation of learning outcomes. 

The results of interviews show that the standard for first level professional higher 
education provides a framework for study process, in which it is possible to work creatively, 
Yet this framework is rather specific and does not allow introducing in the studies any 
deviations from the stipulated regulations. 

The results of interviews (with the representatives of HEIs) on “the influence of 
absence of the standard for academic education on the formulation of learning 
outcomes”: 

 30% of respondents consider that the absence of the standard for academic 
education “to small extent” makes the formulation of learning outcomes difficult; 

 30% of respondents – “to average extent” makes the formulation of learning 
outcomes difficult; 

 20% of respondents – “to rather small extent” makes the formulation of learning 
outcomes difficult; 

 20% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

The majority of the interviewed representatives from higher education institutions 
noted that the standard for academic education was not necessary when arranging study 
process. On the one hand, the standard would be necessary as a framework for working. 
Furthermore, defining the expected learning outcomes is easier if a standardised sample is 
available, since teachers lack resources for formulating all the necessary information 
themselves. On the other hand, the possible standard for academic education would be so 
general that it would not provide any support for teachers. 

The results of interviews (with the representatives of vocational education institutions 
and HEIs) on “the meaning of occupational standards in the formulation of learning 
outcomes”: 

 50% of respondents indicate that occupational standards “to great extent” facilitate 
the formulation of learning outcomes; 

 20% of respondents – “to rather great extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 16.7% of respondents – “to average extent”  facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes; 

 10% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 3.3% of respondents – “to rather small extent” facilitate the formulation of learning 
outcomes. 

The results of interviews prove that using the occupational standards involves more 
benefits than drawbacks. The requirements of occupational standards can be restrictive if 
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they are poorly interpreted, but mainly there are not such problems. The interviewees 
highlighted the procedure for updating occupational standards was complex and lengthy. 
The quality of occupational standards depends on their authors’ competence in sector; the 
standards elaborated in the recent years are more successful. Often employers slow down 
the updating of occupational standards due to their reluctance introducing changes. 

According to the analysis of study results, conclusion was drawn that in general 
various standards are of great importance in developing the content of education. In the 
majority of cases, the standards – especially study subject standards and occupational 
standards – facilitate the formulation of learning outcomes. 

The use of learning outcomes at the education institutional level 

The results of interviews on “the elaboration of study subject and education 
programmes in accordance with learning outcomes”: 

 45.3% of respondents consider that the study subject and education programmes in 
their education institutions are designed “to great extent” regarding learning 
outcomes; 

 24.5% of respondents – “to rather great extent” regarding learning outcomes; 

 20.8% of respondents – “to average extent” regarding learning outcomes; 

 5.7% of respondents – “to rather small extent” regarding learning outcomes; 

 3.8% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 0% of respondents – “to small extent” regarding learning outcomes. 

As the results of interviews with the representatives of those education institutions 
providing vocational education programmes of various levels show, it is easy to introduce 
learning outcomes in vocational education programmes, because particular skills are 
defined in the occupational standards, and learning outcomes are formulated using the 
occupational standard and employers’ recommendations. The results of interviews with the 
representatives of general education institutions indicate that the linkage with learning 
outcomes depends on each study subject, since for some study subjects it is easier to 
define learning outcomes (e.g., mathematics) and for some study subjects this task is more 
difficult (e.g., visual art). The majority of general education institutions do not elaborate new 
study subject and education programmes, since education process is arranged according 
to the state education standard. If new education programmes are developed, the focus is 
placed on making the education content interesting both from the perspective of the 
teacher and the students. 

The results of interviews on “the importance of various factors in developing new 
study subject or education programme” (at education institutional level) are included in 
Table 8. 

The results of interviews prove that the respondents’ views on the significance of the 
experience of other countries are very diverse, because education institutions of different 
levels have peculiar traditions of cooperation with education institutions in other countries. 
Higher and vocational education institutions implement more cross-border collaboration 
and transpose more experience than general education institutions. For example, Olaine 
Technical College – by adapting the experience from Dresden – in the terms of the ERDF 
project has established a mini workshop for conducting study experiments and testing in 
practice the competences needed for producing medications. The vocational education 
institutions represented in the study have a “friendly” education institution abroad, 
exchange of students and teachers is organised.  

There are leading education institutions in each professional sector in Latvia, whose 
experience is transposed. Vocational education institutions have a successful cooperation 
with vocational education competence centres by exchanging among themselves the 
elaborated education programmes. Hence, cooperation among Latvian education 
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institutions is more typical for vocational education sector, because the competition among 
general education institutions is too tough. In addition, the education institutions for a 
specific target audience, e.g., evening schools, have limited possibilities of cooperation, as 
involving in this process is difficult. 

Table 8. The importance of various factors in developing new study subject or 
education programme (%) 

 
Small or 

rather small 
Average 

Great or 
rather great 

No reply 

Experience of foreign general education 
institutions (all respondents) 

46.3 13.0 38.9 1.9 

Experience of the Latvian education 
institutions (all respondents) 

14.9 22.2 61.1 1.9 

Teachers’ experience (all respondents) 1.9 1.9 94.4 1.9 

National qualifications framework (all 
respondents) 

20.4 11.1 44.4 24.1 

Learning  outcomes (all respondents) 1.9 18.9 75.4 3.8 

Education standards and study subject 
standards (general, vocational education 
institutions and colleges) 

0.0 0.0 97.8 2.3 

Occupational standards (vocational and 
higher education institutions) 

0.0 6.5 93.6 0.0 

The interviewed representatives of HEIs emphasised that the HE teachers’ 
experience was highly important, because, in the most cases, teachers elaborated the 
content of their study courses on the basis of their own experience and consultations 
provided by the professionals in the sector.  

The results of interviews indicate that a number of other factors have great 
importance in the elaboration of new study subject or education programmes. Several 
factors are typical of all stages of education included in the study; however, some aspects 
are typical to the education institutions of a particular level. The following factors were 
mentioned during the interviews: 

 HEIs and vocational education institutions: employers’ recommendations and the 
general labour market trends (sectors that experience lack of specialists, 
technological development, demanded skills).  

 HEIs: the councils of study programmes, which regularly examine issues linked with 
the content and implementation of a study programme and make decisions on 
introducing amendments to the content of study programmes or implementation 
process.  

 Several education institutions: the internal need of administration and faculty to 
update the content of education programme or improve the content of study 
subjects. 

 General education institutions: resources of various kinds, i.e., accessibility of 
essential information, textbooks and various study aids (often the available 
teaching/learning aids are not appropriate for education programmes, and when 
implementing a new programme, teachers cannot use study literature from the 
previous education programme), as well as resources available for teachers’ 
salaries. The results of some interviews show that significant resource is the internal 
environment and the administration’s attitude and support. 

 General education institutions: the current system gives very restricted possibilities 
of sharing best practice examples and get familiarised with them; the system of 
cooperation among education institutions functioned more successfully prior the 
administrative territorial reform.  
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 General education institutions: updating and amending is more successful in those 
study subjects, which do not include centralised examinations, compared to the 
study subjects that have centralised examinations. The existence of the centralised 
examinations hinder creative approach to elaborating the content of study subjects 
and implementing study subject programmes. 

Regarding the results of interviews, a general conclusion can be made that the 
teachers’ experience and expected learning outcomes, as well as the state education 
standard of and occupational standards have the greatest importance in the elaboration of 
new study subject and education programmes. The experience of Latvian and foreign 
education institutions is not evaluated unambiguously. The results of interviews show that 
also national qualification frameworks have a crucial meaning; however, the 
representatives of general education institutions pointed out that a direct influence of 
qualifications frameworks on the content of education programme and process of their 
elaboration did not exist. 

The results of interviews on “the implementation of learning outcomes based 
study subject and education programmes“: 

 50% of respondents consider that the implementation of study subject and 
education programmes is “based” on learning outcomes; 

 35.2 % of respondents – “rather based” on learning outcomes; 

 11.1% of respondents – “on average based” on learning outcomes; 

 3.7% of respondents – “rather not based” on learning outcomes; 

 0% of respondents – “not based” on learning outcomes. 

According to the results of interviews, the books and methodological materials 
elaborated in recent years are structured, and the descriptions of study subjects and 
courses are updated and improved on basis of learning outcomes. The representatives of 
vocational education institutions implementing vocational education programmes of various 
levels noted that learning outcomes were used more during the practical training. 

The majority of the representatives from general education institutions pointed out 
that part of students was able to apply knowledge acquired during lessons for solving 
various tasks and to search information independently and adapt it to their needs. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of general education institutions, 
who work with students having special needs, prove that teaching/learning is focused on 
reaching individual aims – the ability of a particular child to do certain things is considered 
as an outcome, not what the state education standard has prescribed. 

The results of interviews allow concluding that one of the reasons why study subject 
and education programmes are insufficiently learning outcomes based is the fact that 
young people not always believe that education is the foundation for their success in future 
life. It is difficult for teachers to work with these young people and plan the achieving of 
learning outcomes; therefore, the teaching/learning process is analysed in order to define 
new goals, in particular for students with special needs. 

The results of interviews on “the harmonisation of education content within the 
framework of education programmes”: 

 37% of respondents indicate that education content “is” harmonised; 

 31.5% of respondents – “is rather” harmonised; 

 25.9% of respondents – “is on average” harmonised; 

 3.7% of respondents – “is not rather” harmonised; 

 1.9% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

The results of interviews prove that various methods are used to harmonise 
teaching/learning methods and education content within the framework of education 
programmes, e.g., first surveys of various target groups (teachers, students, employers) 
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are conducted, the discussions with colleagues are held. It is important to avoid both 
horizontal and vertical overlapping.  

Many representatives of education institutions emphasised that harmonisation of 
teaching/learning methods and education content should be implemented more 
consistently, actively and directly, as well as it should be included as an element in the 
education quality assurance. 

The results of interviews on “students’ knowledge and understanding of learning 
outcomes”:  

 53.8% of respondents consider that students have “average” knowledge and 
understanding of learning outcomes; 

 28.8% of respondents – “rather complete” knowledge and understanding; 

 7.7% of respondents – “rather incomplete” knowledge and understanding; 

 5.8% of respondents – “complete” knowledge and understanding; 

 3.8% of respondents – “incomplete” knowledge and understanding. 

Regarding the results of interviews, the representatives of education institutions 
mostly do not use the term “learning outcomes” when working with learners, because 
young people frequently pay more attention to the numerical assessment, not the acquired 
skills. The results of interviews indicate that during the lectures in HEIs the expected 
learning outcomes are often in terms of knowledge, skills and competences, yet the 
students do not always understand them and the understanding develops only after 
completion of the study course. To deal with this situation, as the representatives of 
vocational education institutions suggested, the students should be encouraged to evaluate 
the achieved learning outcomes using various methods, e.g., by applying their knowledge 
in practice, performing hands-on tasks. 

The results of interviews prove that vocational education students become aware of 
learning outcomes only during the practical training, linking their knowledge acquired in 
education institution with the real work environment. The students’ understanding of 
learning outcomes is negatively impacted by the fact that the practical training in 
enterprises, in which the students develop more complete understanding, takes place 
during the later years of studies. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of general education institutions 
indicate that students’ understanding of learning outcomes depends on the subject 
teachers, since this issue is not focused on centrally, at the education institutional level. For 
instance, teachers together with student analyse results of tests and, depending on 
previously acquired skills, define the content of the test individually for each student. 

The results of interviews on “the accessibility of learning outcomes”: 

 Higher education institutions: ECTS catalogues, study course and study programme 
descriptions, e-study environment, HEIs’ self-assessment reports; learning 
outcomes are presented to students during the introductory lectures of study 
courses. 

 Vocational education institutions: education programme descriptions, occupational 
standards, electronic register; printed information – from subject teachers and 
administration (teaching/learning department and/or heads of education 
programme); the students are informed during the study subjects “Introduction to the 
field of study”, “Introduction to the occupation”. 

 General education institutions: e-register (numerical assessments, in many cases –
descriptions of skills); teaching/learning plans and descriptions of assessment; 
learning outcomes are discussed at methodological meetings, parents’ meetings, 
parents can get acquainted with learning outcomes on individual basis.  

The results of interviews with the representatives of general education institutions, 
who have better understanding of the concept of learning outcomes,  indicate that such 
general data are not available in general education institutions, since the state education 
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standard stipulates that only numerical assessment should be awarded to students. 
Learning outcomes will have no significance in teaching/learning process and student 
learning assessment, until the state defines the level, on which particular knowledge, skills 
and competences should be mastered for obtaining a certain grade. The interviewed 
representatives of education institutions highlighted that more attention should be paid to 
relating the assessment of learning achievements with students’ actual skills, but the state 
education standards did not ensure this possibility. 

Assessment of learners’ achievements 

The results of interviews on “the significance of using learning outcomes in the 
assessment of learners’ achievements”: 

 40.7% of respondents consider that learning outcomes have “rather great” 
significance in the assessment of learners’ achievements; 

 31.5% of respondents – “average” significance; 

 18.5% of respondents – “great” significance; 

 5.6% of respondents – “rather small” significance; 

 1.9% of respondents – “small” significance; 

 1.9% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of vocational education institutions 
prove that centralised qualification exams reflect the acquired knowledge, skills and 
competences the most successfully; the exams are arranges and assessed in cooperation 
with employers. In general study subjects the acquired knowledge is mostly tested, but the 
acquired skills and competences are not tested sufficiently, and there are several reasons 
for that (e.g., lack of time, inappropriate material and technical provision or even lack of it, 
not using the respective teaching/learning methods both in teaching/learning and 
assessment process). 

The results of interviews with the teachers indicate that single definition of learning 
outcomes does not help in performing adequate assessment of learners’ achievements, 
because the wording is too general. The interviewees consider that learning outcomes do 
not contain any gradation of learning achievements; thus, it is impossible to define the 
minimum requirements in the study subject/course that learners must meet. The results of 
interviews show that at present the interviewees do not understand how to link the set 
learning outcomes with numerical assessments; therefore, when performing learning 
assessment, teachers rely on their interpretation. The linking of learning outcomes with the 
system of numerical assessments is crucial in teaching/learning process, particularly in 
education institutions, which are attended by children with special needs, learning 
difficulties or disorders. 

The results of interviews on “the linking of tests with learning outcomes”: 

 41.3% of respondents consider that the tests designed by teachers are “to great 
extent” based on learning outcomes; 

 41.3% of respondents – “to rather great extent” based on learning outcomes; 

 15.2% of respondents – “to average extent” based on learning outcomes; 

 2.2% of respondents – “to rather small extent” based on learning outcomes. 

The results of interviews prove that in recent years the inclusion of learning outcomes 
in higher education programmes was largely facilitated by the mandatory requirement to 
formulate learning outcomes in the descriptions of study courses, which are presented to 
students. In connection with these changes the representatives of HEIs’ administration and 
teachers have attended various seminars, read materials on the Internet and consulted 
with their colleagues, which in general promoted the knowledge and understanding of HEIs’ 
personnel concerning the use and meaning of learning outcomes. As the representatives of 
HEIs’ administration pointed out, there were teachers, who followed changes and worked 
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hard on improving the teaching/learning process; however, there were also such teachers, 
who were reluctant to accept changes, met the requirements rather formally and did not 
adapt the tests to the descriptions of study courses.  

In accordance with the results of interviews, learning outcomes are more clearly 
defined in the study courses of professional higher education programmes, compared to 
academic higher education programmes, since their content is stipulated by the 
occupational standards. The requirements of occupational standards have been elaborated 
in cooperation with employers and are regularly updated, although not all the interviewed 
representatives of HEIs were satisfied with the developed occupational standards. 
Furthermore, the updating of occupational standards is a very bureaucratic and complex 
procedure, which takes long time. The results of interviews reveal that, when higher 
education programmes envisage more individual approach to students, the achievement of 
learning outcomes gains greater importance. There is a possibility for analysing each 
student’s individual progress more precisely, which cannot be done while working with 
large groups of students.  

The results of interviews (with the representatives of general and vocational 
education institutions) on “the compliance of test content elaborated by the National 
Centre for Education (NCE) to the expected learning outcomes”: 

 34.3% of respondents consider that the tests designed by the NCE “to great extent” 
correspond to the expected learning outcomes; 

 34.3% of respondents – “to rather great extent” correspond to the expected learning 
outcomes; 

 14.3% of respondents – “to average extent” correspond to the expected learning 
outcomes; 

 11.4% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 5.7% of respondents – “to rather small extent” correspond to the expected learning 
outcomes. 

The results of interviews prove that the content and learning outcomes of study 
subjects in general education programmes are defined by the state education standards.  
Since general education study subjects are implemented by great number of teachers, 
various standardized methodologies for teaching/learning and assessment have been 
elaborated. The interviewed representatives of general education institutions admitted that 
teachers often even were not able to create tests independently, because they had no 
knowledge of testing methodology. Currently there is no need to know these issues, as the 
testing methods are freely available in a ready-to-use form. General education institutions 
differ among themselves in how much attention is paid to quality indicators in the 
teaching/learning process – the majority of general education institutions analyse students’ 
grades and teachers’ self-assessment of their work; fewer general education institutions 
also focus on reaching learning outcomes, by creating additional, comprehensive tests, 
analysing teachers’ reports and by involving students in analysing the attained learning 
outcomes. 

The interviewed representatives of vocational education institutions were critical of 
the tests elaborated by the NCE – due to vocational study subjects imparted in vocational 
education programmes, the number of classes for general study subjects was decreased, 
but this fact was not taken into consideration, and vocational education students had to 
take the same tests designed by the NCE as the general education students. Since the 
NCE elaborates tests on the basis of complete volume of each study subject, these tests 
are too complicated for vocational education students, which has a negative impact on 
students’ self-assessment. The representatives of general education institutions pointed 
out that the tests elaborated by the NCE complied with the study subject standards, yet 
they did not reveal a complete picture about learning outcomes, and more time should be 
allocated for taking exams. 
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The results of interviews on “learners’ understanding regarding the principles of 
designing tests”: 

 38.5% of respondents consider that the learners “to average extent” understand the 
principles of designing tests; 

 36.5% of respondents – “to rather great extent”; 

 13.5% of respondents – “to great extent”; 

 9.6% of respondents – “to rather small extent”; 

 1.9% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

Large share of respondents admitted that learners’ understanding of these questions 
depended on teachers’ ability to explain the assessment procedure to learners; although 
many learners were not interested in or even did not need to understand the principles. The 
results of interviews with the representatives of general education institutions show that the 
tasks included in the tests predominantly are similar to the examples examined in classes; 
thus, students know what kind of tasks to expect in the tests. The students are informed 
that it is possible to get grade ”8” for doing a standard tasks, but higher assessment can be 
obtained by demonstrating additional knowledge and creativity.  

The results of interviews revealed that the greatest discrepancy of opinions may be 
observed among the representatives of higher education institutions. This fact may be 
explained by different possibilities for dealing with students’ assessment, lack of uniform 
system, academic freedom of teachers and the possibility to create the content of studies 
and tests according to their own views. The interviewed representatives of HEIs pointed out 
that the requirements for obtaining an assessment were available in the descriptions of 
study courses, but not all students understood them and were interested in it. More 
motivated students pay attention to the description of study course and follow whether the 
study process complies with the description. Some representatives of HEIs highlighted that 
the requirements of assessment were clearly defined; the criteria for assessing the work 
were available for students are available or the number of points that could be obtained for 
each task was indicated.  

The results of interviews on “the influence of learning outcomes on learners’ 
understanding regarding the significance of study subjects”: 

 48.9% of respondents consider that the learners’ understanding as regards the 
significance of the relevant study subject “will be influenced” by the shift to learning 
outcomes; 

 26.7% of respondents – “will rather be influenced” by the shift to learning outcomes; 

 13.3% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 8.9% of respondents – “will on average be influenced” by the shift to learning 
outcomes; 

 2.2% of respondents – “will not rather be influenced” by the shift to learning 
outcomes. 

The results of interviews show that promoting learners’ understanding of the 
significance of study subjects would be very important in the context of lifelong learning, in 
which individuals with previous knowledge and clearer vision of what they want to acquire 
participate. Furthermore, this issue is crucial in vocational education, where it is easier to 
explain the role of study subjects in the acquisition of occupation, since the learning 
outcomes included in the study subjects to a large extent are linked to knowledge and skills 
needed in professional activities. These learning outcomes are tested in practice during the 
teaching/learning process, and also employers are involved the assessment. The results of 
interviews with the representatives of general education institutions indicate that currently 
many students have poor understanding of the application of study subjects in work; hence, 
they do not understand their importance and lack motivation to learn. Several interviewed 
representatives of general education institutions proposed promoting career education and 
helping young people start thinking about their future possibilities in due time; thus, 
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granting greater importance to the teaching/learning process and purposely choosing 
leisure time activities, which is currently under-estimated by students and their parents. 

Regarding the results of interviews, conclusion may be drawn that the majority of 
respondents consider that the use of learning outcomes is “of average” importance or 
“rather important”. However, in general the education system is not homogenous and also 
the work in implementing and applying learning outcomes significantly differs in different 
levels and types of education; moreover, differences can be observed even in the same 
level of education and type of education institutions. This fact may be explained by the 
fragmented education system, lack of common understanding in the state, as well as 
representatives of education institutions having large workload and not enough time for 
dealing with these issues properly. The results of interviews indicate that stronger links 
should be established between learning outcomes and learners’ assessment methodology, 
which would be designed in accordance with learning outcomes.  

Institutions of education that cooperate closely with employers regarding this issue 
are mentioned as successful examples of defining and evaluating learning outcomes. 

For teacher to have the possibility to pay more attention to reaching of learning 
outcomes, engage in more individualised work with learners and facilitate more creative 
teaching/learning process, a number of activities should be implemented, for example, 
reducing the current workload of teachers, the number of learners per one teachers, 
introducing the position of teacher’s assistants, as well as additional educative activities 
should be arranged and examples of best practice should be popularised.  

Internal quality assessment of education institution  

The results of interviews on “the significance of learning outcomes in ensuring 
improvement of education process in education institution”: 

 56.9% of respondents consider that learning outcomes have “great significance” in 
ensuring improvement of education process; 

 29.4% of respondents – “rather great significance”; 

 9.8% of respondents – “average significance”; 

 2% of respondents – “rather little significance”; 

 2% of respondents – “hard to say”. 

The results of interviews prove that even though the majority of respondents are 
aware of the significant meaning of learning outcomes, lack of time is an important obstacle 
for qualitative assessment of the achieved learning outcomes and analysis of potential 
shortcomings. Therefore, more attention in education quality assurance is paid to the 
obtained grades and the indicators of learners’ progress – it is easier to demonstrate and 
substantiate these. Yet the interviewed representatives of education institutions 
emphasized that this information also allowed improving education process, as well as 
showed the direction for further development. 

The results of interviews reveal that during the process of internal quality evaluation 
and improvement, purposeful attainment of learning outcomes included in study subjects is 
controlled in various ways: observations of teaching/learning process are conducted; in 
higher education students and graduates are surveyed; employers are also surveyed; at 
general education institutions teachers must submit half-year and annual reports, as well 
as self-assessment reports. The obtained results and documents are analysed and then 
discussed at the methodology meetings. Usually in general education institutions 
commissions of methodology or individual salaried employees dealing with methodology 
are ensured; their main duty is to analyse the teaching/learning process and to develop 
suggestions for its improvement. Some general education institutions organise special days 
of teaching/learning methodology or conferences, as well as best practice presentations.  
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The results of interviews on “the definition and attainment of learning outcomes 
as a criterion in the process of evaluating and improving internal quality of 
education institution”: 

 54.9% of respondents consider that the definition and attainment of learning 
outcomes “is criterion” for the process of evaluating and improving internal quality; 

 25.5% of respondents – “rather is criterion”; 

 13.7% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 3.9% of respondents – “on average is criterion”; 

 2% of respondents – “rather is not criterion”. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of HEIs indicate that in the recent 
years learning outcomes have become an important criterion, especially since the 
introduction of mandatory requirement to describe learning outcomes for study subjects. 
The representatives of HEIs’ administration pointed out that formulation of learning 
outcomes was a time-consuming and complicated process, which in many places was still 
not concluded, but it helped improving the control of internal quality, made it easier to avoid 
overlapping of study subjects, as well as identify deficiencies or lack of learning outcomes 
in education programmes. Although the results of interviews reveal that the definition and 
attainment of learning outcomes “is” or “rather is” a criterion in the process of evaluating 
and improving internal quality, the reports mainly reflect learning assessment in grades. 
Providing written comments on the reached learning outcomes is not required in all the 
education institutions; thus, there is no uniform system and understanding of how to reflect 
the achieved learning outcomes and its importance. The interviewed teachers highlighted 
that that individual assessment of learning outcomes reached by learners currently is 
impossible due to large workload of teachers and lack of time. 

External quality assessment of education institution  

The results of interviews on “the evaluation of learning outcomes during the 
experts’ accreditation visits”: 

 Higher education institutions: during accreditation visits experts verify, whether the 
self-assessment reports of study programmes contain the descriptions of learning 
outcomes for both study programme and each study subject; still experts must 
assesses very diverse factors and usually attention is not paid to whether the 
described learning outcomes are attained and properly assessed; in some cases 
great attention is paid to learning outcomes – questions are asked to teachers, 
students in hallways, and the applied assessment methods are checked; usually 
foreign experts pay more attention to the assessment of learning outcomes.  

 General education institutions: recently part of education institutions have been 
accredited remotely by checking documentation of education institutions and the 
submitted reports, students’ assessments (grades) are more important for the 
experts. If the accreditation is conducted on-site, experts observe classes, but the 
observation of some classes cannot give complete impression of the 
teaching/learning process, since the teachers are informed about the dates of 
experts’ visits and prepare for these classes. The observations of classes during the 
accreditation visits subject teachers to a great stress and does not bring the 
expected outcome. Mostly teachers are not informed about experts’ reports. The 
education institutions crucially differ as to their type, specialisation, location, funding, 
number of students and their previous education, but during the accreditation 
process all education institutions are evaluated in accordance with identical criteria. 
The representatives of education institutions, who work with learners having special 
needs, emphasised that students’ individual development that had been achieved at 
education institutions should be considered during the accreditation process, not 
only analysis of students grades and results of centralised exams.  
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 Vocational education institutions: external quality assessment is rather formal 
process; in addition, experts are more interested in students’ grades, not learning 
outcomes. During the external quality assessment, quality of qualification exams 
should be ascertained, because they reflect students’ knowledge, skills and 
competences. Initially legal framework should be organised, then the concept of 
learning outcomes should be introduced in accreditation. 

The results of interviews on “basing accreditation of education programmes on 
the assessment of learning outcomes”:  

 37.3% of respondents consider that accreditation of education programmes “should 
be based to great extent” on the assessment of learning outcomes; 

 35.3% of respondents – “should be based to rather great extent”; 

 13.7% of respondents – “should be based to average extent”; 

 7.8% of respondents – “should not be based”; 

 3.9% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 2% of respondents – “rather should not be based”. 

The results of interviews indicated that reaching of learning outcomes is a significant 
criterion and it should be taken into account during the accreditation of education 
institutions, but it is only one education quality criterion of many, and all criteria should be 
assessed in the context of others. In terms of accreditation it is important to assess the 
teaching/learning process, internal quality control mechanisms, results of centralised 
examinations in general study subjects and centralised qualification examinations, the 
individual development of learners, as well as the employment indicators of graduates. 

Validation of prior learning 

The results of interviews on “the respondents’ experience regarding validation of 
prior learning”. The majority of respondents pointed out that the education institutions 
were predominantly engaged in recognising formal education in terms of learners’ transition 
from one education institution to another, recognition of credit points acquired in Erasmus 
exchange studies. In these cases, frequently attention is paid to grades and credit points, 
not to the concrete acquired knowledge, skills and competences. In some interviews 
examples of the validation of non-formal and informal education were mentioned – 
predominantly validation of previous work experience as practical training. The results of 
interviews show that vocational education institutions collaborate with companies that 
employ students, who have previously dropped out - education institutions urge enterprises 
to motivate their employees to complete their studies, offering validation of work 
experience. In some cases when the previous work experience is validated, the candidate 
only has to pass the final examinations for acquiring qualification.  

Validation of non-formal and informal learning was more extensively studied in the 
project Val-Net, its publication “Recognition of the outcomes of non-formal and informal 
learning”10 contains information on the progress thus far in validation of learning outcomes, 
as well as outlines recommendations for improving the process. The results of study prove 
that until February 2013 the non-formal and informal learning has been validated for 478 
people. As indicated in the section of recommendations, even though the validation system 
formally functions, a range of educational activities should be conducted for the society and 
education institutions to use more successfully the possibilities of validation. A similar 
conclusion was made regarding the learning outcomes approach, which is one of the 
corner stones in implementing validation of non-formal and informal learning in Latvia. 

                                                
10 Val-Net project working group, “Validation of outcomes of non-formal and informal learning”, 
http://www.valnetlatvija.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/ValNet-e-gramata2.pdf (accessed on 
15.12.2013) 

http://www.valnetlatvija.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/ValNet-e-gramata2.pdf
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Formally learning outcomes are used; however, stakeholders need more extensive 
information. 

The results of interviews on “the significance of shift to learning outcomes in the 
recognition of prior learning”: 

 35.5% of respondents consider that the shift to learning outcomes “will facilitate” the 
recognition of prior learning; 

 35.5% of respondents – “will rather facilitate” the recognition of prior learning; 

 12.9% of respondents – “will on average facilitate” the recognition of prior learning; 

 9.7% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 3.2% of respondents – “will rather not facilitate” the recognition of prior learning; 

 3.2% of respondents – “will not facilitate” the recognition of prior learning. 

According to the results of interviews, the respondents rather positively evaluated the 
introduction of learning outcomes in terms of the recognition of prior learning. To conclude, 
in general the respondents expressed positive attitude towards the recognition of prior 
learning, including non-formal and informal learning, yet in practice this has happened 
comparatively seldom. Therefore, extensive measures to raise awareness is needed 
among both employees of education institutions and society in general, in order to people, 
who have appropriate knowledge, skills and competence, would be aware of their 
possibilities, but at the same time would understand that they have to demonstrate their 
abilities in practice to obtain the relevant document confirming the qualification.  

The respondents’ expectations as regards to the use of learning 

outcomes 

The final section of the interview focused on the respondents’ opinion whether the 
learning outcomes approach supports or, on the contrary, hinders various processes linked 
with teaching/learning. In total ten questions were asked to all the target groups. The 
results of interviews concerning this section are outlined in Table 9. The overview of all the 
respondents’ replies is provided below.  

The results of interviews on “the support of learning outcomes to learner-centred 
approach”:  

 37.7% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “support” learner-centred 
approach; 

 35.8% of respondents – “rather support” learner-centred approach; 

 35.8% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 5.7% of respondents – “on average support” learner-centred approach; 

 3.8% of respondents – “do not support” learner-centred approach; 

 1.9% of respondents – “rather do not support” learner-centred approach. 

Analysing the data according to the type and stage of education, conclusion may be 
drawn that by the increase of education stage, the share of answers “hard to say” 
decreases. The results of interviews with the representatives of HEIs reveal that students 
are actively involved in improving study programmes and courses. The interviewed 
representatives of vocational education institutions highlighted that teachers had no space 
for adapting the content of education to the interests of the respective learners for the 
students to master the knowledge, skills and competences defined in the occupational 
standard. 

 



 36 

Table 9. The respondents’ expectations as regards to the use of learning outcomes 
(frequencies) 

  
No or 

rather no 
Average 

Rather 
yes or 

yes 

Hard to 
say 

Does the shift to learning outcomes approach 
support learner-centred approach? 

3 3 39 8 

Does the shift to learning outcome facilitate the 
possibility to adjust education to individual needs 
(facilitating “interactive learning”)? 

5 8 37 3 

Will the shift to learning outcomes promote better 
learners’ understanding of the meaning and 
importance of the respective education programme 
or study course/subject? 

1 4 42 6 

Will the shift to learning outcomes influence the 
methods of learners’ assessment? 

2 6 39 5 

Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate more 
comparable learners’ assessment? 

6 5 20 22 

Will shift to learning outcomes reduce obstacles to 
lifelong learning? 

2 2 11 1 

Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate dialogue 
between stakeholders from the education sector 
and labour market? 

0 3 13 0 

Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate 
recognition of prior learning? 

2 4 22 3 

Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the 
internal quality assessment of education institution? 

5 2 36 10 

Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the 
external quality assessment of education 
institution? 

0 8 30 15 

The results of interviews on “the support of learning outcome for the possibility 
to adjust education to individual needs”, i.e. facilitating “interactive learning”: 

 39.6% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “rather facilitate” the 
possibility to adjust education to individual needs; 

 30.2% of respondents – “facilitate” the possibility to adjust education to individual 
needs; 

 15.1% of respondents – “on average facilitate” the possibility to adjust education to 
individual needs; 

 7.5% of respondents – “rather do not facilitate” the possibility to adjust education to 
individual needs; 

 5.7% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 1.9% of respondents – “do not facilitate” the possibility to adjust education to 
individual needs. 

The examination of the data in various cross-sections shows that the representatives 
of education institution administration more frequently replied “yes” and “rather yes”, 
compared to the teachers. Whereas according to the type of education institution – 
answers “yes” and “rather yes” were given by the representatives of higher and vocational 
education institutions. 

The results of interviews with the representatives of HEIs prove that the individual 
approach to students is facilitated by the study courses available online (MOOCs), frequent 
individual consultations, as well as are additional study activities are offered to the most 
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capable students. The learning outcomes approach helps including this individual work in 
the study process more successfully. The results of interviews with the representatives of 
vocational education institutions reveal two trends. Firstly, the respondents emphasized 
that teaching/learning was already much individualised; thus, developing the skills of each 
student. Secondly, the students’ level of previous education, when enrolling in vocational 
education institution, often was low; therefore, complying with the state education standard 
was impossible, since teachers had to explain education content from the previous stages 
of education. Hence, individualised approach in fact already is implemented in vocational 
education, but it does not comply with the state education standards. The results of 
interviews with the representatives of general education institutions indicate that there is 
lack of resources to implement individual treatment of every student. The teachers need 
more time, larger financial resources are necessary, and posts of teachers’ assistants 
should be introduced. Moreover, the state education standards should be improved, 
expanding them and supplementing with appropriate methodological materials. 

The results of interviews on “the support of learning outcomes in facilitating 
learners’ understanding of the meaning and importance of the respective education 
programme and study course/subject”: 

 47.2% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “facilitate” learners’ 
understanding of the meaning of the education programme and study 
course/subject; 

 32.1% of respondents – “rather facilitate” learners’ understanding; 

 11.3% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 7.5% of respondents – “on average facilitate” learners’ understanding; 

 1.9% of respondents – “rather do not facilitate” learners’ understanding. 

The analysis of the results of interviews suggests that in general no essential 
differences in opinions may be observed as regards the type of education institution 
represented by the respondents. Still the most positive replies were provided by the 
representatives of HEIs, who highlighted the significance of learning outcomes approach in 
the context of lifelong learning. 

The results of interviews on “the influence of learning outcomes on the methods 
for the assessment of learners’ achievements”: 

 40.4% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “influence” the methods used 
for the assessment of learners’ achievements; 

 34.6% of respondents – “rather influence” the assessment methods; 

 11.5% of respondents – “on average influence” the assessment methods; 

 9.6% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 1.9% of respondents – “rather do not influence” the assessment methods; 

 1.9% of respondents – “do not influence” the assessment methods. 

The analysis of data by the groups of respondents and education institutions they 
represented reveals that quite similar – positive – replies were provided. The results of 
interviews prove that, firstly, teachers not always have sufficient knowledge about various 
methods for the assessment of learners’ achievements; and the state does not offer 
appropriate methodological materials, where it would be possible. Secondly, since the 
teachers have to elaborate the materials and choose the methods for the assessment of 
learners’ achievements themselves, additional time and financial resources are needed. 
Moreover, as more qualitative methods of learners’ assessment will be used instead of 
quantitative methods of learners’ assessment, greater investments of time and financial 
resources will be necessary.  

The results of interviews on “the influence of learning outcomes on the 
comparability of learners’ achievement assessments”: 

 41.5% of respondents replied “hard to say”; 
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 22.6% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “will facilitate” the 
comparability of learners’ achievement assessments; 

 15.1% of respondents – “rather will facilitate” the comparability; 

 9.4% of respondents – “on average will facilitate” the comparability; 

 9.4% of respondents – “rather will not facilitate” the comparability; 

 1.9% of respondents – “will not facilitate” the comparability. 

Examination of the data according to the types of education institution shows that the 
answer “hard to say” dominates among the representatives of general and vocational 
education institutions, in comparison with the replies provided the representatives of HEIs. 
The results of interviews indicate that, on one hand, as the representatives of HEIs 
emphasised, the learning outcomes approach will make the achievement assessment 
criteria clearer and more valid. When regular assessment of students’ achievements is 
conducted during the study course, the progress of reaching learning outcomes is 
analysed, which allows adjusting the pace of work and the teaching/learning methods 
applied. On the other hand, the representatives of general education institutions pointed 
out that comparison between students should not be made.  

The results of interviews (with the representatives of HEIs) on “the support of 
learning outcomes to lifelong learning”: 

 56.3% of respondents consider that the introduction of learning outcomes “will 
reduce” obstacles to lifelong learning; 

 12.5% of respondents – “rather will reduce” obstacles to lifelong learning; 

 12.5% of respondents – “on average will reduce” obstacles to lifelong learning; 

 12.5% of respondents – “rather will not reduce” obstacles to lifelong learning;;  

 6.3% of respondents – “hard to say”.  

The importance of the recognition of prior learning was emphasized by the 
interviewees, as it would facilitate return of adults to education. 

The results of interviews (with the representatives of HEIs) on “the significance of 
learning outcomes in facilitating the dialogue between stakeholders – education 
institutions and labour market”: 

  43.8% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “will facilitate” the dialogue 
between stakeholders; 

 37.5% of respondents – “rather will facilitate” the dialogue between stakeholders; 

 18.8% of respondents – “on average will facilitate” the dialogue between 
stakeholders.  

The results of interviews reveal that the use of learning outcomes will allow assessing 
the results of practical training more completely, since HEI and practice providers will have 
common understanding of the assessment criteria. In general the learning outcomes, 
comparing to the list of study subjects or number of credit points, more precisely will 
describe students’ and graduates’ knowledge, skills and competences in a way that is 
better understood by employers both for those who cooperate with HEIs and those who 
employ the graduates of HEIs. The interviewees highlighted that HEIs had to strike a 
balance between satisfying the labour market needs and the development of science. 

The results of interviews on “the influence of learning outcomes on the internal 
quality assessment of education institution”: 

 34% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “will facilitate” the internal 
quality assessment of education institution; 

 34% of respondents – “rather will facilitate” the internal quality assessment; 

 18.9% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 5.7% of respondents – “rather will not facilitate” the internal quality assessment; 

 3.8% of respondents – “will not facilitate” the internal quality assessment; 
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 3.8% of respondents – “on average will facilitate” the internal quality assessment. 

Examination of the data regarding type of education institutions represented by the 
respondents shows that the employees of general education institutions most often chose 
the answer “hard to say”, followed by the answer “yes”; whereas the representative of 
vocational education institutions – the answer “rather yes”; and the representatives of HEIs 
– the answer “yes”, but no one – “hard to say”. These results indicate that the 
representatives of vocational and higher education institutions perhaps have better 
understanding of learning outcomes approach in the context of internal quality assessment 
of education institutions. Yet the results of interviews prove that the analysis of attaining the 
relevant learning outcomes should not be the only aspect used during the internal quality 
assessment of education institutions. 

The results of interviews on “the influence of learning outcomes on the external 
quality assessment of education institution“:  

 30.2% of respondents consider that learning outcomes “rather will facilitate” the 
external quality assessment of education institution; 

 28.3% of respondents – “hard to say”; 

 26.4% of respondents – “will facilitate” the external quality assessment; 

 15.1% of respondents – “on average will facilitate” the external quality assessment. 

Analysing the answers regarding type of education institutions represented by the 
respondents indicates that the representatives of general education institutions mostly 
replied “hard to say”; the representatives of vocational education institutions – “hard to say” 
or “rather yes”; the representatives of HEIs – “rather yes” or “yes”. These results of 
interviews lead to the conclusion that the representatives of HEIs have clearer 
understanding as regards the significance of learning outcomes in the process of the 
external quality assessment of education institutions. It should be emphasised that 
comparing answers between the representatives of administration and teachers, the 
teachers more frequently selected the answer “hard to say” more often, while other 
answers prevailed among the representatives of administration. The results of interviews 
prove that the representatives of HEIs’ administration in their daily work deal more with the 
issues related to external quality assessment of education institution. The results of 
interviews indicate that for the interviewees it is difficult to assess the possible 
improvements in the work of accreditation experts’ commission, depending on the changes 
in methods used for the external quality assessment of education institution. Furthermore, 
the process of external quality assessment of education institution is subjective.  
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Conclusions 
Analysing the results of study, conclusion may be drawn that an interview as the form 

for obtaining replies was successful. The face-to-face interviewers ensured the possibility 
to explain to the interviewees in more details the concept of learning outcomes, which was 
completely clear only for some respondents from the general education institutions, for the 
part of respondents from the vocational education institutions and for the majority of 
respondents from HEIs. 

As mentioned above, in general the representatives of HEIs have better 
understanding of the concept “learning outcomes”, which this could be explained by the 
fact that thus far awareness raising work on implementation of learning outcomes approach 
to a great extent was directed at this target group. It is more difficult to ensure that also the 
stakeholders of vocational and higher education are informed about the learning outcomes 
approach. Regarding the results of interviews with the representatives of vocational 
education institutions, the stakeholders of higher education have to perform tasks – to 
assist students in acquiring knowledge, skills and competences – which can be perfectly 
implemented without good knowledge about the concept of learning outcomes. The 
centralised qualification examinations at the end of vocational education programmes 
measure the knowledge, skills and competences of all students acquired during their 
learning; hence, providing information about achieved learning outcomes. Vocational 
education programmes are elaborated in conformity with the expected learning outcomes, 
even without detailed knowledge of the learning outcomes concept. The results of 
interviews prove that occupational standards, particularly those, which are revised recently, 
impart information about learning outcomes necessary for performing professional 
activities.   

As the results of interviews reveal, the implementation of learning outcomes in general 
education is a serious challenge, because this concept was mainly linked with the numerical 
assessment (grades). Moreover, there is an assumption that general education is concerned 
only with students’ knowledge, while only few general education institutions ensure the 
acquisition of skills and competences (especially interdisciplinary). This shortcoming is partly 
compensated by the broad availability of leisure education (extracurricular activities); 
however, not all students use the provided opportunities. The respondents suggested 
expanding the state education standards and standards for study subjects, as well as offering 
more extensive and more available methodological support for teachers. 

The following main obstacles to implementation of learning outcomes approach at all 
stages and in all types of education were mentioned: incompetent and fragmented 
implementation of policy by authorities; as well as lack of resources – human and financial 
resources – for tackling this issue. The results of interviews show that major problems 
regarding the introduction of learning outcomes are identified at the national, not the 
education institutional level. For example, the general level (national) of knowledge on 
learning outcomes was assessed as average, while the knowledge of colleagues in 
education institution – “rather high”. One of the most essential issues is the lack of 
respondents’ conviction that the learning outcomes approach, indeed, will bring any benefit to 
the teaching/learning process. 

The results of interviews indicate that the majority of respondents consider that at least 
partly the learning outcomes approach is already in use, in particular as regards the 
development of education content and recognition of prior learning. In the accordance with 
the replies of respondents, learning outcomes approach is less significant in the assessment 
of learners’ achievements, as well as in education quality assessment processes. 

When new education and study subject programmes are elaborated, the experience 
of teachers and the expected outcomes are the most important aspects. The occupational 
and/or state education standards are also of great significance, as they facilitate the 
formulation of learning outcomes. The results of study prove that the respondents have 



 41 

varied opinions concerning the possibilities to gain experience from international or local 
good practice examples – a part of respondents perceive the experience of other education 
institutions as a very important. The results of interviews with the representatives of HEIs 
point out that the national qualifications framework is an essential point of reference when 
designing study programmes. 

Regarding the results of interviews, learners predominantly are informed about the 
procedure for assessment, as well as the elements constituting their final grade. However, 
the learners’ knowledge about learning outcomes was evaluated as average. The results of 
interviews allows concluding that the learning outcomes approach should be explained 
more to the learners, so that they would become more involved in the teaching/learning 
process and understand more precisely the meaning and use of their education. There is a 
view that vocational education institutions can more successfully to demonstrate the 
meaning of learning outcomes in education, since the teaching/learning process is practical 
and acquired knowledge, skills and competences are tested in centralised qualification 
examinations. The experience of using learning outcomes is complemented through the 
cooperation between vocational education institutions and employers, who engage in the 
creating, improving and implementing of education content. 

The results of this study reveal that several steps should be taken in order to focus 
more on the attainment of learning outcomes during the teaching/learning process, to 
facilitate more individualised approach to learners and develop more creative 
teaching/learning process. For instance, the current teachers’ work-load and the number of 
learners per one teacher should be decreased, the post of teacher’s assistant should be 
introduced, as well as additional educative activities should be conducted and the best 
practice examples – popularised. Of course, the implementation of such measures involves 
the revision of financial mechanisms and other practical matters. 

In the accordance with results of this study, conclusion may be drawn that 
procedures for assessing the quality of education institutions need a number of 
improvements. As the results of interviews show, the mechanisms for internal quality 
assessment of education institutions to a certain extent are introduced in all education 
institutions, furthermore, these mechanisms take into consideration the principles of 
learning outcomes approach. Meanwhile, the mechanisms for external quality assessment 
of education institutions, especially in general education, in which the analysis of numerical 
assessments of students’ achievements dominates, in fact do not apply learning outcomes. 
For example, also in higher education during accreditation attention is seldom paid to the 
implementation of the learning outcomes approach at the respective education institution. 

The results of study regarding the recognition of prior learning and experience 
indicate that in the majority of cases this activity was positively evaluate, yet the experience 
of education institution staff is not extensive. Therefore, activities for raising the awareness 
of both employees of education institutions and general public should be conducted. The 
recognition of prior learning and experience must be based on the acquired learning 
outcomes; moreover, citizens, who want involve in this process, must be provided with the 
necessary information and support (especially for identifying their knowledge, skills and 
competences). 

The analysis of study results proves that education system is not homogenous; 
therefore, work in the implementation and application of learning outcomes differs 
significantly by various levels and types of education. In addition, the differences are seen 
also in education institutions of the same level and type. These differences can be 
explained by fragmented education system, lack of common understanding in the state, as 
well as the huge workload of education institution personnel and their lack of time. 
However, the majority of respondents saw the strong sides of learning outcomes, which is 
illustrated by the results in the section “expectations”. 

The results and conclusions of this study provides an insight on the significance and 
use of learning outcomes in the Latvian education institutions, but additional research and 
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analysis should be carried out in order to obtain more complete information on the 
tendencies in teaching/learning process. 
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire for the 
representatives of higher education 
institutions 
Learning outcomes are what a learner should know, be able to understand or what they should be 
able to do when completing studies. 

Mark the chosen answer with “x”. 

 

1. Information about the respondent 

  10-18 19-25 26-35 36-55 56-75 75- 

1.1. Age       

  Female Male 

1.2. Gender   

  Academic personnel General staff Student 

1.3. Position    

  Established by the state Established by private persons 

1.4. HEI   

 

2. Knowledge about learning outcomes 

 Accessibility of information  

  
Poor 

Rather 
poor 

Average Rather good Good 
Hard 
to say 

2.1. Please assess and 
characterise the 
accessibility of information 
on learning outcomes 

      

2.1.1. Comments 

 

 

Internet Publications Seminars 

Communicating 
directly with 

implementing 
institution 

From 
colleagues 

Other 

2.2. Where do you find 
information on learning 
outcomes? 

      

 

 The level of knowledge among employees of education field in the state in general 

2.3. 

What are the main obstacles in working with learning outcomes in Latvian higher education in 
general? (Please assess on the scale from 1 to 5, 1 denoting “is not an obstacle”, but 5 – “a 
significant obstacle”) 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Hard to 
say 

2.3.1. Lack of knowledge about learning 
outcomes among the staff of HEIs  

      

2.3.2. Lack of uniform understanding of 
learning outcomes on the level of the 
state 
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2.3.3. Lack of information on the national 
level  

      

2.3.4. Unclear (fragmented) policy for the 
implementation of learning outcomes 
in the state 

      

2.3.5. Lack of resources in order to deal 
with this issue on the national level 

      

2.3.6. Faculty members’ unwillingness to 
accept changes 

      

2.3.7. Another important factor (comments):  

 

 
Low 

Rather 
low 

Average 
Rather 
high 

High 
Hard to 

say 

2.4. What is the general level of 
knowledge about learning 
outcomes in the state?  

      

 Level of knowledge at your higher education institution 

 
Low 

Rather 
low 

Average 
Rather 
high 

High 
Hard to 

say 

2.5. What is your colleagues’ level of 
knowledge about learning 
outcomes at your HEI? 

      

 

2.6. 

What are the main obstacles in working with learning outcomes at your HEI? (Please assess 
on the scale from 1 to 5, 1 denoting “is not an obstacle”, but 5 – “a significant obstacle”) 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Hard 
to say 

2.6.1. Lack of knowledge about learning outcomes among the 
staff of the HEI 

      

2.6.2. Lack of common understanding of learning outcomes 
among colleagues 

      

2.6.3. Lack of information       

2.6.4. Unclear (fragmented) policy for the implementation of 
learning outcomes at your HEI 

      

2.6.5. Lack of resources at your HEI for dealing with this issue       

2.6.6. Faculty members’ unwillingness to accept changes       

2.6.7. Another important factor (comment):  

 

 

3. The use of learning outcomes: 

 The use of learning outcomes in the system of education in general 

 No 
Rather 

no 
Average 

Rather 
yes 

Yes 
Hard 
to say 

3.1. Is the elaboration of study 
programmes, which are based on 
clearly defined and valid learning 
outcomes, a common practice? 

      

 

3.2. Do you know best practice examples from Latvia regarding elaboration of study programmes and 
directions, in the framework of which the study process and content is based on learning outcomes? 

Describe these examples: 
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 The importance of learning outcomes according to fields in the state in general 

3.3. What is the importance, to your mind, 
of the use of learning outcomes in the 
following fields in the state in general? 

Little 
Rather 

little 
Average 

Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.3.1. Development of education content       

3.3.2. Assessment of learners’ achievements       

3.3.3. Quality assessment process       

3.3.4. Recognition of learning outcomes acquired 
in prior learning or experience 

      

 Use of learning outcomes in development and implementation of education content (in education 
institutions) 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.4. To what extent elaboration of study 
programmes and study courses at your 
higher education institution is subject to 
learning outcomes and attaining them? 

      

 

3.5. How important are the factors mentioned below in the elaboration of a new study course/ 
programme at your higher education institution? (Please assess on the scale of 1 to 5, in which 1 
denotes “insignificant”, but 5 – “significant”) 

 1 2 3 4 5 Hard to say 

3.5.1. Experience of foreign higher education institutions       

3.5.2. Experience of Latvian higher education institutions       

3.5.3. Faculty members’ experience       

3.5.4. National qualifications framework       

3.5.5. Learning outcomes       

3.5.6. Occupational standards       

3.5.7. Another important factor (comment): 

 
No 

Rather 
not 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes Hard to say 

3.6. Is the implementation of study 
programmes and study courses based 
on learning outcomes and oriented 
towards reaching them? 

      

3.6.1 Comment: 

 

  
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes Hard to say 

3.7. Are colleagues aligning the content of the 
study courses in the framework of a study 
programme? 

      

3.7.1. Comment: 
 

  
Incomplete 

Rather 
incomplete 

Average 
Rather 

complete 
Complete 

Hard 
to say 

3.8. How complete are students’ 
knowledge and understanding of 
learning outcomes? 

      

3.8.1. Comment: 
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3.9. Is it possible/ where is it possible to familiarise oneself with the learning outcomes for a study 
programme and its study courses implemented at your higher education institution? Comment: 

 

 The use of learning outcomes in development of education content on the national level 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
large 

Large 
Hard to 

say 

3.10 To what extent the absence of 
standard for academic education 
complicates defining of learning 
outcomes? 

      

3.10.1. Comment: 

 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
large 

Large 
Hard to 

say 

3.11. To what extent the standard of 
occupations alleviates defining of 
learning outcomes? 

      

3.11.1. Comment: 

 

 The use of learning outcomes in the assessment of learners’ achievements at the HEI  

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.12. To what extent are the tests 
elaborated by the faculty members 
learning outcomes based? 

      

3.12.1. Comment: 

 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.13. To what extent learners at your HEI 
understand the principles for 
elaborating tests? 

      

3.13.1. Comment: 

 Use of learning outcomes in the internal quality assessment/ improvement process at the HEI 

3.14. How is reaching of the learning outcomes included in study courses controlled in the process of 
internal quality assessment and improvement at your higher education institution? 

Comment: 

 

 
Insignificant 

Rather 
insignificant 

Average 
Rather 

significant 
Significant 

Hard 
to say 

3.15. How important are learning 
outcomes in your institution for 
ensuring improvements in the 
study process? 

      

3.15.1. Comment: 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard to 
say 

3.16. Is defining and reaching of learning 
outcomes a criterion in the process of 
evaluating and improving internal quality? 

      

3.16.1. Comment: 



 47 

 Use of learning outcomes in external quality assessment process 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.17. What is the importance of learning 
outcomes for the elaboration of the self-
assessment report? 

      

3.17.1. Comment: 

 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

3.18. To what extent do the experts’ 
commissions focus upon learning 
outcomes during accreditation visits? 

      

3.18.1. Comment: 

 

 Are 
not 

Rather 
are not 

Average 
Rather 

are 
Are 

Hard to 
say 

3.19. To what extent are learning outcomes and 
their attainment discussed in expert 
reports? 

      

3.19.1. Comment: 

 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard to 
say 

3.20. Should accreditation be to a large extent 
based on the assessment of learning 
outcomes? 

      

3.20.1. Comment: 

 

 Use of learning outcomes in the recognition of prior learning 

3.21. Do you have experience and what kind of experience in recognition of prior learning? 

Comment: 
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4. Expectations regarding the use of learning outcomes and obtaining of information 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard to 
say 

4.1. Will the shift to learning outcomes support 
student-centred approach? 

      

4.2. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate 
the possibility to adjust education to 
individual needs (facilitating “interactive 
learning”)? 

      

4.3. Will the shift to learning outcomes promote 
better understanding of the meaning and 
importance of the respective study 
programme/study course among learners? 

      

4.4. Will the shift to learning outcomes influence 
methods for assessment of learners’ 
achievements? 

      

4.5. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate 
more comparable assessments of learners’ 
achievements? 

      

4.6. Will the shift to learning outcomes reduce 
obstacles to lifelong learning? 

      

4.7. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate 
dialogue between stakeholders from the 
sector of education and labour market? 

      

4.8. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate 
recognition of prior learning? 

      

4.9. Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the 
education institution’s internal quality 
assessment? 

      

4.10. Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the 
external quality assessment of the education 
institution? 

      

 

 Internet Publications Seminars 

Directly 
communicating 

with the 
implementing 

institution 

From 
colleagues 

Others 

4.11. What would be the 
preferable way for obtaining 
information about learning 
outcomes? 
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Appendix 2. The results of interviews  

1. Information about the respondents (frequencies) 

 19-25 26-35 36-55 56-75 75- Total 
1.1. Age 1 14 30 9 0 54 

 
 Females Males 

1.2. Sex 44 10 

 
 Teaching staff Administrative staff 

1.3. Position 26 28 

 

 Higher education 
institutions 

Vocational education 
institutions 

General education 
institutions 

1.4. Type of represented 
education institution 

7 9 12 

 

2. Knowledge of learning outcomes 

2.1. Availability of information on learning outcomes (%) 

 
Bad 

Rather 
bad 

Average 
Rather 
good 

Good 
Hard to 

say 

Higher education institutions 
(N=14) 

0.0 21.4 21.4 35.7 21.4 0.0 

Vocational education institutions 
(N=17) 

0.0 0.0 29.4 23.5 41.2 5.9 

General education institutions 
(N=23) 

0.0 0.0 26.1 26.1 47.8 0.0 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 5.6 25.9 27.8 38.9 1.9 

 

2.2. Information sources on learning outcomes (multiple replies could be provided, frequencies) 

 
Internet Publications Seminars 

Communication 
with the competent 

institution  
Colleagues 

Higher education institutions 
(N=14) 

14 6 10 4 9 

Vocational education 
institutions (N=17) 

14 10 13 6 9 

General education institutions 
(N=23) 

21 6 19 8 17 

All respondents (N=54) 49 22 42 18 35 
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2.3. Main obstacles in the work with learning outcomes at the national level (%, N=54) 

 
Not an 

obstacle 
Rather not 
an obstacle 

Average 
obstacle 

Rather 
significant 
obstacle 

Significant 
obstacle 

Hard 
to say 

Education institution staff’s lack of 
knowledge about learning outcomes 

24.1 33.3 24.1 13.0 5.6 0.0 

Lack of common understanding of 
learning outcomes 

11.1 11.1 31.5 25.9 20.4 0.0 

Lack of information 35.2 20.4 24.1 13.0 7.4 0.0 

Unclear (fragmented) policy for 
introducing learning outcomes 

24.1 1.9 16.7 35.2 20.4 1.9 

Lack of resources 11.1 16.7 20.4 25.9 18.5 7.4 

Unwillingness of teachers to accept 
the changes 

14.8 27.8 29.6 14.8 7.4 5.6 

 

2.4. The general level of knowledge about learning outcomes in the country (%) 

 
Low 

Rather 
low 

Average 
Rather 
high 

High 
Hard to 

say 

Higher education institutions (N=14)  0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vocational education institutions (N=17) 5.9 17.6 47.1 11.8 0.0 17.6 

General education institutions (N=23) 0.0 17.4 60.9 21.7 0.0 0.0 
All respondents (N=54) 1.9 25.9 53.7 13.0 0.0 5.6 

 

2.5. Colleagues’ level of knowledge about learning outcomes in the education institution (%) 

 
Low 

Rather 
low 

Average 
Rather 
high 

High 
Hard to 

say 
Higher education institutions (N=14) 0.0 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 

Vocational education institutions 
(N=17) 

0.0 0.0 35.3 41.2 23.5 0.0 

General education institutions 
(N=23) 

0.0 4.3 8.7 56.5 30.4 0.0 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 1.9 22.2 51.9 24.1 0.0 

 

2.6. Main obstacles in the work with learning outcomes in education institutional level (%, N=54) 

 
Not an 

obstacle 
Rather not 
an obstacle 

Average 
obstacle 

Rather 
significant 
obstacle 

Significant 
obstacle 

Hard 
to say 

Education institution staff’s lack of 
knowledge about learning 
outcomes 

46.3 35.2 14.8 1.9 1.9 0.0 

Lack of common understanding of 
learning outcomes 

35.2 27.8 25.9 9.3 1.9 0.0 

Lack of information 55.6 29.6 11.1 3.7 0.0 0.0 

Unclear (fragmented) policy for 
introducing learning outcomes 

44.4 29.6 14.8 7.4 1.9 1.9 

Lack of resources 29.6 27.8 16.7 22.2 3.7 0.0 

Unwillingness of teachers to 
accept the changes 

44.4 22.2 18.5 9.3 3.7 1.9 
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3. Use of learning outcomes 

3.1. Whether the elaboration of study programmes, which are based on clearly defined and 
valid learning outcomes, is a common practice in Latvia (%, N=54) 

 No Rather no Average Rather yes Yes Hard to say 

All respondents  1.9 18.5 18.5 33.3 18.5 9.3 

 

3.3. The importance of learning outcomes according to fields in the country (%, N=54) 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

Development of education content 3.7 5.6 16.7 25.9 46.3 1.9 

Assessment of learners’ achievements 1.9 5.6 31.5 40.7 18.5 1.9 

Quality assessment process 1.9 5.6 18.5 42.6 25.9 5.6 

Recognition of learning outcomes 
acquired in prior learning or experience 

5.6 11.1 16.7 31.5 29.6 5.6 

 

3.4. Use of learning outcomes in development and implementation of study subject / course 
in education institutions (%) 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average Rather great Great 
Hard to 

say 

Higher education institutions (N=14) 0.0 14.3 14.3 35.7 35.7 0.0 

Vocational education institutions 
(N=17) 

17.6 35.3 11.8 17.6 17.6 0.0 

General education institutions (N=23) 34.8 26.1 13.0 13.0 8.7 4.3 
All respondents (N=54) 0.0 5.6 20.4 25.9 44.4 3.7 

 

3.5. The importance of various factors the elaboration of a new study subject / course in 
education institutions (%) 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

Experience of foreign education 
institutions (all respondents, N=54) 

20.4 25.9 13.0 20.4 18.5 1.9 

Experience of the Latvian education 
institutions (all respondents, N=54) 

5.6 9.3 22.2 38.9 22.2 1.9 

Teachers’ experience (all respondents, 
N=54) 

0.0 1.9 1.9 44.4 50.0 1.9 

National qualifications framework 
ietvarstruktūra (all respondents, N=54) 

13.0 7.4 11.1 14.8 29.6 24.1 

Learning  outcomes (all respondents, 
N=53) 

1.9 0.0 18.9 24.5 50.9 3.8 

Education standards and study subject 
standards (general, vocational education 
institutions and colleges, N=44) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 36.4 61.4 2.3 

Occupational standards (vocational and 
higher education institutions, N=31) 

0.0 0.0 6.5 19.4 74.2 0.0 
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3.6. The implementation of learning outcomes based study subject / course and education 
programmes and their achievement (%) 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard to 
say 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 3.7 11.1 35.2 50.0 0.0 

 

3.7. The harmonisation of education content within the framework of education programmes 
(%) 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes Hard to say 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 3.7 25.9 31.5 37.0 1.9 

 

3.8. Students’ knowledge and understanding of learning outcomes (%) 

 
Incomplete 

Rather 
incomplete 

Average 
Rather 

complete 
Complete 

Hard to 
say 

All respondents (N=53) 3.8 7.5 54.7 28.3 5.7 0.0 

 

3.10. The negative influence of absence of the standard for academic education on the 
formulation of learning outcomes (%)  

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

Higher education institutions 
(N=10) 

30.0 20.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 

 

3.11. The meaning of occupational standards in the formulation of learning outcomes (%) 

 
Little 

Rather 
little 

Average 
Rather 
great 

Great 
Hard to 

say 

Higher and vocational education 
institutions (N=31) 

0.0 3.2 16.1 19.4 51.6 9.7 

 

3.12. The linking of tests designed by teachers with learning outcomes (%) 

 Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 1.9 16.7 42.6 38.9 0.0 

 

3.13. Learners’ understanding regarding the principles of designing tests (%) 

 Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 

All respondents (N=54) 0.0 9.3 38.9 37.0 13.0 1.9 

 

3.15. The significance of learning outcomes in ensuring improvement of education process in 
education institution (%)  

 Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 

All respondents (N=53) 0.0 1.9 9.4 28.3 58.5 1.9 
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3.16. The definition and attainment of learning outcomes as a criterion in the process of 
evaluating and improving internal quality of education institution (%) 

 No Rather no Average Rather yes Yes Hard to say 
All respondents (N=52) 0.0 0.0 5.8 32.7 55.8 5.8 

 

3.17. The importance of learning outcomes for the elaboration of the self-assessment report 
(%) 

 Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 

All respondents (N=53) 0.0 1.9 3.8 28.3 52.8 13.2 

 

3.18. The significance of learning outcomes during the experts’ accreditation visits (%) 

 Little Rather little Average Rather great Great Hard to say 

All respondents (N=53) 3.8 3.8 9.4 24.5 30.2 28.3 

 

3.19. The inclusion of learning outcomes and their attainment in experts’ reports (%) 

 No Rather no Average Rather yes Yes Hard to say 

All respondents (N=52) 3.8 9.6 9.6 17.3 30.8 28.8 

 

3.20. The necessity to base education accreditation process on the assessment of learning 
outcomes (%)  

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard 
to say 

Higher education institutions (N=14) 0.0 0.0 14.3 28.6 50.0 7.1 

Vocational education institutions (N=17) 0.0 5.9 0.0 47.1 35.3 11.8 

General education institutions (N=22) 9.1 0.0 4.5 31.8 31.8 22.7 
All respondents (N=53) 7.5 1.9 15.1 35.8 35.8 3.8 
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4. The expectations regarding the use of learning outcomes and 

obtaining information 

The respondents’ expectations concerning various aspects as regards to the implementation of 
learning outcomes (%) 

 
No 

Rather 
no 

Average 
Rather 

yes 
Yes 

Hard to 
say 

4.1. Does the shift to learning outcomes approach support 
learner-centred approach? (N=53) 

3.8 1.9 5.7 35.8 37.7 15.1 

4.2. Does the shift to learning outcome facilitate the 
possibility to adjust education to individual needs? 
(N=53) 

1.9 7.5 15.1 39.6 30.2 5.7 

4.3. Will the shift to learning outcomes promote better 
learners’ understanding of the meaning and importance 
of the respective education programme or study 
course/subject? (N=53) 

0.0 1.9 7.5 32.1 47.2 11.3 

4.4. Will the shift to learning outcomes influence the 
methods of learners’ assessment? (N=52) 

1.9 1.9 11.5 34.6 40.4 9.6 

4.5. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate more 
comparable learners’ assessment? (N=53) 

1.9 9.4 9.4 15.1 22.6 41.5 

4.6. Will shift to learning outcomes reduce obstacles to 
lifelong learning? (HEIs and colleges, N=16) 

0.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 56.3 6.3 

4.7. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate dialogue 
between stakeholders from the education sector and 
labour market? HEIs and colleges, N=16) 

0.0 0.0 18.8 37.5 43.8 0.0 

4.8. Will the shift to learning outcomes facilitate recognition 
of prior learning? (higher and vocational education 
institutions, N=31) 

3.2 3.2 12.9 35.5 35.5 9.7 

4.9. Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the internal 
quality assessment of education institution? (N=53) 

3.8 5.7 3.8 34.0 34.0 18.9 

4.10. Will the shift to learning outcomes improve the 
external quality assessment of education institution? 
(N=53) 

0.0 0.0 15.1 30.2 26.4 28.3 

 

4.11. Preferable information sources on learning outcomes (multiple replies could be provided, 
frequencies) 

 Internet Publications Seminars 
Communication with 

the competent 
institution  

Colleagues 

Higher education institutions (N=14) 13 10 13 7 5 

Vocational education institutions (N=17) 13 6 14 3 8 

General education institutions (N=22) 17 9 14 9 10 
All respondents (N=53) 43 25 41 19 23 

 

 

 

 


