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Degree versus Diploma: Is There A Difference?
Abstract:  
This paper clarifies how the learning levels differ within and between degree and diploma qualifications, with specific reference to the New Zealand Diploma of Business and the Bachelor of Applied Business Studies degree. 

A literature review establishes the distinction between learning levels, with a focus on establishing the difference between degrees and diplomas in particular. No evidence emerges to suggest there are any processes, learning demands or characteristics of student autonomy that are unique to learning on either the Bachelor of Applied Business Studies or the New Zealand Diploma of Business. The difference between the two qualifications is that Bachelor of Applied Business Studies students progress to a higher learning level than New Zealand Diploma in Business students and, it is at this higher level that the difference between the two qualifications is realised.
Introduction
Differentiating learning levels between Bachelor and Diploma Qualifications.
This paper clarifies how the learning levels differ within and between degree and diploma qualifications, with specific reference to the Bachelor of Applied Business Studies (BABS) and the New Zealand Diploma of Business (NZDipBus). 
A literature review establishes the distinction between learning levels, with a focus on establishing the difference between degrees and diplomas in particular. 
The justification for this research project is a need to clarify for academic staff, how learning levels differ within and between degree and diploma qualifications. Although this paper focuses on the specific qualifications BABS and NZDipBus, it has application to generic degrees and diplomas with respect to delivery, assessment and credit transfers between the two qualifications. 
The aim is to provoke critical analysis and reflection about the relative nature of the learning levels within and between each qualification. It is not to uncover definitive standards that could be used as an audit tool.

 Level descriptors
Learning level descriptors provide a hierarchy of knowledge and skills, from which specific learning outcomes and assessment criteria can be derived [The Southern England Consortium for Credit Accumulation and Transfer (SEEC), 2003]. These descriptors encapsulate the distinctions in level of complexity, rather than the number of years spent learning [New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA), 2003].
Tariq, Scott, Cochrane, Lee & Riles (2004) developed learning level descriptors of different standards of proficiency to enable staff to demonstrate progression in students’ skills and competencies during a degree programme. ‘Descriptors are intended to be indicators of the complexities of the tasks and degree of learner autonomy expressed along a scale of dependency to independency.’ (Tariq et al, 2004). 

SEEC developed credit level descriptors charting the hierarchy of skills and knowledge gained over a three-year undergraduate degree. SEEC stated that credit level descriptors define the level of complexity, depth of study, relative demand, and degree of autonomy expected of a learner on completion of a unit or programme of learning, and proposed that progression to higher levels is determined by two important factors, the autonomy of the learner and the increasing responsibility of the learner (SEEC, 2003). SEEC also proposed that there is a degree of arbitrariness in these levels as learning does not divide neatly into stages. It noted that level descriptors are not exact standards but provide an indication of the learning outcomes expected at any level (SEEC, 2003). 

Carlson, Cohn and Ramsey (2002) developed a framework mapping activities that students majoring in economics are expected to complete and the tools they will need to use in certain activities for 100, 200 and 300 level courses. Their framework is based on five proficiencies developed by Hansen that undergraduate economics majors should achieve as they progress through each level of the degree (Hansen, 1986). In hierarchal order, Hansen’s proficiencies are; gaining access to existing knowledge, displaying command of existing knowledge, displaying ability to draw out existing knowledge, using existing knowledge to explore issues and creating new knowledge (Hansen, 1986). 

Carlson et al (2002) stated that activities associated with proficiencies can vary in terms of degree of difficulty and therefore, they did not directly match proficiencies to specific course levels. They proposed that ‘rather, a student gradually acquires different proficiencies as he or she proceeds throughout the three course levels’ (Carlson et al, 2002 p 3). 

A discussion document by the South African Qualifications Authority (SAQA, 2000) presents level descriptors that encapsulate both academic and professional learning. This discussion document has direct relevance for this paper, as it analyses the difference between degree and diploma levels in particular. It also has relevance for the BABS and NZDipBus as the level descriptors are based on applied competence. Both BABS and NZDipBus are applied qualifications. A learning outcome statement for the NZDipBus and the aim of the BABS indicate the applied nature of these qualifications. ‘A graduate will effectively be able to add value by applying specific business skills in a range of diverse and changing organisational settings’ (The NZ Diploma in Business, 2005). ‘The Bachelor of Applied Business Studies programme aims to satisfy both student and industry needs for a credible and practical study programme that will develop in students a well integrated and applied knowledge of the major aspects of business and management and the ability to relate these to practical issues of management.’ (Whitireia Community Polytechnic, 2006).
SAQA characterises three basic descriptor competencies; foundational, practical and reflexive. Foundational competence incorporates intellectual/academic skills and comprises a depth of knowledge and skills, including level of understanding, application, analysis, synthesis/creativity and evaluation (SAQA, 2000, p6). Practical competence includes operational contexts and comprises the contexts, tasks and procedures required for the application of the intellectual/academic skills. Reflexive competence includes learner autonomy and learner autonomy comprises responsibility and ethics (SAQA, 2000, p6). 
In relation to the objective of this paper, the following analysis of the SAQA descriptors examines the differences between degree and diploma levels, as opposed to the number label given to levels. This is because the numbers given to learning levels in the various essays reviewed for this paper are not commensurate. The nuances of differences between degree and diploma are presented as follows. However, SAQA propose that there may be no significant difference in the three competencies at the more advanced level (SAQA, 2000, p 9). 

Table 1:  SAQA competencies for the diploma and the undergraduate degree
(SAQA, 2000, p25)
Foundational Competence 
“Level 6 (undergraduate degree) reflects the introduction of analysis and abstraction. The manner in which data is handled at undergraduate degree level is different from diploma level, i.e. at degree level, data is reformatted or transformed to a useable format. Progression from diploma level is therefore marked by an introduction of higher order problem solving” (SAQA, 2000, p13). An example provided by this author is that, at degree level, students independently analyse information for its relevance, whereas, at diploma level, the teacher would establish which information is relevant. In addition, degree students would diagnose a problem, whereas diploma students would be given a clearly defined problem to solve. Also, an undergraduate degree requires competence in applied or theoretical research across a major discipline, whereas the diploma does not require research competency (emphasis added) or knowledge in a major discipline. A diploma entails “possession of a broad knowledge base with substantial depth in other areas” (SAQA, 2000, p 12).

Practical Competence 
“This progression (from diploma to degree) is reflected in the use of creative skills in practical competence” (SAQA, 2000, p13). An example given by this author is that diploma students select from existing procedures, whereas undergraduate degree students synthesise and find new ways of solving problems. Also, the professional or academic context in which students operate in is less predictable at degree level. In addition, diploma students operate in routine and non-routine contexts under general supervision. At degree level, there is no reference to supervision. However, the learning situation is still somewhat structured at this level as it ‘operates within broad parameters for well defined activities’ (SAQA, 2000, p12).  

Reflexive Competence
On an undergraduate degree “there is an introduction of an ability to negotiate outcomes under supervision and to take personal responsibility for planning and delivery” (SAQA, 2000, p13). The interpretation made by this author is that degree students are given input into decisions regarding task outcomes and can take responsibility for managing processes. In addition, degree students are completely responsible for achieving group output, whereas diploma students can possibly take responsibility for achieving group output (emphasis added).

The theme that emerges from the literature review is that the major difference between learning levels relates to level of complexity and degree of abstraction, depth in a major subject, research competency and learner autonomy and responsibility. Other significant aspects that emerge from the literature are the relative demand placed on students (SEEC, 2003) and an increasing complexity and unpredictability of operational context at higher levels (SAQA, 2000). 
SAQA propose that the major differences between an undergraduate degree and a diploma are that an undergraduate degree entails research competency in a major subject, whereas a diploma does not, and that degree students are able to negotiate outcomes and take responsibility for group work, whereas diploma students can only possibly do this. In addition, SAQA propose that an undergraduate degree entails the introduction of analysis, abstraction and creativity and that this is performed in a less predictable context than at diploma level (emphasis added). However, this paper proposes that analysis, abstraction and creativity are not introduced for the first time in a degree. Rather, it is proposed that problem solving on an undergraduate degree entails a higher level of analysis, abstraction and creativity than a diploma and that the differences between degree and diploma are a matter of degree, rather than any inherent difference in the two qualifications. Support for this alternative argument can also be found in the SAQA paper. SAQA proposes that a degree entails higher order problem solving (emphasis added) (SAQA, 2000, p13). 
New Zealand Qualifications Authority Learning Levels

The New Zealand Qualifications Authority (2006) has mapped a hierarchy of eight learning level descriptors, which capture the distinctions between processes, learning demands and student responsibilities at each individual level (Appendix I). These three aspects of the learning level descriptors represent respectively, the operational, the cognitive and the affective dimension to learning. This paper makes a broad comparison of levels four to seven on the NZQA framework because a New Zealand undergraduate degree and the NZDipBus span these four levels on the framework. NZQA levels five, six and seven are commensurate with 100, 200 and 300 levels in an undergraduate degree. 
The following critique of NZQA learning levels is based on the major factors found to differentiate between learning levels in the literature review; level of complexity, predictability and complexity of operational context, degree of abstraction, learner autonomy and responsibility, research competency, depth in a major subject and relative demand placed on students. 

Learning demands with respect to complexity progress over the levels as follows; analytical interpretation of information’ (L4), ‘analytical interpretation of a wide range of data’ (L5), ‘analysis, reformatting and evaluation of a wide range of information’ (L6), ‘analysis, transformation and evaluation of abstract data and concepts’ (L7) (NZQA, 2006). The difference between NZQA descriptors level six and seven correspond with the SAQA descriptors of degree and diploma levels. Both NZQA and SAQA descriptors indicate that degree students find new ways to solve problems. The NZQA descriptors refer to transformation of abstract data and concepts, and SAQA (2000, p 13) state, “the progression from diploma to degree is reflected in the use of creative skills in practical competence.”
An analysis of the verbs used in the level descriptors reveals that it is not possible to match verbs directly to specific learning levels. For example, analytical interpretation is employed at all four NZQA levels. Evaluation is also employed at all four levels. Although the verb ‘evaluation’ is not used in the level descriptors, evaluation is employed at levels four and five. At level four, students must make informed judgment and at level five, students must determine appropriate methods to solve a problem (NZQA, 2006). Both activities involve evaluation. At levels six and seven, the actual verb ‘evaluation’ is used in the descriptors (NZQA, 2006). Again, this supports the argument that the difference between the levels relates to the level of analysis and evaluation that is required. 
With respect to the increasing level of abstraction; at level four, problem solving involves concrete problems, ‘innovative responses to concrete but often unfamiliar problems’ (NZQA, 2006). At level five, problems involve some theoretical elements, ‘determination of appropriate methods and procedures in response to a range of concrete problems with some theoretical elements’ (NZQA, 2006). At levels six & seven, analysis and problem solving is carried out on an abstract level, and at level seven, problem solving is not only abstract, but also carried out in a context and thus at a higher level. ‘The formulation of appropriate responses to responses to resolve both concrete and abstract problems’ (L6) (NZQA, 2006). ‘The creation of appropriate responses to resolve given or contextual abstract problems’ (L7) (NZQA, 2006).

With respect to complexity and predictability of operational context, the context becomes less predictable at levels six and seven over lower levels, and the difference between levels six and seven is that, at level seven, the level of complexity increases and there is specialisation in relation to the contexts, tasks and procedures. This relates to practical competency (SAQA, 2000).
There is also a gradual progression toward greater autonomy & responsibility over the levels. At level four, the student is ‘self-directed under broad guidance with complete responsibility for personal output and possible responsibility for output of others.’ At level five the student is ‘self-directed and sometimes engages in directive activity within broad general guidelines or functions with full responsibility for the nature, quantity and quality of personal outcomes and possible responsibility for the achievement of group outcome’ (NZQA, 2006). At level six student autonomy increases to a higher level, as students will ‘manage processes within broad parameters for defined activities with complete accountability for determining and achieving personal and/or group outcomes’ (NZQA, 2006).  The increase in autonomy at level seven involves the introduction of evaluation. Students will ‘plan, resource and manage processes within broad parameters and functions with complete accountability for determining, achieving and evaluating personal and/or group outcomes’ (emphasis added) (NZQA, 2006). This paper characterises the progression toward autonomy and responsibility with the following example:


L4: 
Students work under direction from the teacher with minimal or/no input or choice and are responsible for the quality and quantity of personal outcomes and are possibly able to co-operate with and guide other class members.

L5:
The teacher consults and suggests and students make some decisions. Students are responsible for quality and quantity of personal outcomes and possibly take responsibility for group outcomes.

L6:
Students independently manage a process set by the teacher and take responsibility for deciding on and achieving personal and/or group outcomes. In addition, they are able to accept accountability for the outcome, no longer holding the teacher accountable.

L7:
Students independently decide how to achieve personal and/or group outputs and resource and manage the process. In addition, they are able to evaluate their performance and are accountable for outcomes.

With respect to research skills, the student is not expected to have a command of research skills until level seven on the NZQA framework. However, this paper proposes that this skill can be introduced and practiced at a lower level.
Depth of knowledge progressively increases as follows; a ‘broad knowledge base incorporating some theoretical concepts’ (L4), ‘broad knowledge base with substantial depth in some areas’ (L5) ‘specialised knowledge with depth in more than one area’ (L6), ‘knowledge of a major discipline with areas of specialisation in depth’ (L7) (NZQA, 2006). The following example is provided in this paper; at level four students would gain broad knowledge of the field of marketing and of marketing concepts such as those relating to consumer behaviour and segmentation for example.  At level five, the depth of theoretical knowledge in relation to these concepts would increase. At level six, knowledge becomes more specialised. For example, students might learn about specialised areas of marketing such as internet marketing or services marketing. By level seven, students would have a depth of knowledge in their major subject with a specialisation in one/some of the areas.

Finally, the increasing demand placed on students encapsulates all the above factors. 
For illustrative purposes, an example is provided for one particular subject, marketing (table 2). This example illustrates the difference in complexity, abstraction, operational context, autonomy and responsibility and research competency over levels five to seven. It can be adapted to apply to any other subject.
Table 2: Example: Learning levels five, six and seven for International Marketing

No evidence emerges from the literature to suggest that there are any processes, learning demands or aspects of student autonomy that are unique to a degree or a diploma. The difference is that a degree student progresses to a higher learning level than a diploma student. 
The difference lies in the learning levels? 
Generic outcome statements for undergraduate degrees and diplomas indicate that there are differences with respect to the knowledge and skills of graduates of undergraduate degrees and diplomas. However, it is argued that these differences are not realised until 300-level, which is level seven on the NZQA framework. Only degree programmes include papers at level seven. It is argued that students partway through either qualification will be at the same level. 
A Bachelor degree requires a minimum of 360 credits from levels four to seven or above.  Of the credits required for a Bachelors degree, a minimum of 72 credits should be at level seven or above. A maximum of 20 credits should be at level four (NZQA, 2006). The NZDipBus is currently under revision with the aim of registering it on the NZQA framework. The revised diploma will comprise 240 credits, with each paper representing 20 credits. Students can do up to 60 credits at level four and must do at least 80 credits at level six. Providers have until 2009 to implement the revised NZDipBus (Tertiary Assessment & Moderation, 2006).

Although graduates of degree programmes reach a higher learning level than graduates of diploma programmes, it is argued that students who are part way through either qualification will be at the same learning level. For example, a graduate of a bachelor’s programme has achieved research competency, whereas, a graduate of a diploma programme has foundational research skills. Generic learning outcome statements for a bachelor’s degree state that a graduate is able to ‘demonstrate the skills needed to acquire, understand and assess information from a range of sources’ (NZQA, 2006). Generic learning outcomes for the NZDipBus indicate that research skills are foundational, stating that ‘a graduate of the NZDipBus will have appropriate skills, research abilities and knowledge to pursue further study and professional development’ (The NZ Diploma in Business, 2005).
However, as differences between a degree and a diploma are not realised until 300-level, it is proposed that students partway through either programme, at either 100 or 200 level, will be at the same learning level with respect to research competency. For example, 200-level BABS and NZDipBus students would both be at a foundational level with respect to research ability. However, there is one distinction between the BABS and NZDipBus with respect to research, which does apply to students studying at all levels. This lies with their teachers’ activity. Degree staff are required to produce research outputs. Diploma staff may engage in research, but it is not a job requirement.
In addition, a degree prepares a candidate for knowledge and research in a specialised field. ‘A graduate of a Bachelor’s degree programme is able to demonstrate knowledge and skills related to ideas, principles, concepts, chief research methods and problem-solving techniques of a recognised major subject.’ (NZQA, 2006). A diploma does not entail knowledge or research skills in a major discipline.  The NZDipBus allows students to gain a broad range of general business skills and knowledge (The NZ Diploma in Business, 2005). Although it might appear that the NZDipBus entails depth in a major subject, as it “allows students an opportunity to focus on career related options such as accountancy, banking, management, marketing and tourism” (The NZ Diploma in Business, 2005), it is argued that this statement reflects the level of subject depth that would be expected for any course at level six on the framework. Level six entails specialised knowledge with depth in more than one area’ (emphasis added), whereas level seven entails ‘knowledge of a major discipline with areas of specialisation in depth’ (NZQA, 2006). 

Similarly, the difference between BABS and NZDipBus with respect to learner autonomy is not realised until completion of the BABS programme.  The constructs, autonomous, self-directed and independent learning are analogous (Cotterall, 1995; Grow, 1991; Saskatchewan Education, 1988). Bachelor degree programmes ‘emphasise general principles and basic knowledge as the basis for self-directed work and learning’ (s254, NZ Education Act, 1989). Generic learning outcomes for a Bachelors Degree state that a graduate will be able to engage in self-directed learning.  A graduate will also be able to demonstrate intellectual independence, critical thinking and analytic rigour (NZQA, 2006).  It would appear that the level of autonomy achieved on completion of a diploma programme is foundational. ‘Diplomas often prepare learners for self-directed application of skills and knowledge’ (emphasis added) (NZQA, 2006). However, again, it is proposed that students will have achieved a parallel level of learner autonomy at 100 or 200-level on either programme.
As New Zealand institutes of technology and polytechnics (ITPs) deliver the NZDipBus and BABS, the question arises as to whether the learning levels differ between degrees and diplomas delivered in ITPs and those delivered in universities in New Zealand. The New Zealand Register of Quality Assured Qualifications (the Register), which incorporates the NZQA learning levels, has the support of the Vice Chancellors’ Committee of New Zealand Universities (NZQA, 2006). Therefore, this paper suggests that the only difference would be that pertaining to the level of the qualification and therefore the learning level.

Conclusion
The literature review reveals that learning levels are differentiated by level of complexity, degree of abstraction, depth in a major subject, research competency, learner autonomy and responsibility, relative demand placed on students and increasing complexity and unpredictability of operational context. However, these dimensions do not represent absolute standards and it is difficult to map them on to particular levels. Students can achieve these outcomes at any level of learning and the difference is a matter of degree.
No evidence emerges from the literature to suggest there are any processes, learning demands or characteristics of student autonomy that are unique to learning on the BABS or the NZDipBus. The difference between the two qualifications is that a BABS student progresses to a higher learning level than an NZDipBus student and, it is at this higher level that the difference between the two qualifications is realised.  
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    Table 1
Diploma & Degree Level Descriptors 

(South African Qualifications Authority; The Development of Level Descriptors for the NQF; Discussion document for public comment. Government Gazette, Vol. 424, No. 21679, 24 October 2000)

	
	 Foundational Competence
	 Practical Competence
	Reflexive Competence

	5
	Possession of wide-ranging, specialised scholastic or technical skills.

Possession of a broad knowledge base with substantial depth in other areas.
	Operate in a variety of routine and non-routine contexts under general supervision.

Select from a wide choice of procedures ranging from standard and non-standard.

Plan, select or present information, methods or resources.
	Full responsibility for the nature, quantity and quality of output.

Possible responsibility for the achievement of group output.

	6
	Possession of wide-ranging, specialised scholastic, professional or technical skills and basic (applied or theoretical) research across a major discipline.

Ability to analyse, evaluate and reformat a wide range of information.

Ability to formulate appropriate responses to resolve both concrete and abstract problems.

Generate ideas by analysing information and concepts at an abstract level.
	Operate in highly variable scholarly, technical, professional contexts within broad parameters for well-defined activities.

Select from a wide choice of procedures, standard and non-standard, and often in non-standard combinations in a major discipline.

Diagnose problems and create appropriate responses to resolve both concrete and abstract problems in a range of technical, professional or management functions.
	Complete accountability for determining and achieving personal and/or group output


Notes to table: 

1. Level 5 is equivalent to Diploma level and level 6 is equivalent to undergraduate degree level.

2. The distinctive characteristics of each level are underlined for ease of exposition (SAQA, 2000, p 9)
    Table 2
Example: Learning levels five, six and seven for International Marketing

	
	100 level (Level 5)
	200 Level (Level 6)
	300 Level (Level 7)

	Teacher 
responsibility


	Teacher provides relevant attributes for several countries, e.g.

· Population

· Culture

· Economy

· How & where shall I market my product?
	Teacher provides list of sources

· How & where shall I market my product?
	· How, where (and if) to market this product overseas.

	
	Teacher direction (what to do & how to do it)
	Teacher gives guidelines/consults/suggests
	Teacher facilitates

	Student 
responsibility
	Teacher decisions
	Teacher/student decisions 
	Student decisions

	
	Student makes some decisions


	· Student manages the task

· Student (or group) conducts research with teacher’s help

· Student decides which sources & data are relevant
	· Student (or group) decides how to do this project.

· Student conducts research independently

· Student decides which sources and data are relevant.

	
	Learn about theories of free trade
	Discuss arguments for and against free trade and give your opinion
	Evaluate the arguments for and against free trade for China

	
	· Student responsible for personal work; possibly responsible for group work
	Student accepts responsibility for personal/group output.
	· Student evaluates personal/group work.




   Appendix I


NZQA Level Descriptors
      NZQA (2006)
	Level
	Process
	Learning demand
	Responsibility

	1
	Carry out processes that:

-
are limited in range

-
are repetitive and familiar

-
are employed within closely defined contexts
	Employing:

-
recall

-
a narrow range of knowledge and cognitive skills

-
no generation of new ideas
	Applied:

-
in directed activity

-
under close supervision

-
with no responsibility for the work or learning of others

	2
	Carry out processes that:

-
are moderate in range

-
are established and familiar

-
offer a clear choice of routine responses
	Employing:

-
basic operational knowledge

-
readily available information

-
known solutions to familiar problems

-
little generation of new ideas


	Applied:

-
in directed activity

-
under general supervision and quality control

-
with some responsibility for quantity and quality

-
with possible responsibility for guiding others

	3
	Carry out processes that:

-
require a range of well-developed skills

-
offer a significant choice of procedures

-
are employed within a range of familiar contexts
	Employing:

-
some relevant theoretical knowledge

-
interpretation of available information

-
discretion and judgement

-
a range of known responses to familiar problems
	Applied:

-
in directed activity with some autonomy

-
under general supervision and quality checking

-
with significant responsibility for the quantity and quality of output

-
with possible responsibility for the output of others

	4
	Carry out processes that:

-
require a wide range of technical or scholastic skills

-
offer a considerable choice of procedures

-
are employed in a variety of familiar and unfamiliar contexts
	Employing:

-
a broad knowledge base incorporating some theoretical concepts

-
analytical interpretation of information

-
informed judgement

-
a range of sometimes innovative responses to concrete but often unfamiliar problems
	Applied:

-
in self-directed activity

-
under broad guidance and evaluation

-
with complete responsibility for quantity and quality of output

-
with possible responsibility for the quantity and quality of the output of others

	5
	Carry out processes that:

-
require a wide range of specialised technical or scholastic skills

-
involve a wide choice of standard and non-standard procedures

-
are employed in a variety of routine and non-routine contexts
	Employing:

-
a broad knowledge base with substantial depth in some areas

-
analytical interpretation of a wide range of data

-
the determination of appropriate methods and procedures in response to a range of concrete problems with some theoretical elements
	Applied:

-
in self-directed and sometimes directive activity

-
within broad general guidelines or functions

-
with full responsibility for the nature, quantity, and quality of outcomes

-
with possible responsibility for the achievement of group outcomes

	6
	Carry out processes that:

-
require a command of wide-ranging highly specialised technical or scholastic skills

-
involve a wide choice of standard and non-standard procedures, often in non-standard combinations

-
are employed in highly variable routine and non-routine contexts
	Employing:

-
specialised knowledge with depth in more than one area

-
the analysis, reformatting, and evaluation of a wide range of information

-
the formulation of appropriate responses to resolve both concrete and abstract problems
	Applied:

-
in managing processes

-
within broad parameters for defined activities

-
with complete accountability for determining and achieving personal and/or group outcomes

	7
	Carry out processes that:

-
require a command of highly specialised technical or scholastic and basic research skills across a major discipline

-
involve the full range of procedures in a major discipline

-
are applied in complex, variable, and specialised contexts
	Employing:

-
knowledge of a major discipline with areas of specialisation in depth

-
the analysis, transformation, and evaluation of abstract data and concepts

-
the creation of appropriate responses to resolve given or contextual abstract problems
	Applied:

-
in planning, resourcing, and managing processes

-
within broad parameters and functions

-
with complete accountability for determining, achieving, and evaluating personal and/or group outcomes

	Level
	Involves skills and knowledge that enable a learner to:

	8
	-
provide a systematic and coherent account of the key principles of a subject area; and

-
undertake self-directed study, research, and scholarship in a subject area, demonstrating intellectual independence, analytic rigour, and sound communication.

	9
	· demonstrate mastery of a subject area; and 

· plan and carry out - to internationally recognised standards - an original scholarship or research project.

· Demonstrated by:

· the completion of a substantial research paper, dissertation, or in some cases a series of papers

	10
	-
provide an original contribution to knowledge through research or scholarship, as judged by independent experts applying international standards.
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