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Abstract 

The alignment of vocational education outcomes with labor market requirements is the central 

challenge of modern human capital development policies. Professional standards serve as the 

fundamental “genetic code” of this alignment, translating abstract industry needs into concrete 

educational outcomes. However, a systemic analysis reveals a persistent paradox: while 

employers are the primary beneficiaries of skilled labor, their participation in the design of 

professional standards remains largely passive and formalistic. This article investigates the 

structural, economic, and institutional barriers preventing active employer engagement. 

Drawing upon the theories of Institutional Isomorphism and the “Free-Rider” problem in 

public goods, the study argues that voluntary participation models are insufficient. The first 

part of this research establishes the theoretical necessity of shifting from a “consultative” 

model to a “co-constructive” model of governance, where employers are incentivized not 

merely to validate but to architect the qualifications framework.  
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Introduction 

In the architecture of a modern economy, the Vocational Education and Training (VET) system 

functions as the bridge between the demographic potential of the workforce and the 

technological demands of the industry. The structural integrity of this bridge relies entirely on 

the quality of “Professional Standards”—normative documents that define the knowledge, 

skills, and competencies required for specific labor functions. Theoretically, these standards 

should be the direct product of industry consensus. In practice, however, they are often 

developed by academicians with limited exposure to the contemporary production floor, 

leading to a phenomenon known as the “relevance gap”. 

Global experience demonstrates that state-centric models of curriculum design, where 

ministries dictate content without direct industry input, result in significant skills mismatches. 

This misalignment manifests in two forms: vertical mismatch (graduates over- or under-

educated for the job) and horizontal mismatch (graduates possessing skills in obsolete 

technologies while lacking competence in emerging ones). For the Agency for Vocational 

Education, the strategic imperative is to dismantle the “supply-led” paradigm and replace it 

with a “demand-led” system. However, this transition is stalled by the passivity of the demand 
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side itself. Employers frequently critique the quality of graduates but demonstrate a reluctance 

to invest the time and intellectual resources required to codify their requirements into 

professional standards. This article posits that activating employers is not a matter of persuasion 

but of designing specific organizational and economic mechanisms that align the private 

sector's profit motives with the public sector's educational goals. 

To understand why employers hesitate to participate in standard-setting, we must look beyond 

administrative complaints and examine the economic logic. From the perspective of Rational 

Choice Theory, professional standards are a “public good.” If one leading company invests 

heavily in developing a high-quality standard for “Mechatronics Technicians,” the resulting 

curriculum benefits the entire sector. However, rival companies can hire the graduates trained 

on this standard without having incurred the development costs. This creates a classic “Free-

Rider Problem”: every firm wants skilled workers, but no individual firm wants to bear the 

cost of defining the skills, preferring to poach talent from others. 

Furthermore, Institutional Theory helps explain the “cognitive dissonance” between education 

and industry. Employers and educators operate in different institutional logics. The logic of 

education is process-oriented, long-term, and pedagogical. The logic of business is result-

oriented, immediate, and profit-driven. When an employer is asked to help write a standard, 

they are often overwhelmed by pedagogical terminology (e.g., “learning outcomes,” “Bloom's 

taxonomy”). Without a translation mechanism that converts “business language” into 

“pedagogical language,” the interaction fails. Therefore, the mechanism for activation must 

include not only incentives but also “institutional intermediaries”—structures or experts that 

bridge this cognitive gap. 

It is crucial to distinguish between a job description and a professional standard. A job 

description is static and company-specific. A professional standard is dynamic and sector-wide. 

It serves as the foundation for the National Qualifications Framework (NQF). 

In the context of Industry 4.0, the nature of professional standards is changing. Rigid, task-

based standards (Taylorist model) are being replaced by broad, functional competence models. 

This shift makes employer participation even more critical. Academics can teach the history of 

a machine, but only a practitioner can define the “soft skills” (e.g., troubleshooting under 

pressure, cross-functional communication) and the implicit “tacit knowledge” required in a 

modern workplace. The absence of employers in this process leads to “academic drift,” where 

vocational training becomes too theoretical, focusing on “knowing that” rather than “knowing 

how.” 

Despite the obvious benefits, current mechanisms for employer involvement in Uzbekistan and 

similar transition economies remain underdeveloped. Our analysis identifies three systemic 

barriers: 

 

1. The Time Horizon Mismatch: SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises), which form the 

backbone of the economy, operate on short-term survival cycles. They cannot afford to allocate 

their best engineers to sit on Qualification Councils for months to develop standards that will 

produce graduates only in 3-4 years. 
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2. Lack of Methodological Competence: Employers know what they need but do not know 

how to articulate it in the format of a state standard. The bureaucratic complexity of standard 

registration discourages them. 

 

3. Absence of Economic Feedback Loops: Currently, there is no direct financial correlation 

between an enterprise's participation in standard-setting and its tax burden or access to 

government procurement. Participation is viewed as “charity” rather than “business strategy.” 

Consequently, the “activation” of employers requires a transition from voluntary roundtables 

to a structured system of Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) backed by statutory powers and 

economic incentives. 

The transition from passive observation to active participation requires a robust organizational 

infrastructure. The primary mechanism for this activation is the establishment of permanent, 

industry-led Sector Skills Councils (SSCs). Unlike temporary working groups created for a 

specific project, SSCs are statutory bodies responsible for the strategic foresight of skills in 

their specific industries (e.g., Energy, Agriculture, Textile). 

The efficacy of the SSC model relies on a specific governance principle: “Industry-Led, 

Government-Supported.” In this structure, the Chairperson and the majority of board 

members must be representatives of private enterprises, not government officials. The Agency 

for Vocational Education acts as the secretariat, providing methodological support, but the 

decision-making power regarding the content of the standard resides with the industry. 

The functional scope of these Councils must extend beyond mere drafting. To maintain 

employer interest, SSCs must be empowered to: 

1. Validate Assessment Criteria: ensuring that the final exam in colleges mirrors the 

certification process in the company. 

2. Forecast Skills Needs: utilizing quantitative data to predict which standards will be obsolete 

in 5 years. 

3. Accredit Training Providers: giving the “industry seal of approval” to colleges that 

successfully implement the standards. 

This organizational shift transforms the employer from a “guest” in the educational system to 

a “co-owner” of the qualification process. 

One of the significant deterrents to employer engagement is the methodological complexity of 

pedagogical design. Employers are experts in work processes, not in writing “learning 

outcomes” or “performance criteria” in academic language. Therefore, the activation 

mechanism must involve the deployment of agile methodologies such as DACUM (Developing 

A CurriculUM) or Functional Analysis. 

The DACUM process is a high-intensity, short-term workshop facilitated by a neutral expert, 

where top-performing workers (not just managers) brainstorm the duties and tasks of a specific 

occupation. This method respects the employers' time constraints (taking 1-2 days instead of 

months) and captures the reality of the workplace directly. 

Furthermore, the Agency must introduce a layer of “Methodological Intermediaries” or 

Occupational Analysts. These are specialized professionals who sit between the SSC and the 

educational institution. Their role is to “translate” the raw data provided by employers (e.g., 
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“the worker must fix the pump”) into the formal language of the National Qualifications 

Framework (e.g., “Demonstrate the ability to diagnose hydraulic failure...”). By outsourcing 

the bureaucratic burden to these analysts, we lower the barrier to entry for private sector 

participants. 

Altruism is an insufficient driver for sustainable engagement. To solve the “Free-Rider” 

problem identified in Part 1, the state must implement concrete economic mechanisms that 

monetize participation in standard-setting. 

• Tax Incentives for Intellectual Contribution: A mechanism should be introduced 

where the man-hours spent by company specialists on developing professional standards are 

calculated as “R&D investment.” This amount could then be deductible from the corporate 

income tax base. This signals that the government values the intellectual contribution of the 

industry as much as financial investment. 

• The “Levy-Grant” Model: Studying international best practices (e.g., Malaysia, UK), 

Uzbekistan could consider a sector-specific training levy. Enterprises pay a small percentage 

of their payroll into a fund. However, companies that actively participate in SSCs and standard 

development can “claw back” these funds to train their own staff or receive grants. This creates 

a direct financial penalty for non-participation and a reward for engagement. 

• Procurement Preferences: A powerful administrative lever is the public procurement 

system. The mechanism could assign “social responsibility points” to companies participating 

in the National Qualifications System. When bidding for government contracts, a company that 

has helped develop 5 professional standards would have a competitive advantage over a passive 

competitor. 

Finally, the mechanism of activation must be digital. The era of printing professional standards 

in books is over. We propose the creation of a “National Digital Platform for Professional 

Standards.” 

This platform functions on a “Wiki” principle (with moderation). Instead of waiting for a formal 

meeting, an engineer on a construction site can log in via mobile and flag a specific competence 

in the standard as “outdated” or suggest a new tool that is now industry standard. This 

“Crowdsourcing” approach allows for real-time updating of standards, turning them into 

“Living Documents.” 

For the employer, this reduces the friction of participation. They can contribute in micro-

interactions (5 minutes to review a module) rather than attending day-long seminars. The 

platform also provides analytics to the Agency, showing which sectors are most active and 

which standards are attracting the most engagement, acting as a barometer for labor market 

dynamism. 

To construct a viable mechanism for Uzbekistan, it is imperative to analyze international 

models where employer engagement has been successfully institutionalized. Two distinct 

models offer critical insights: the “Corporatist Model” of Germany and the “Developmental 

State Model” of South Korea. 

• The German Model (Chambers of Commerce): In Germany, employer participation 

is not legally “mandatory” in a coercive sense, but it is institutionally inescapable through the 

Chambers of Commerce and Industry (IHK) and Chambers of Crafts (HWK). These bodies 
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have a public-law status, meaning every registered company is a member. The Chambers act as 

the legal competent bodies for vocational training. The lesson for Uzbekistan is the power of 

“Social Partnership.” Developing standards is seen as a collective responsibility of the 

business community to ensure the quality of the “Made in Germany” brand, rather than an 

individual HR task. 

• The South Korean Model (National Competency Standards - NCS): Korea faced a 

similar challenge to Uzbekistan: an “over-educated” population with academic degrees but low 

practical skills. In response, the government launched the NCS project, investing heavily to 

allow industry experts to rewrite the entire curriculum. They introduced “Blind Recruitment” 

in the public sector, where hiring is based solely on NCS competencies, not university titles. 

This signaled to the market that the standard matters more than the diploma. 

For Uzbekistan, a hybrid approach is recommended: using strong state leverage (like Korea) to 

establish the framework, while gradually building the capacity of professional associations (like 

Germany) to take ownership. 

The implementation of the proposed organizational and economic mechanisms is projected to 

yield transformative results for the national VET system. We identify three levels of impact: 

• Macro-Level (Economic Impact): The primary result is the reduction of “structural 

unemployment.” By ensuring that professional standards reflect current technologies, we 

minimize the retraining period for new hires. Currently, enterprises spend 3-6 months retraining 

graduates. With industry-aligned standards, this “time-to-productivity” can be reduced to 2-4 

weeks, resulting in significant GDP efficiency. 

• Meso-Level (Institutional Impact): The creation of Sector Skills Councils creates a 

permanent feedback loop. The KPI here is the “Update Rate” of standards. Instead of the current 

5-7 year cycle, digital mechanisms allow standards to be updated every 2-3 years, keeping pace 

with technological lifecycles. 

• Micro-Level (Social Impact): For the student, learning based on an employer-designed 

standard provides a psychological guarantee of relevance. This increases the prestige of 

vocational education, shifting the public perception from it being a “second-choice” education 

to a pathway for guaranteed employment. 

The development of professional standards is not a bureaucratic exercise; it is the strategic 

negotiation of the labor market's future. The analysis confirms that the passivity of employers 

is a rational response to a system that has historically excluded them from decision-making and 

offered no return on investment for their time. 

To activate the employer, the Agency for Vocational Education must orchestrate a paradigm 

shift from “Consultation” (asking employers for opinions) to “Delegation” (giving employers 

the pen). 

 

Strategic Roadmap for the Agency: 

1. Legislative Reform: Draft and pass a government resolution “On the Status and Powers 

of Sector Skills Councils,” granting them the exclusive right to validate professional standards. 

2. Fiscal Piloting: Launch a pilot project in high-growth sectors (e.g., IT and Textiles) 

where companies participating in standard development receive a “Skills Tax Credit.” 
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3. Capacity Building: Establish an “Academy for Occupational Analysts” to train a corps 

of methodological experts who can bridge the language gap between industry and education. 

Ultimately, the goal is to create an ecosystem where the employer realizes that they are not 

the customer of the vocational education system, but its co-producer. Only through this 

realization can we bridge the relevance gap and build a workforce capable of driving the New 

Uzbekistan's economy. 
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