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At the sub-national level, the lack of differentiation between tiers means that responsibility is likely to 
be shaped through practice rather than through law. This may allow for flexibility in implementation, 
but it also introduces variability and reduces predictability.


The interaction between provider autonomy and external oversight also raises an issue. Broad 
autonomy combined with limited supervision may be appropriate for parts of the adult education 
sector, particularly where non-formal provision dominates. For providers delivering formal education 
or operating at scale, however, the absence of clearly defined accountability structures may create 
uncertainty both for institutions and for supervisory bodies.


These governance questions are closely connected to the questions raised regarding norm hierarchy. 
Uncertainty in the legislative hierarchy contributes to uncertainty in institutional roles, particularly 
where different laws intersect. Clarifying the normative framework could therefore result in a more 
consistent allocation of responsibilities across the system.
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6. Financing structure and system 
sustainability

6.1 The draft Law on Adult Education
The draft law outlines the sources from which adult education may be financed, including state and 
local budgets, employer contributions, fees and other lawful sources. This provides a general picture 
of where funding may originate. It does not, however, establish how these resources are to be 
mobilised, allocated or sustained over time.


The most significant issue arises in the relationship between declared rights and the mechanisms 
intended to support them. The right to adult education is formulated in legally binding terms, but the 
provisions concerning financing are framed in more unspecific language. Article 41part 1 lists 
permissible sources of funding — state and local budgets, and other lawful sources — without 
establishing minimum levels, allocation principles or the conditions under which public resources 
must be made available. The state's role is framed in Article 41 part 5 as taking "measures to 
economically stimulate" adult education and "promote the reduction of financial barriers," 
formulations that are aspirational rather than obligatory. The state is expected to promote access and 
reduce financial barriers, but the law does not specify the level of funding required or the conditions 
under which it must be provided. In practice, the scope of the right is therefore likely to depend on 
annual budget decisions taken by multiple actors.


The absence of binding financing obligations raises the question whether the right to adult education 
is enforceable in practice, or whether it remains contingent on discretionary budgetary decisions.


The absence of a defined financing model reinforces this uncertainty. Article 41 part 4 introduces the 
principal public financing mechanism. Priority directions are defined by the Cabinet of Ministers or 
local authorities for a given period, and providers are selected competitively against these priorities. 
This shapes the distribution of resources across subject areas and programme types but does not 
establish criteria for allocating resources between individual applicants. Furthermore, the law does 
not introduce a minimum expenditure standard, a per-learner allocation or any formula for distributing 
resources across the system. Local authorities retain discretion over funding volumes within their 
respective competences. This creates space for adaptation to local conditions, but it also means that 
provision may vary depending on fiscal capacity and political priorities. Without a mechanism to 
coordinate or balance these differences, variation across regions is likely.


The mixed-financing approach introduces additional considerations. Article 42 lists permissible 
sources of provider income. Public providers may receive income from fees, employers and other 
sources alongside public funding. The law does not address how these funding streams interact in 
legal terms. It remains unclear, for example, whether partially publicly funded provision is subject to 
the same obligations as fully publicly funded programmes, or how participants are affected if a co-
financed programme is discontinued. These questions have practical implications for both providers 
and participants and are not resolved in the current text.

6.2 Comparison: Law on Vocational Education
The Law on Vocational Education establishes a quantitative reference point for system capacity by 
linking funding levels to a defined share of secondary school graduates. This creates a measurable 
relationship between policy objectives and resource allocation.
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In addition, the law introduces a formula-based mechanism for distributing funding between 
institutions. The criteria to be included in this formula are specified at the level of primary legislation. 
They include factors related to student characteristics, labour market conditions and outcomes such 
as graduate employment. Secondary legislation are used to operationalise the formula, but the key 
parameters are set in statute. This approach limits variation in how resources are allocated and 
ensures that distribution reflects defined policy considerations.

6.3 Swedish reference
The Swedish framework is based on a different sequencing of obligations and financing. 
Municipalities are required by law to provide adult education. This obligation exists independently of 
budget decisions and therefore shapes how resources must be allocated rather than the other way 
around. The primary source of funding is municipal tax revenue, which means that the statutory 
obligation to provide education is matched by a corresponding revenue base at the local level. This is 
supplemented by state grants operating at two levels. A general grant, distributed through the 
municipal equalisation system, supports municipalities in meeting their statutory obligations 
regardless of differences in local fiscal capacity. Targeted grants are used to steer how provision is 
organised, often by linking financial support to specific conditions such as alignment with labour 
market needs. In this way, financing operates both as a resource and as a steering mechanism.

6.4 Structural reflection
The financing provisions in the draft law describe a set of possible funding sources but do not yet 
form a fully developed financing framework. The relationship between the right to adult education 
and the resources required to support it remains indirect. In practical terms, the extent of provision is 
likely to be determined through budgetary processes rather than through statutory guarantees.


The absence of defined allocation principles or minimum funding parameters leaves the distribution 
of resources largely open. This may allow flexibility in responding to local conditions, but it also 
reduces predictability and may lead to uneven provision across the system.


Clarifying the level of public commitment and the principles governing resource allocation would 
strengthen the link between the law’s objectives and its practical implementation. This does not 
require a rigid financing model. It does require clearer parameters within which funding decisions are 
made, so that the relationship between rights and resources is more transparent.
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Legal status of participants

7.1 The draft Law on Adult Education
The draft law presents the individual as the holder of a right to adult education. This right is 
formulated in broad terms and supported by comprehensive non-discrimination provisions. It is 
positioned within the wider category of constitutionally grounded rights. At the same time, the 
conditions under which this right can be exercised are not fully specified in the text.


Article 4 part 1provides that the right to adult education includes "accessibility of adult education in 
cases defined by this Law”, but it does not clearly identify which components of the system give an 
enforceable claim. Nor does it distinguish between situations where access depends on available 
provision and those where an individual may assert a right regardless of capacity constraints. This 
leaves the legal character of a right open to interpretation in concrete cases.


Article 21 part 2 sets out an extensive catalogue of participant rights. It includes entitlements related 
to educational quality, access to services and participation in the educational process. The 
connection between these rights and corresponding institutional obligations is not consistently 
defined. In several instances, the law states a right without specifying the conditions under which it 
may be invoked or the mechanisms through which it can be enforced.


A further issue arises from the role of contractual arrangements (Article 21 part 2). Admission and 
participation are, in part, governed by agreements between individuals and providers. The use of 
contractual arrangements introduces a structural shift from public-law entitlement to provider-
defined conditions, which may result in variation in the practical scope of rights across the system.


The absence of procedural guarantees is particularly significant. The draft law does not establish a 
clear pathway for individuals to challenge decisions related to admission or recognition. It does not 
designate a body responsible for handling complaints, nor does it define procedures for 
administrative appeal or review. In the absence of such mechanisms, the practical ability of 
individuals to rely on the rights set out in the law remains uncertain and limits the enforceability of 
participant rights.


The recognition of non-formal and informal learning follows a similar pattern. The law identifies 
responsible bodies and outlines the general structure of recognition processes. Detailed procedures, 
however, are left to subordinate regulation. Article 18(2) delegates the procedure for recognising non-
formal and informal learning outcomes to the central education authority, while Article 18 part 3 
assigns recognition for professional qualifications to qualification centres under a Cabinet of Ministers 
procedure.


Article 19 establishes the personal educational portfolio as a voluntary tool managed through the 
national education database, but does not specify its legal status in recognition procedures or the 
weight that institutions are required to give it.

7.2 Comparison: Law on Vocational Education
The Law on Vocational Education addresses several of these issues through more explicit procedural 
provisions. Admission rules are required to include defined elements, such as documentation 
requirements, timelines and selection criteria. They also provide for an appeal mechanism, which 
establishes a clear route for individuals to challenge decisions.
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The recognition of prior learning is framed as a statutory right with defined consequences. Individuals 
who complete publicly funded programmes may obtain an independent assessment of their 
qualifications. The law also establishes principles governing the assessment process, including 
fairness and objectivity. These provisions create a more clearly defined relationship between 
participants and institutions at specific points in the educational process.

7.3 Swedish reference
The Swedish framework distinguishes between different forms of participation in a way that clarifies 
the legal position of individuals. Within municipal adult education, access for eligible participants is 
treated as a statutory right. Decisions on admission are subject to review, and individuals are entitled 
to receive reasoned decisions. Supervisory authorities may intervene where municipalities fail to meet 
their obligations.


Non-formal adult education operates under a different model. Participation is not based on a 
statutory right, and admission is determined by the providers themselves. Public funding is provided 
without establishing a corresponding individual entitlement. The distinction between these two 
approaches is reflected in the legal framework and is visible in how rights and procedures are 
structured.

7.4 Structural reflection
The draft law establishes a general right to adult education but does not yet define how that right 
operates in practice. The relationship between individuals and institutions is shaped partly by public 
law and partly by contractual arrangements.


The balance between these elements is not clearly articulated in the text. The absence of procedural 
mechanisms affects the practical significance of the rights that are set out in the law. Without defined 
processes for challenging decisions or appeal, the scope of those rights remains uncertain. This 
applies both to admission and to recognition of prior learning.


Clarifying which elements of the system give rise to enforceable claims, and establishing basic 
procedural guarantees for key decision points, would strengthen the legal position of participants. 
Such clarification would not require a change in the overall structure of the law, but it would make the 
relationship between rights and implementation more predictable.
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Prioritisation under limited resources

8.1 The draft Law on Adult Education
Article 4 part 2 of the draft law establishes a general right to adult education that applies irrespective 
of personal characteristics such as age, health status, place of residence or social position. It does 
not introduce differentiated access categories or identify specific priority groups. Nor does it provide 
a statutory mechanism for ranking applicants where demand exceeds available capacity.


As a principle, this universal approach is consistent. At the same time, the context in which the law 
will operate raises questions about how access will function in practice. The system is expected to 
address conditions shaped by armed conflict, internal displacement and labour market disruption. 
These circumstances create uneven patterns of need across the adult population. The objectives set 
out in the law include employment support, labour market integration and social reintegration. These 
aims imply a focus on groups whose access to education has been disrupted or whose need for 
retraining is particularly acute. The legal framework does not translate this orientation into 
operational criteria for admission. Where capacity is limited, the absence of such criteria leaves 
allocation decisions to administrative practice.


The financing model introduces a form of prioritisation at the level of programme design. The only 
statutory mechanism that operates at the level of resource allocation is Article 41 part 4, under which 
public authorities may define priority directions for programme financing. This steers the overall 
distribution of provision across subject areas but does not determine how individual applicants are 
selected when places are limited. Admission decisions are consequently left to provider or local 
authority level without a common statutory framework, which may allow for flexibility but also 
increases the likelihood of variation between regions and institutions.

8.2 Comparison: Law on Vocational Education
The Law on Vocational Education identifies specific categories of individuals who are entitled to 
access publicly funded retraining, including internally displaced persons, veterans and individuals 
who are unable to continue in their previous occupation for health reasons. These provisions create 
defined entitlements within the broader framework of vocational education.


At the admission stage, additional priority mechanisms apply. Certain groups benefit from preferential 
access to publicly funded places, based on criteria established through reference to existing social 
protection legislation. This creates a structure in which general access is combined with targeted 
measures for defined populations.

8.3 Swedish reference
The Swedish framework combines a general right of access with a needs-based approach to 
prioritisation. Where demand exceeds available capacity, applicants are assessed according to 
criteria linked to educational background and labour market situation. Priority is given to those with 
the greatest need for education.


These criteria are set out in binding secondary legislation, which translates the general principle into 
operational rules. The approach does not rely on predefined population categories. Instead, it focuses 
on individual circumstances, which allows the system to respond to varying patterns of need while 
maintaining a consistent decision framework.
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8.4 Structural reflection
The universal structure of the draft law provides a clear normative foundation, but it does not in itself 
determine how limited resources should be allocated. In situations where demand exceeds supply, 
the absence of a statutory prioritisation mechanism leaves a key operational question unresolved.


The programme-based financing model influences the overall distribution of provision but does not 
address selection at the level of individual participants. Without common criteria, admission decisions 
are likely to depend on local practices, which may differ across the system.


Introducing a framework for prioritisation would involve specifying how access is to be managed 
under conditions of scarcity. This could take different forms, including statutory criteria, needs-based 
assessment models or delegated rules anchored in primary legislation. What is required is a clearer 
connection between the law’s objectives and the mechanisms through which access is actually 
determined.
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Concluding remarks

Possible factors behind the appearance of the draft 
law
One possible explanation for the structural features identified in this report concerns the nature of 
the legislative task itself. Adult education in Ukraine does not represent a new policy field. The 
different components — formal qualification programmes, non-formal education, professional 
development, vocational retraining — have each developed within their own institutional frameworks. 
The components are also very heterogeneous. Bringing these under a single framework law may have 
created pressures that are not immediately visible in the text, like accommodating existing 
arrangements rather than design from first principles, and to reorder relationships between actors 
who already operate within established routines. It does suggest that the perceived weaknesses are 
not primarily a matter of drafting choices, but may reflect the structural difficulty of the consolidation 
task itself.


This consolidation challenge might also have been affected by external timing pressures. The 
obligation to implement relevant commitments under the EU–Ukraine Association Agreement has 
been in place since 2018. In such a context, there may be incentives to prioritise the timely adoption 
of a legislative framework, alongside the development of its detailed operational features.


The draft law's shortcomings are therefore not primarily perceived as the result of inadequate 
drafting. They reflect the structural difficulty of the task and the conditions under which it was 
undertaken. This distinction matters for how improvements should be approached. The question is 
not how to correct errors but how to complete a framework that was always going to require more 
than one legislative cycle to fully develop.

Consistent consequences
Taken together, the findings suggest that the draft law does not yet provide a sufficiently clear or 
sustainable legal architecture to support its declared ambitions. The reasons for this are structural 
rather than incidental and they point to a single underlying deficit rather than a set of isolated 
weaknesses.


The five analytical criteria examined in Chapters 6 to 10 — norm hierarchy, governance, financing, 
participant rights and prioritisation — each reveal distinct weaknesses. At the same time, together 
they reflect a single underlying structural feature rather than five separate problems.


Throughout the draft law, delegation to subordinate regulation is used as the primary mechanism for 
resolving difficult questions. This is a well-known legislative technique, but in the Draft law it is 
applied without the structural conditions that make delegation function effectively. Delegation 
provisions do not specify what the secondary legislation are expected to contain. They do not set 
parameters within which executive rulemaking must remain. And they are not accompanied by 
procedural guarantees that establish minimum standards regardless of how delegated powers are 
exercised.


The consequence is the same across all five criteria. Norm hierarchy is unclear because the 
boundaries of delegation are undrawn. Governance is fragmented because coordination 
responsibilities are left to administrative practice. Financing commitments are aspirational because 
the relationship between rights and resources is deferred rather than defined. 
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Participant rights are legally uncertain because no procedural floor is established. Prioritisation is 
absent because the law delegates the question without providing a framework for answering it.


This pattern has an important implication. The draft law is not a weak framework that needs 
strengthening in five different directions. It is a framework with a single structural deficit, open 
delegation without parameters, that manifests across all dimensions of the system. Addressing that 
deficit in a targeted way would therefore have systemic effects. The Law on Vocational Education 
offers a partial point of reference here. Operating within a more delimited and structurally 
homogeneous field, it can specify delegation criteria, thresholds and review intervals at the level of 
primary legislation, and to establish defined admission rules, appeal mechanisms and assessment 
standards. The comparison is not straightforward. The greater regulatory complexity of adult 
education may make equivalent precision harder to achieve within a single law. Nevertheless, the VET 
law illustrates that structured delegation and procedural guarantees are achievable within the 
Ukrainian legislative context and suggests that the direction of travel is feasible, even if the path is 
more demanding.

Possible measures
There are areas of improvement that stand out as both structurally significant and practically 
achievable without requiring substantive revision of the law's objectives or institutional arrangements.


One is restructuring delegation provisions. The draft law should specify, for each area where 
authority is delegated to subordinate regulation, what that regulation is expected to address and 
within what parameters it must remain. The Swedish legislative tradition offers a useful model here. 
Rather than granting open authority to regulate a field, primary legislation identifies the specific 
matters to be addressed and the limits within which they may be resolved. This does not constrain 
flexibility. It ensures that flexibility operates within a defined space rather than in the absence of one. 
The result is that secondary legislation become operationalisations of statutory commitments rather 
than substitutes for them.


Another is establishing procedural minimum requirements. Not all questions can or should be resolved 
in primary legislation. But some should not be left entirely to subordinate regulation or administrative 
practice. The legal relationship between individuals and the system requires a minimum procedural 
floor established in statute. This means designating a body responsible for handling complaints, 
establishing a right to reasoned decisions at key decision points, and providing a clear pathway for 
administrative review. 


Lastly the Final and Transitional Provisions should be strengthened. The current text requires the 
Cabinet of Ministers to bring secondary legislation into conformity with the law within one year of its 
entry into force. This is a standard provision, but in its current form it is without operational content. It 
specifies no measures, assigns no specific responsibilities and establishes no sequencing. The 
provision should be expanded to identify the principal secondary legislation that the law requires, 
assign responsibility for each, and establish defined timelines. This would transform a general 
obligation into a legislative work programme and would make it possible to assess whether 
implementation is proceeding as intended.

Long term structural observations
The adult education system the draft law seeks to establish is structurally heterogeneous. Effective 
governance of such a system requires not only clear rules but a coordinating function capable of 
maintaining coherence across its different components as the system evolves.
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Where subordinate regulation is delegated primarily to government level, coherence can depend on 
coordination across multiple ministries with overlapping mandates. Where delegation reaches further, 
to regional authorities or individual providers, the risk of divergent implementation increases. 


In a comparable reform context, the Swedish approach would be to establish a dedicated agency 
with a defined mandate covering the entire field. This agency would be responsible for developing 
subordinate regulation, providing guidance, monitoring implementation and reporting to government. 
This institutional arrangement allows structured delegation to function as intended, because there is 
a single identifiable body with both the authority and the capacity to receive it. No such body 
currently appears to exist in Ukraine for adult education. The question of whether one should be 
established falls outside the immediate scope of this review. It is, however, a structural observation 
that follows directly from the analysis.


A second, more fundamental observation, concerns the scope of the law itself. The heterogeneity of 
the field, the very feature that makes the current draft law difficult to operationalise, raises the 
question of whether coherence is best achieved through a single comprehensive law or through 
differentiated regulation aimed at the distinct logic of each component.


The Swedish framework can serve as a relevant example here. Municipal adult education, higher 
vocational education and non-formal education each operate under distinct regulatory arrangements. 
Coherence across the system is maintained through clearly defined institutional boundaries rather 
than through integration into a single law. 


Whether Ukraine should move in this direction is a policy question that depends on factors beyond 
the scope of this review. What the analysis does suggest is that if the current framework proves 
difficult to function as a single law, the option of more differentiated regulation could be on the table 
as the system matures. 
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Annex. Ukrainian adult education and 
European integration (Lilia Hrynevych, 
Taras Danko)

Adult education and European aspirations of Ukraine
Ukraine’s European Integration as a Strategic and Existential Imperative

Ukraine’s European integration has acquired not only political, but also existential significance in the 
context of Russia’s full-scale aggression and the long-term reconstruction of the country. EU 
accession is increasingly understood as a strategic framework for institutional resilience, economic 
modernization, labour market integration, and democratic consolidation. In this context, the 
development of an adult education system aligned with European lifelong learning approaches 
becomes an important component of Ukraine’s broader transformation agenda.


The European Union promotes lifelong learning as a key instrument for strengthening economic 
competitiveness, social cohesion, labour mobility, and individual adaptability in conditions of 
technological and structural change. Relevant EU-level instruments and recommendations — 
including validation of non-formal and informal learning, micro-credentials, individual learning 
opportunities, and competence-based approaches — increasingly shape the emerging European 
adult learning architecture.


For Ukraine, alignment with these approaches is important not primarily as a formal obligation, but as 
a practical condition for participation in the European educational, economic, and labour market 
space. In this regard, the draft Law on Adult Education may be viewed as part of the broader 
institutional adaptation process accompanying Ukraine’s EU integration trajectory.

Ongoing European Integration Processes in the Ukrainian Education System

Since the signing of the EU–Ukraine Association Agreement (AA) in 2014, Ukraine has undertaken a 
broad range of reforms aimed at gradual integration into the European educational, scientific, and 
labour market space. Education cooperation is addressed within the framework of the Association 
Agreement, including provisions related to higher education modernization, vocational education and 
training (VET), lifelong learning, academic mobility, and institutional cooperation with the European 
Union.


Progress in implementing these commitments has been regularly reflected in the Ukraine's AA 
implementation reports. In the area of education, these documents note Ukraine’s continued 
alignment with European approaches in higher education governance, qualifications policy, quality 
assurance, digitalisation, and competence-based learning. Particular attention has been paid to the 
modernization of higher education governance structures, increased institutional autonomy, 
development of external quality assurance mechanisms, and integration into the European Higher 
Education Area (EHEA).


One of the key directions of integration has been the development of the National Qualifications 
Framework (NQF) in alignment with the European Qualifications Framework (EQF). Ukraine has 
undertaken steps to modernize qualifications governance, improve transparency of learning 
outcomes, and strengthen links between education and labour market needs. This process includes 
increased attention to competence-based approaches, modularisation of learning, and recognition of 
qualifications acquired in different educational settings.
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Ukraine has also significantly deepened participation in European educational cooperation 
mechanisms and programmes. Ukrainian institutions actively participate in Erasmus+, eTwinning, 
Horizon Europe, and other EU-supported initiatives. These instruments facilitate institutional 
networking, mobility, curriculum modernization, and exposure to European educational governance 
practices. Participation in these programmes has accelerated the diffusion of EU approaches related 
to lifelong learning, quality assurance, inclusiveness, and digital transformation.


In the area of vocational education and adult learning, increasing attention has been paid to the 
recognition of non-formal and informal learning, labour market relevance of educational programmes, 
and flexible learning pathways. Ukrainian policy discussions increasingly reference European 
approaches to validation of prior learning, micro-credentials, and lifelong upskilling. While many of 
these instruments are not yet fully operationalized within the Ukrainian system, they already influence 
the broader reform agenda and policy discourse.


The war has additionally accelerated the practical importance of adult learning policies. Large-scale 
displacement, economic restructuring, military demobilization in the future, and rapid technological 
change create significant demand for reskilling, reintegration, and flexible educational opportunities 
for adults. In this context, adult education is increasingly viewed not only as a social policy domain, 
but also as an instrument of economic recovery, labour market adaptation, and social cohesion. This 
corresponds with broader European policy priorities related to resilience, employability, and lifelong 
learning.


At the governance level, Ukraine has also undertaken reforms aimed at strengthening quality 
assurance and institutional accountability. The development of external quality assurance 
mechanisms, increased use of digital educational tools, and gradual adaptation to European 
standards of transparency and comparability contribute to the long-term convergence of Ukrainian 
educational governance with European approaches.


Against this background, the draft Law on Adult Education should be viewed as part of a broader and 
ongoing process of institutional adaptation rather than as an isolated legislative initiative. Its 
significance lies not only in regulating adult education as a separate domain, but also in creating 
conditions for the future integration of Ukrainian adult learning policies and mechanisms into the 
evolving European lifelong learning architecture.

Contemporary Challenges Shaping Adult Education Policy in Ukraine

The development of adult education policy in Ukraine takes place under exceptional social, economic, 
and security conditions shaped by Russia’s full-scale invasion launched in 2022. The war has 
significantly intensified the importance of adult learning as an instrument of resilience, labour market 
adaptation, social reintegration, and post-war recovery. Under these conditions, adult education 
policy increasingly extends beyond the traditional educational sphere and becomes connected with 
broader challenges of economic reconstruction, demographic change, social cohesion, and 
institutional stability.


One of the central challenges concerns large-scale displacement and labour market disruption. 
Millions of Ukrainians have been internally displaced or forced to migrate abroad, while many sectors 
of the economy have experienced structural transformation due to destruction of infrastructure, 
security risks, and changes in economic geography. This creates substantial demand for reskilling, 
professional reorientation, and flexible learning opportunities adapted to rapidly changing labour 
market conditions. Adult education therefore becomes closely linked to economic recovery and 
workforce reconstruction.
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Another major challenge is the future reintegration of veterans and military personnel into civilian life. 
Ukraine will face the long-term task of supporting large groups of people with military experience 
who may require professional retraining, recognition of competences acquired during military service, 
psychological adaptation, and reintegration into the labour market. This creates demand for flexible 
and accessible adult learning mechanisms capable of supporting diverse educational trajectories and 
individual needs.


The war has also accelerated technological and institutional transformation processes. Rapid 
digitalisation, growth of remote work and online learning, and increased interaction with European 
institutions and labour markets require more flexible educational pathways and stronger lifelong 
learning capacities. At the same time, educational institutions themselves operate under conditions of 
resource constraints, demographic pressure, infrastructure damage, and continuous uncertainty.


In this context, adult education in Ukraine increasingly performs multiple functions simultaneously: 
economic, social, institutional, and even security-related. It is expected not only to support 
employability and competitiveness, but also to facilitate social resilience, inclusion, reintegration, and 
recovery. This multidimensional role significantly increases the complexity of governance and 
requires coordination between education policy, labour market policy, social policy, regional 
development, and reconstruction strategies.


These challenges also explain the growing relevance of European lifelong learning approaches for 
Ukraine. Instruments related to validation of prior learning, flexible learning pathways, modularisation, 
competence-based education, and access to adult learning opportunities become increasingly 
important in conditions where individuals may need repeated professional transitions throughout their 
lives. Consequently, the draft Law on Adult Education emerges within a context where adult learning 
is no longer a peripheral educational issue, but an important component of Ukraine’s broader societal 
transformation and European integration trajectory.

EU Adult Education Instruments and Their Relevance for Ukraine

European adult education policy increasingly relies on a set of interconnected instruments aimed at 
supporting lifelong learning, labour mobility, flexibility of educational pathways, and recognition of 
competences acquired in different contexts. Among the most relevant instruments for the Ukrainian 
context are the European Qualifications Framework (EQF), validation of non-formal and informal 
learning (VNFIL), micro-credentials, individual learning accounts (ILA), and the framework of key 
competences for lifelong learning. These instruments differ in their level of institutional maturity 
within the European Union and in the degree to which they are currently reflected in the Ukrainian 
educational system and the draft Law on Adult Education.


Among these instruments, the areas where Ukraine has already undertaken the most substantial 
steps are the National Qualifications Framework aligned with the EQF and the recognition of non-
formal and informal learning. Ukraine has developed a qualifications framework compatible with 
broader European approaches and has gradually introduced competence-based and learning-
outcomes-based logic into educational regulation. Similarly, the recognition of non-formal and 
informal learning is already referenced within Ukrainian educational legislation and reflected in the 
draft Law on Adult Education.


At the same time, both instruments remain only partially operationalized in relation to adult education 
specifically. In the case of validation of non-formal and informal learning, the draft law recognises the 
principle itself, but institutional responsibilities, procedures, and implementation mechanisms remain 
under-specified. This reflects the broader framework nature of the draft law.
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At the current stage of system development, excessive proceduralisation and centralisation of 
validation mechanisms could create significant bureaucratic barriers for adult education providers 
and reduce the flexibility required in rapidly changing labour market conditions. Therefore, a gradual 
and delegated approach to implementation may be more appropriate.


A similar situation exists regarding the qualifications framework. While the general alignment logic 
with European approaches exists indirectly through the Ukrainian qualifications system, adult 
education-specific operational mechanisms remain insufficiently developed. In practice, many forms 
of adult learning and professional development may eventually require more explicit linkage to 
qualification levels and competence frameworks. However, at the current stage, introducing highly 
formalised requirements for all adult learning activities could overburden the emerging system and 
negatively affect its adaptability.


In contrast, instruments such as micro-credentials and Individual Learning Accounts are currently 
largely absent from the draft law. Nevertheless, they may become increasingly relevant for Ukraine in 
the future, particularly in the context of flexible reskilling, modular learning pathways, labour mobility, 
and post-war reintegration. Micro-credentials potentially offer a mechanism for recognising smaller 
units of certified learning outcomes, while Individual Learning Accounts may create more 
individualised and flexible approaches to financing adult learning opportunities.


While the draft law does not establish mechanisms corresponding to Individual Learning Accounts in 
the EU policy sense (Council Recommendation of 16 June 2022 on individual learning accounts), it 
already introduces the concept of individual educational portfolios (Article 19), defined as records 
documenting learning outcomes acquired through formal, non-formal, and informal education, 
including continuous professional development. Although individual educational portfolios are not 
equivalent to Individual Learning Accounts mechanisms, they may create an important institutional 
and technical foundation for the future development of learner-centred adult learning infrastructure, 
including the recording, accumulation, and traceability of learning outcomes. In this regard, the 
portfolio mechanism may be viewed as a potentially important enabling element for future lifelong 
learning governance tools.


At the same time, Individual Learning Accounts in the European context primarily function not as 
educational registries, but as learner-centred financial and governance instruments providing 
individuals with access to training entitlements and flexible learning opportunities. European 
approaches in this area remain highly heterogeneous, with different countries developing different 
models depending on institutional traditions, labour market structures, and financing systems. 
Consequently, further discussion of possible Ukrainian approaches to learner-centred financing 
mechanisms may require gradual development following the implementation of individual educational 
portfolios and related digital infrastructure. In this regard, future operationalisation of such 
mechanisms could potentially be coordinated by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, with the 
participation of the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine and other relevant stakeholders, 
within the broader framework of powers and coordination mechanisms envisaged by the draft law 
(Article 26).


While micro-credentials are not explicitly mentioned in the draft Law on Adult Education, the content 
of Article 17 regulating documents in adult education substantially overlaps with the logic of the 
Council Recommendation of 16 June 2022 on a European approach to micro-credentials for lifelong 
learning and employability (2022/C 243/02). In this regard, consideration could be given to 
introducing the term “micro-credentials” into the draft law in line with the approach reflected in the 
Recommendation, as well as to further alignment of Article 17 with the European standard elements 
used to describe micro-credentials. 
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Such alignment could support future compatibility of Ukrainian adult education documentation 
practices with broader European lifelong learning approaches while preserving flexibility and 
proportionality within the Ukrainian adult education system.


At the same time, the introduction of such instruments into the Ukrainian system would require 
careful institutional design. In particular, implementation should avoid creating excessively centralised 
accreditation and recognition procedures for small-scale educational activities, as this could 
significantly reduce system flexibility and create administrative burdens incompatible with the 
dynamic nature of adult learning. Instead, future development may require balanced mechanisms 
combining transparency, trust, provider responsibility, and gradual development of digital registries 
and recognition tools.


The framework of key competences for lifelong learning also remains largely absent from the draft 
law. However, given its broad and non-binding policy character even within the EU context, its direct 
incorporation into legislation may not be necessary at the current stage. Rather, it may serve as a 
longer-term policy reference point for curriculum development, competence-based approaches, and 
strategic orientation of the adult learning system.


At the current stage, the issue is therefore not necessarily the immediate incorporation of all EU-level 
instruments into Ukrainian legislation in fully operational form, but rather the need to explicitly 
consider their future role during the further development and finalisation of the Law on Adult 
Education. In particular, instruments such as micro-credentials and individual learning accounts may 
become increasingly relevant in the context of flexible reskilling, labour mobility, modular educational 
pathways, and post-war reintegration. Their potential implications for governance, financing, quality 
assurance, certification, and digital infrastructure therefore merit further policy discussion within the 
Ukrainian context.


In addition, the gradual development of adult education monitoring and data systems may become 
increasingly important in the process of Ukraine’s integration into the broader European lifelong 
learning space. European adult learning policy relies not only on regulatory instruments, but also on 
statistical monitoring, participation indicators, and evidence-based policy evaluation. In the long term, 
this may require the development of more integrated digital registries and information systems 
capable of recording participation in adult learning activities and documenting certified learning 
outcomes. Consequently, future discussions around instruments such as micro-credentials and 
individual learning accounts may also need to address the technical and institutional infrastructure 
necessary for transparency, monitoring, and policy coordination, while avoiding excessive 
bureaucratization of the adult education system.

Concluding Remarks

The draft Law on Adult Education represents an important opportunity for Ukraine to take further 
practical steps towards integration into the evolving European lifelong learning and adult education 
space. Its significance lies not only in regulating adult education as a separate policy domain, but also 
in creating a framework for the gradual development of institutional mechanisms, flexible learning 
pathways, and governance approaches compatible with broader European trends. In the context of 
global technological, economic, and demographic challenges, the development of a modern adult 
education system is increasingly connected with competitiveness, resilience, innovation capacity, and 
long-term economic welfare. In this regard, Ukraine’s integration into the European educational and 
lifelong learning space should be viewed not only as a process of adaptation, but also as a potential 
contribution to strengthening Europe’s broader human capital, labour market flexibility, and societal 
resilience. 
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Consequently, the strategic purpose of the Law on Adult Education may be understood as the 
creation of a dynamic and adaptable adult learning system capable of supporting Ukraine’s long-term 
European integration trajectory and responding effectively to the societal, economic, and 
technological challenges accompanying this process.
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