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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Qualifications Frameworks (QFs) and recognition are intrinsically linked as both aim at increasing transparency 
and mobility. 
Nowadays, recognition practices of stakeholders other than ENIC-NARIC centres are not always well known. This 
project ñthe use or potential use of QFs by HEIs and other stakeholders linked to mobilityò provides a state of play 
of the awareness and practices of these target groups (employers, recruiters, administrations and HEI) in order to 
give an overview of the situation observed in each participating country. It is an exploratory study based on study 
cases.  
 
While the focus was in the seven countries who participated in the survey, the analysis also provides proposals 
that could be adapted to other countries according to their context. 
 
The report includes seven country reports that give an extensive analysis of the awareness and use of QFs and 
other mobility tools such as the diploma supplement, the ECTS credits or the Europass by the stakeholders 
targeted in each country. It also proposes a comparative study of the data obtained that point out the trends and 
differences between the stakeholders. 
While not claiming to cover all aspects of the topic, the intention of this report as a short-term exploratory project, 
was not to attempt comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify trends and to identify key issues and proposals. 
 
The main outcomes identified were the following:  
 

In all countries whatever the stakeholder was: 
 

1.  the analysis reveals common trends on the two main topics (awareness and use). Indeed, it appears 
clearly that public and private employers are less aware of any QF while education and training 
institutions and public administrations seem to be more aware of QFs developments. This can maybe 
explain why most of the respondents were education and training institutions (mainly higher education 
institutions). As employers and recruiters in all countries were not easily reachable, it will be important to 
involve them in the future in all the strategies implemented to enhance the awareness of QFs and other 
mobility tools.   
 

2. students were not included as a target group for this study. It appears important to involve them in the 
further discussions and strategies meant to enhance mobility and recognition. 
 

3. data shows that most of the national contact points for NQFs are not visible. Indeed there is a lack of 
communication concerning their existence and their activities A closer cooperation between public 
administrations, national contact points, HEIs, employers and ENIC-NARIC Centres is needed in order 
to improve recognition process at all levels. 
 

4. data shows that most of respondents are willing to be informed and trained concerning recognition 
procedures, mobility and QFs. If QFs are going to prove to be an effective tool for transparency and 
mobility both nationally and internationally, they need to be known at all levels and sectors. Countries 
need to develop communication strategies adapted to each ñuserò to stimulate the awareness and use of 
the European mobility tools. These strategies need to be clear on the relationship between the NQF and 
the EQF-LLL and QF EHEA in order to dissipate the confusion between the two QFs.  

 
5. some European initiatives and tools to promote transparency and mobility (Diploma /certificate 
supplement and Europass) are not frequently used. A ñconservative attitudeò was observed within the 
education and training institutions concerning recognition procedures. Indeed, they seem to have their 
own criteria and procedures. A closer cooperation between HEIs and ENIC-NARIC Centres is needed in 
order to improve recognition process at all levels. 
  



7 
 

 

I. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 
 
I.I    Background and objectives  
 
Qualifications Frameworks (QFs) and the recognition function are intrinsically linked as both are aimed at 
increasing transparency and mobility. As a result of a call from the European Commission for NARIC projects for 
the period 2012-2013, this project is a follow-up to ñThe use of the EQF in the recognition procedures of the 
NARIC centresò project which highlighted the importance of using or potentially using European Qualifications 
Framework (EQF) referencing in credential evaluation. The final report of this project outlined the various 
practices of the participating centres. Nevertheless as the EQF was still at a very early stage of implementation 
and most European countries were still intending on referencing their national qualifications frameworks to the 
EQF1, the focus of this first project was therefore to widen the awareness of the use or potential use of 
Qualifications frameworks and other mobility tools by other stakeholders than the ENIC-NARICs centres. 
 
Nowadays, recognition processes and practices of stakeholders other than ENIC-NARIC centres are not always 
well known. A comparative study on the use or potential use of QFs and other mobility tools by HEIs and other 
stakeholders linked to mobility would allow us not only to better understand their practices but also to share good 
practices of the ENIC-NARIC centres. This is in accordance to the Europe 2020 strategies and the Bologna 
Process, which encourage the cooperation between the different stakeholders linked to mobility such as ENIC-
NARIC centres, Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), employers, recruiters, public administrations etc.  
 
The results of this project ñThe use or potential use of qualifications frameworks as a tool of mobility by HEIs and 
other stakeholdersò (QFs UHSE) lead on the one hand to setting up a state of play of the awareness and use of 
the QFs and other mobility tools by HEIs, employers, recruiters, public administrations in 7 countries: Belgium 
(French Community), Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, The Netherlands and France as leader of the project. And 
on the other hand, to put forward proposals to share good practices on recognition such as those highlighted by 
the future EAR manual for HEIs with the stakeholders targeted with the project. 
 
It is important to remark that within the limitations of a short-term exploratory project the intention is not to attempt 
comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify key issues and stimulate a debate on the subject. It is hoped that 
the project will enhance the use of QFs and other mobility tools by HEIs, employers, recruiters, and public 
administrations in order to facilitate mobility and thus contribute to the development of the topic. 
 
This work has involved outlining the degree of awareness and use of the QFs and other mobility tools of the 
different stakeholders targeted, in order to propose actions adapted to each stakeholderôs needs. The working 
group has produced this final report to help increase awareness the use or potential of QFs and other mobility 
tools be used as a tool to improve mobility. In addition, possible issues for consideration and future research are 
presented. 

I.2    Activities, scope and target groups 

 
The key stages of the project included the following activities:  

- Definition of the scope and target groups (kick-off meeting in France, all partners in the project).  
- Drafting of a common questionnaire for the online-survey (the French ENIC-NARIC in close cooperation 

with all partners) 
- Data collection phase (questionnaire online, interviews and study visits in all partner countries) 
- Drafting of national descriptions  (all partners in the project) 
- Feedback on national situations and preliminary results; recommendations for comparative analysis 

(working meeting with all partners in Italy); presentation of preliminary results at the annual ENIC/NARIC 
meeting in Split 

- Drafting of Comparative analysis (the coordinator) and verification phase (by all partners in the project) 
- Final Report and Dissemination (all partners in the project) 

                                                           
1 According to the report ñThe development of national qualifications frameworks in Europeò published in August 2010 by the European Union and produced 
by Cedefop1, most European countries are at an early stage of NQF development. 
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In order to define the scope and identify the most appropriate methods, a total of three face-to-face meetings (in 
France, Italy and Croatia) have been organised with the project team. The meetings have been supplemented by 
regular e-mail and phone exchanges.  
Three key issues concerned with use and potential use of qualification frameworks in Europe have been 
addressed in the survey, namely, awareness of QFs developments; use and practices related to 
recognition/credentials evaluation; and expectations and perspectives linked to the QFs development and 
implementation.  
Four main categories of stakeholders directly impacted by the use of the QFs were identified, namely education 
and training institutions, public employers, private employers and recruiters. Depending on the country and its 
national situation and specificities, the sub-categories have been distinguished within each target group 
concerned.  
 

I.3 Data collection, analysis and dissemination 

 
The question of sample constitution and representativeness of potential respondents within each target group 
has been discussed with all partners and then decided individually by each partner considering their specific 
national contexts as well as project timing and resources. For detailed information on national contexts and 
respondents sample constitution, please refer to the section ñCountry casesò.  
 
The online questionnaire covering the four main topics related to use and potential use of the QFs was used as 
a main tool for data collection. It was translated into national languages (except in the Netherlands where it has 
circulated in English). The information collected through the online survey was complemented by the interviews 
and study visits carried out with the selected respondents.  
 
All project partners are responsible for dissemination of the outcomes of the project to national stakeholders, such 
as higher education institutions, public and private employers and or recruitment agencies. The report is available 
in print format and is downloadable from on the website of the ENIC-NARIC centers participating in the project. 
The country reports and the executive summary will be translated into the following languages: Croatian, French, 
Latvian and Lithuanian. 
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II. COMPARATIVE STUDY 
 

2.1 Answer rate 

 
Before starting the analysis of the data obtained it is important to underline that according to the answers 
obtained, 400 of 1223, which represent 32.7% of response rate we cannot attempt representative sampling, but 
rather identify points of agreement, key problems and stimulate a debate on the subject.  
 
Furthermore, as the response rate of each participating country varies as it is shown in the table below, the 
sampling obtained in most of the countries (except for Lithuania) cannot attempt to be representative.  
Even if the response rate cannot be considered as ñrepresentativeò, the answers obtained by each country 
showed common trends observable in all partner countries whatever the answer rate was letting us identify 
agreement points and key problems in order to stimulate the debate on the subject. 
 

Table 1 
 
 

Countries Respondents Percentage Target Groups 
Proportion of 
respondents 

Belgium 29 7,25 140 20,70% 

Croatia 80 20 218 36,70% 

France 91 22,75 273 33,30% 

Italy 45 11,25 166 27,10% 

Latvia 49 12,25 149 32,90% 

Lithuania 82 20,5 155 52,90% 

Netherlands 24 6 122 19,70% 

Total 400 100 1223 32,70% 
 
 

2.2 Awareness 

 
2.2.1 Level of awareness and QFs developments 
 
In all countries whoever the stakeholder was for general awareness of QFs (question 1.1), it appears clearly that 
public and private employers are less aware of any QF while education and training institutions and 
administrations seem to be more aware of QFs developments. Indeed, based on the answers received for all 
countries, 60% of private and public education and training institutions declared being more aware of QFs 
developments against 18.5% of employers and recruiters. 
 
Looking at the level2 of awareness of the existing QFs (i.e. ñnationalò QF, EQF-LLL, EHEA framework and other 
QFs), results obtained confirm the same trend indicated above. This means that ETIs and administrations are 
those stakeholders having a higher level of awareness of the existing QFs. 
 
Furthermore, if we analyse the level of awareness on the specific QFs mentioned before. Data shows that all the 
countries who participated in the survey consider having a higher level of awareness of their national NQFs than 
other frameworks such as the EQF, EHEA framework, Qfs from other countries. This can be explained by the fact 
that most of the respondents were education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions). 
However answers obtained from public and private employers pointed out the same trend.  

                                                           
2 Scale from 1 to 5, 5 being the highest rank. 
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Finally, it is important to highlight that the answers obtained concerning the level of awareness on QFs from other 
countries revealed confusion among the participants. Indeed, some respondents listed QFs from countries who 
do not have a QFs established. This could mean that some stakeholders confuse the concept of ñQFsò with the 
education system of a country.  
 
2.2.3 Sources for rising awareness 
 
Among the sources indicated in the survey (National contact point, publications, internet, other) Internet seems to 
be amongst the main source of information. Publications 22.5% and the contact point in the country 18.2% 
present also a substantial percentage. 
 
In all countries regardless of the stakeholder, 50.4% of respondents mentioned not knowing the national contact 
designated to do the transposition of the NQfs to the EQF. Nevertheless, public and private ETIs and 
administrations declared being more aware of the existence of a national contact point. It is important to remark 
that in Italy the trend is slightly different than the one mentioned before. Indeed, more than 50% of respondents 

including employers indicated being aware of the national contact point. This is to explain because Italy did an 
efficient communication campaign on the National QF made by CIMEA.  
 
 
2.2.4 Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 1 of the survey, the following elements should be underlined: 
 

In all countries whatever the stakeholder was: 
 

Á Awareness of QFs is not trivial 69.2%; however, this can be explained by the fact that education and 
training institutions were the stakeholders more represented in the survey. 

Á The awareness average rate of the ñnationalò QF is higher than the one observed for overarching QFs 
such as the EQF, 3.4% against 2.8%.3 

Á The awareness average rate of the EHEA framework is by no means insignificant. 
Á Great diversity exists in the sources of information and in most of the cases, stakeholders are searching 

through external sources/resources (i.e. publications, internet, etc.) than official sources/resources 
(contact point). 

Á Stakeholders need more information concerning the National contact points.  
 

2.3      Uses and Practices 

 
2.3.1   Practices related to recognition/credentials evaluation 
 
It is important to underline that some of the countries4 who participated in the survey faced difficulties to reach the 
ótargetedô respondents for this project and this is reflected in the data obtained. Indeed, even if some of the 
respondents from education and training institutions confirmed that they were responsible for admission and/or 
recognition, when looking at the description of the recognition/credentials evaluation they provided, we observe 
that in the case of France, there is an ñequivalence boardò for each admission session and that the people who 
participated in the survey were not part of this ñEquivalence boardò.  
 
In the case of Belgium, even if the relevant services (recognition and admission) were reached, the role of the 
Ministry on recognition and the ñvalueò given to the recognition decisions taken by the competent services of the 
Ministry were highly considered. 
 
 

                                                           
3 See page 194 and 194 
4 France and Belgium 
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Again, in all countries whatever the stakeholder was, ETIs and administrations declare making use of QFs than 
employers or recruiters. 

Table 2 
 

Countries Did not answer No Yes 

Belgium 
 

65,5% 34,5% 

Croatia   32,5% 67,5% 

France 1,1% 50,5% 48,4% 

Italy 2,2% 13,3% 84,4% 

Latvia 
 

44,9% 55,1% 

Lithuania   39,0% 61,0% 

Netherlands 29,2% 70,8% 

Total 0,5% 39,3% 60,2% 
 

   
2.3.2 Tools used for recognition/credentials evaluation 
 
Results to question 2.2 shows that generally the ñtraditionalò mobility tools (i.e. degrees/certificates, length of the 
education or training programme, transcripts of records) are the most often used. Data indicates that most of the 
tools developed at European level (i.e. diploma supplement, overarching QFs, credits systems) are rarely used 
when assessing/recognising foreign credentials.  
 
However, major differences appear amongst stakeholders. Naturally, education and training institutions declared 
making use of the European ñmobilityò tools, such as the diploma supplement, QFs and ECTS. Nevertheless, it is 
quite surprising to observe that in some countries such as Belgium, France, Latvia and the Netherlands credit 
systems seem not to be systematically used in recognition by public and private education and training 
institutions. But this might be explained by the fact that they use other mobility tools when assessing foreign 
qualifications.   
 
Finally, the answers provided by employers confirm that they use ñtraditionalò mobility tools such as 
degrees/certificates, length of the education or training programme, transcripts of records) than the tools 
developed for facilitating mobility of workers such as the Europass or the Diploma Supplement. 
 

2.4    Use of QFs  

 
As most of the respondents reached were education and training Institutions, it is not surprising to observe that 
the average trend observed concerning the awareness of QFs, is the same than the one observed for the use of 
QFS. Indeed, NQFs seem to be more used than other frameworks (i.e. EQF-LLL, EHEA, QFs from other 
countries). 
 
Only the Italian NQF and the EHEA framework seem to have a comparable average of use in this country and 
this is to explain because Italy uses the EHEA framework as a NQF. 
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Table 3 

 

Countries NQF 

NQF from 
other 

countries EQF EHEA Other 

Belgium 4,1 1,6 2,3 2,9 1 

Croatia 3,4 2,1 2,5 3,2 1,8 

France 4 2,1 2,6 2,6 1,9 

Italy 3,7 2,9 2,9 4 1,4 

Latvia 3,1 2 2,4 2,2 1 

Lithuania 3,9 2,5 2,9 2,7 1 

Netherlands 4 3 2,9 2,9 1,6 

Total 3,7 2,3 2,6 2,9 1,4 

 
 
Concerning the purposes of using QFs, academic recognition is by far the first purpose. But again, this should be 
balanced by the fact that education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions) were more 
represented in the survey. Furthermore, even if employers and recruiters were not highly represented, it appears 
that QFs are somehow used for professional recognition (in view of recruitment) by these stakeholders. 
 

Table 4 
 

Countries 

Academic 
recognition (i.e. 
admission for 

further studies, ...) 

Professional 
recognition 

(i.e. 
recruitment, 
é) 

Career 
development  

Belgium 72,00% 24,00% 4,00% 

Croatia 50,50% 21,20% 28,30% 

France 48,20% 32,70% 19,10% 

Italy 80,00% 6,70% 13,30% 

Latvia 47,30% 36,40% 16,40% 

Lithuania 42,60% 33,00% 24,50% 

Netherlands 80,00% 16,00% 4,00% 

Total 54,60% 26,30% 19,10% 

 
2.4.1 Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 2 of the survey, the following elements should be underlined: 

 

Á Even if most of the respondents were education and training institutions there is a ñweakò use of other 
mobility tools such as Europass, ECTS credits or Diploma Supplement. Indeed, there is a ñconservative 
attitudeò within the stakeholders concerning recognition procedures. They seem to have their own 
criteria and procedures. These European tools seem not to be well integrated in their processes. 
 

Á Employers and recruiters do not seem to be interested in the mobility tools proposed by the EC. In some 
countries like Italy and France, they declare using ranking systems to hire their employers. Some of 
them give credit to the ñLABELò of the institution and seem not to pay attention to the recognition or 
accreditation of the credential. 
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2.5 Expectations and Perspectives 
 
 
2.5.1 Current and future objectives the QFs development and implementation 
 
The results obtained from questions 3.1 and 3.2 show that in all countries whatever the stakeholder was, 
transparency and mobility are the two main (current and future) objectives of the QFs. Furthermore, the role of 
QFs in increasing the quality of education as well as formal, informal and non-formal learning was also mentioned 
among the respondents (33.7% respondents in question 3.1 and 35.4 % in question 3.2). 
 
2.5.2    Expectations regarding the QFs development and implementation 
 
Considering the low level of awareness and use of QFs of all the stakeholders reached whatever the country was, 
almost 64.9% of the respondents indicated their willingness to know more about QFs and their potential use.  
 
For all countries except France and the Netherlands, most of the respondents - which were interested in knowing 
more on how to use the QFs- were public and private ETI against other stakeholders reached. In the case of 
France5 and Netherlands all stakeholders seem to be interested in knowing more on how to use QFs. 
 
Concerning question 3.4 data shows that all the means proposed in the survey (training, publications, 
seminars/conference and direct contact with the competent authorities) could be used in order to be informed of 
the development and use of mobility tools. It means that the best way to increase their knowledge is the use of 
different supports to increase their awareness. Indeed the rate of response for each support does not vary a lot. 
 
To the question 3.5 the topic that stakeholders would like to be more developed in the future was recognition. The 
discrepancy of other topics rate such as training/promotion/information session was not very high. 
 
2.5.3    Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 3 of the survey, the following elements can be underlined: 

 
Á QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training and 

education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;  
 
Á There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowledge of QFs through a great variety of 

means. A development of initiatives which takes into consideration the specificities of all 
users/beneficiaries needs to be carried out. 
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III. FINDING AND PROPOSALS 
 

In all countries regardless of the stakeholder: 

Á data shows that most of the stakeholders are willing to be informed and trained concerning: recognition 
procedures, mobility, QFs etc, therefore, training sessions or information actions adapted to each 
stakeholder need to be carried out in order to enhance the awareness and use of mobility tools such as 
Qfs, ECTs, Diploma Supplement etc.  

 
Á recruiters were underrepresented in the survey. It will be important to involve them in the future in all the 

strategies implemented to enhance the awareness of QFs and other mobility tools.  
 

Á importance to involve students in the discussions and strategies meant to enhance mobility. 
 

Á even if great deal of work has been done on the development and implementation of NQFs, and other 
mobility tools, there is still a great deal of work to do for all the stakeholders involved, including the 
National Contact Points, NQFs and different ENIC NARICs centres in order to enhance awareness and 
use of the these mobility tools. 
 

Á if the QFs are going to prove to be an effective instrument for transparency and mobility both nationally 
and internationally, they need to be known at all levels and sectors. Countries need to develop a 
communication strategy to stimulate the awareness and use of the European mobility tools. 
 

3.1 Proposals by country: 

 
Croatia: 
 
HEIs: 

- Prepare an information booklet with basic information about QFs and their use as a tool for recognition 
- Recommend the use of EAR-HEI manual and, if possible, have it translated into Croatian and publish it 

on the Croatian ENIC/NARIC office website 
- When taking part in various events on the topic of recognition (seminars, conferences...), use the 

opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs as a tool for facilitating recognition of foreign 
qualifications 

- Promote better cooperation between HEIs (or rather, their offices for academic recognition) and the 
Croatian ENIC/NARIC office in order to take advantage of the expertise of Croatian ENIC/NARIC office 
in learning to use QFs as tools for easier recognition of foreign qualifications for the purpose of the 
continuation of education in Croatia 

- Organize a series of meetings between HEIs and the Croatian ENIC/NARIC Office on the topic of using 
QFs in the recognition of foreign qualifications for the purpose of the continuation of education in 
Croatia. 

 

Administrations: 

- Prepare an information booklet with basic information about QFs and their use as a tool for recognition 
- When taking part in various events on the topic of recognition (seminars, conferences...), use the 

opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs as a tool for facilitating recognition of foreign 
qualifications 

- Promote better cooperation with the Croatian ENIC/NARIC Office on the issue of hiring persons with 
foreign qualifications ï administrative bodies should take advantage of the expertise of Croatian 
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ENIC/NARIC Office in learning to use QFs as tools for easier recognition of foreign qualifications for the 
purpose of employment. 

 

Private employers and recruiters: 

- Prepare an information booklet with basic information about QFs and their use as a tool for recognition 
- When taking part in various events on the topic of recognition (seminars, conferences...), use the 

opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs as a tool for facilitating recognition of foreign 
qualifications 

- Promote better cooperation with the Croatian ENIC/NARIC Office on the issue of hiring persons with 
foreign qualifications ï employers should take advantage of the expertise of Croatian ENIC/NARIC 
Office in learning to use QFs as tools for easier recognition of foreign qualifications for the purpose of 
employment. 

 
Belgium: 
 
For all stakeholders: 

- Carry an information/communication campaign once the Belgian Francophone Qualifications Framework 
is established 
 

Higher Education institutions: 
- Further develop the information/communication tools of the ENIC-NARIC centre in order to better target 

the needs of HEIs, in particular admission offices; 
- Organise annual meeting of admission officers to promote exchanges of good practices, to identify 

common challenges, to propose training sessions/workshops on specific topics, etc.; 
  

Administrations: 
- Provide updated information on the latest developments in higher education to HR departments within 

the regional administrations 
Employers: 

- Provide updated information on the latest developments in higher education to regional public 
employment offices. 

 
France: 
 
For all stakeholders: 

- Carry out a needs analysis in order to better understand what is expected and needed by our 
stakeholders. This study will help the French ENIC-NARIC to adapt the comparability statement 
delivered today to the needs of each stakeholder and make it more useful. 

- Develop a ñcomparison databaseò of the ñTop ten countriesò of recognition applications received 
available on line. This will make comparisons already established more visible and accessible to all 
stakeholders and users. Afterwards, this database can be enriched gradually according to the needs of 
stakeholders. 
 

Education and training institutions: 

- Taking part into events assembling education and training institutions such as: lectures, seminars and 
conferences in mobility and education. 

- Carry out an annual conference on good practices in recognition adapted to Education and training 
institutions. 

- Propose training sessions on good practices in recognition using the EAR-HEI manual as a tool. 
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Administrations: 
- Carry out events assembling administrations to communicate on good practices in recognition, mobility 

tools, the comparison database developed by the French ENIC-NARIC 
 

Private employers and recruiters: 
- Taking part into events assembling private employers and recruiters such as: lectures, seminars and 

conferences in mobility and recruitment. 
- Communicate on the comparison database developed by the French ENIC-NARIC 

 
Italy: 
 
For all stakeholders: 

- Update the section of the Italian NARIC dedicated to QFs with other information and news on this topic. 
 

Education and training institutions: 

- Organize a series of meetings on the topic of QFs as fundamental tool for recognition procedures.  
 
Administrations: 

- Carry out events assembling administrations in order to present the phenomenon of QFs. 
 

Private employers and recruiters: 
- Taking part into events assembling private employers and recruiters such as: lectures, seminars and 

conferences in mobility and recruitment. 
 
Latvia: 
 
For all stakeholders: 

-  To put a flash banner on ENIC -NARIC main website that will lead to Latvian NCP website were all the 
relevant information about EQF and LQF can be found 

-     In cooperation with Latvian NCP regularly update information on the website section that provides with 
information about NCP as well as to add information about LQF 

-    To improve ENIC -NARIC cooperation with NCP in using EQF/LQF as a tool in mobility and diploma      
recognition 

-        To organise joint activities together with Latvian NCP 
-      To suggest Latvian NCP jointly with ENIC -NARIC to prepare informative leaflet about QFs that could be 

distributed later among all stakeholders, especially among employers 
-   Enic-Naric should participate/ organise activities/events during which explanation on qualifications 

frameworks use in Diploma Supplements can be given 
-        To discuss with National Europass Centre the use of QFs in Europass documents 

 
Lithuania: 
 
HEI and VET institutions: 

- Increase awareness of QFs usage when taking part in events assembling education and training 
institutions  

- To translate EAR-HEI manual into Lithuanian, publish it on Lithuanian ENIC/NARIC website. 
- Promote EAR-HEI manual usage in a special seminar 
- To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition decisions  by the Lithuanian ENIC-

NARIC(under development) 
- To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Centre 

(Lithuanian authority, responsible for the management of National Qualifications Framework) 
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Administrations: 
- To prepare a special newsletter to communicate on good practices in recognition for hiring in public 

sector 
- To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition decisions by the Lithuanian ENIC-NARIC 

(under development) 
- To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Centre 

(Lithuanian authority, responsible for the management of National Qualifications Framework) 
  

 Private employers and recruiters: 
- To prepare a special newsletter to communicate on good practices in recognition regarding the countries 

from which most foreign credentials are brought  
- To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition decisions by the Lithuanian ENIC-NARIC 

(under development) 
- To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Centre 

(Lithuanian authority, responsible for the management of National Qualifications Framework) 
 
Netherlands: 

Education and training institutions: 
- Draw attention to QFs and other recognition tools at all events involving training and information 

exchange organized by the Dutch ENIC/NARIC 
- Use and promote the EAR-HEI manual during training sessions on good practice in recognition 
- Disseminate information on QFs and the EAR-HEI manual in all publications, both electronic and in 

printed form, produced by the Dutch ENIC/NARIC  
- Continue to include EQF levels in the country modules published on the website of the Dutch 

ENIC/NARIC 
  

Administrations: 
Á Keep communication channels open with relevant organizations involved in international recognition 

such as the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health, organizations relevant to employers and the labor 
market and, very importantly, the National Coordination Point NLQF, the organization responsible for 
coordinating and implementing the EQF in the Netherlands. 

 
Private employers and recruiters: 
Á Keep communication channels open with relevant employers and recruiters, where appropriate, in most 

cases via the National Coordination Point NLQF.  
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IV. COUNTRY CASES 
 

The country reports give an extensive analysis of the awareness and use of QFs and other mobility tools such as 

the diploma supplement, the ECTS credits or the Europass by the stakeholders targeted in each country. They 

propose a comparative study of the data obtained that points out the trends and differences between the 

stakeholders. 

While not claiming to cover all aspects of the topic, the intention of these cases was not to attempt 
comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify trends and to identify key issues and proposals by country. 
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a) BELGIUM 
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I. CONTEXT 

 

1.1          Country data 

 
1.1.1 Belgium, a federal state 
 
Following institutional reforms initiated in the 70s, Belgium is a federal state composed of three communities and 
three regions which have exclusive competences, respectively in all matters related to culture and more broadly 
to individuals, and in all socioeconomic matters. In this respect, education (including higher education) is an 
exclusive competence of the communities while domestic affairs (including immigration) are a competence of the 
federal state. Therefore, since the federalisation of education in 1988, the three Communities of Belgium have full 
powers to design, develop, implement and assess their own education policies and initiatives. The federalisation 
process has led to the development of three distinct education systems. Considering higher education, 
differences can be observed, for example, in terms of quality assurance/accreditation systems, 
internationalisation policy, financing and governance mechanisms, etc. However, despite those differences, the 
three higher education systems still share common features and cooperation between French-speaking and 
Flemish institutions is still very strong considering their historical relations, their proximity, etc. Therefore, when 
analysing student and staff mobility in higher education, it should be kept in mind that situations may vary from 
one Community to another.  
 
1.1.2 Belgium, an immigration country? 
 
Belgium is not considered as an historical country of immigration (in comparison with neighbouring countries for 
example). After the socioeconomic immigration during the ñthirty gloriousò and the immigration boom, Belgium 
has indeed seen a long period of decline of its immigration rate (from 1973 till 00s). Immigration has started to 
rapidly increase by the late 90s due to three main factors, i.e. an increasing number of asylum requests, the 
family reunification opportunities, and the EU immigration to Brussels as capital of Europe. The most recent data 
on the stock of foreigners in Belgium are from 31 December 2009, when the foreign population of 1.06 million 
represented 9.8% of the total population of Belgium. At the same date, the foreign-born population was 1.5 million 
(14% of the total population). Since 2008, the principal country of origin of the foreign-born has been Morocco, 
followed by France, the Netherlands and Italy (OECD, 2012b). In the last decade, Belgium has thus become an 
immigration country with a much higher immigration rate than ñtraditionalò immigration countries such as the USA, 
Canada, France or Germany (Itinera Institute, 2012).  
 
1.1.3 Considerations on student immigration and mobility 
 
Although student immigration has historically remained a minor component of the immigration flows in Belgium, 
as it is generally observed around the world, student immigration or international student mobility is still an 
important component because of its historical and traditional dimension in the immigration flows and the 
objectives assigned to (Caestercker, F., Rea, A., 2012). When considering the most recent data available on 
student mobility (OECD 2012a), Belgium is one of the greatest receiving countries of international mobile 
students. In 2010, 8.8% of the total population enrolled in tertiary education in Belgium came from abroad with the 
purpose of studying in a Belgian HEI. As observed globally, this trend has increased drastically in the last two 
decades for various factors such as the emergence of new actors in the international ñmarket for educationò, 
intensification of the internationalisation of higher education, general enhancement of quality of higher education, 
increased accessibility to higher education, more favourable immigration policies, etc. When examining the 
figures of international student mobility to Belgium, it should be noted that the mobility mainly concerns students 
from neighbouring countries (Luxembourg, France and the Netherlands), African French-speaking countries and 
Asian countries (China and India). However, it should be reminded that situation varies greatly from one 
Community to another: basically, the Federation Wallonia-Brussels6 (FWB) is receiving students from EU 

                                                           
6 On 25 May 2011, the Parliament of the French Community adopted a resolution replacing the denomination Communauté française de Belgique (ñFrench 
Community of Belgiumò) by Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles (ñFederation Wallonia-Brusselsò). The Belgian Constitution not having been modified yet, texts 
with legal effect still use the denomination ñFrench Communityò, while the denomination ñFederation Wallonia-Brusselsò should be used in cases of usual 
communication without any legal or binding effect. We will thus use the latest denomination in this report. 
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countries (mainly from France) and the French-speaking African countries (mainly Morocco and D.R. Congo) 
while the Flemish Community is receiving more students from Asia (mainly China). Amongst the factors that 
might explains the attractiveness of the FWB, we might mention the cultural and linguistic aspects, the 
internationalisation of programmes, the high quality of teaching and research, the grants and scholarships 
opportunities targeting specific countries as well as the low tuition fees and the ñopenò access to higher 
education. Those two last factors are amongst the two main reasons explaining the mobility of French students in 
our higher education institutions, in particular in the health programmes.  
 
The most recent studies and data show thus that student mobility has become a significant component of 
immigration in Belgium. However, it has undergone important transformation in the last two decades, 
quantitatively and qualitatively, so that we are facing today a great diversity of this phenomenon. The European 
policies and programmes, in particular the Bologna Process and the EU mobility and international cooperation 
programmes, have pushed such developments. In this context, the FWB has also taken initiatives and 
implemented policies fostering international student mobility. 

 

1.2         State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transposition to the EQF-LLL  

 
With the adoption of the Act of 9 May 2008, the FWB established its higher education qualifications framework 
(HEQF), which describes all three cycles of higher education based on generic descriptors; those descriptors are 
the ones of European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning (EQF-LLL). At each level, higher education 
qualifications are positioned; they are the only recognised qualifications awarded by recognised higher education 
institutions of the Federation Wallonia-Brussels. The 1st cycle and 2nd cycle programmes leading to those 
qualifications are externally reviewed by the independent quality assurance agency (Agence pour lô®valuation de 
la qualit® de lôenseignement supérieur, AEQES ï www.aeqes.be), which is full member of ENQA and registered 
in EQAR.  
 
The legal establishment of the HEQF results from a ministerial decision taken in March 2007, in close cooperation 
with the higher education stakeholders represented within the Bologna Experts group. Initially, it was foreseen to 
develop and implement an overall QF covering all sectors of education and training. To do so, a high level 
experts group was established, representing all sectors of education and training from the three French-speaking 
entities of Belgium (FWB, Walloon Region and Brussels-Capital Region) in order to adopt a common action plan 
for the development and implementation of the Francophone Qualifications Framework (FQF). However, 
considering the ongoing reforms in the higher education sector, it was decided by the Minister responsible for 
higher education at the time, after consultation of the higher education stakeholders, to establish the HEQF 
through which the position of higher education qualifications at level 6, 7 and 8 would be ñsecuredò and stipulated 
in the law. In this context, the work initiated for developing and implementing the FQF was provisionally stopped 
before being re-launched by the end of 2010.  
 
1.2.1 Implementation of the HEQF 
 
Regarding the HEQF, the legal provisions did not make compulsory the use of learning outcomes for every 
programme offered by higher education institutions (although the fact that all higher education qualifications are 
referenced to one specific level, and thus to specific generic descriptors, implicitly means that all higher education 
institutions should define their programmes in terms of learning outcomes). Moreover, the generic descriptors of 
the three cycles were taken from the EQF-LLL and thus did not necessarily reflect the specificities of the higher 
education system. In this perspective, two main initiatives were taken to facilitate the implementation of the HEQF 
and the use of learning outcomes by the higher education institutions.  
 
Based on a survey7 carried out by the Ministry amongst all higher education institutions on the understanding, 
use, relevance, expectations and needs concerning those topics, the Bologna Experts group developed a 

                                                           
7 The main results of this survey are available on the following page: http://www.aef-europe.be/documents/EXPBOLOenqueteacquis16.11.ppt.  

http://www.aeqes.be/
http://www.aef-europe.be/documents/EXPBOLOenqueteacquis16.11.ppt
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brochure compiling good practices, glossary, resources inventory, etc. on the use of learning outcomes. The 
brochure was disseminated on the occasion of a Bologna Experts conference held in early 2012.8 
 
At the same time, at the initiative of the Ministry, a working group, including representatives of the consultative 
bodies in higher education, was established to prepare amendments to the legal framework in order to 
systematise the learning outcomes approach, to review the generic descriptors of the HEQF and to define key 
concepts linked to HEQF and learning outcomes. The proposals have been integrated within a draft law to be 
adopted by mid-2013. 
 
1.2.2 Francophone Qualifications Framework 
 
In October 2010, the ministers responsible for education and training (including primary school, secondary 
education, higher education, vocational training, etc.) in the three French-speaking entities of Belgium decided to 
re-launch the process of developing and implementing the FQF. An expert group, composed of representatives of 
all sectors, has been thus established to prepare, with the contribution of international experts, a proposal for the 
QF development (including the main features of the FQF, the generic descriptors, the competent authorities, the 
quality assurance of the FQF, etc.) as well as a methodology for qualifications positioning. 
 
Although the FQF is still being discussed by the expert group in close cooperation with the competent ministers, 
an agreement has been reached a various elements, i.e. the FQF will comprise 8 levels covering all levels of 
education and training, with two distinct ñentrance doorsò (one for education qualification, the other for 
professional qualifications); the generic descriptors for each level cover two fields of learning outcomes 
(knowledge and skills; context, autonomy and responsibility); common principles for quality assurance have been 
defined although different systems will coexist depending on each sector; common methodology for the 
positioning process. The competent ministers have committed themselves to present the referencing report to the 
EQF-LLL during the second semester 2013. 
 
 
 

                                                           
8 The brochure is available in French only on the following page: http://www.aef-europe.be/documents/EXBOLOVade-
mecum_LOs_draft_2011_12_06_2.pdf.  

http://www.aef-europe.be/documents/EXBOLOVade-mecum_LOs_draft_2011_12_06_2.pdf
http://www.aef-europe.be/documents/EXBOLOVade-mecum_LOs_draft_2011_12_06_2.pdf
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II. DATA ANALYSIS 
 
2.1           Introduction 
 
2.1.1        Respondents sample 

 
As discussed in the first two meetings of the project, the question of representativeness has been our priority 
when identifying the potential respondents. Based on the decision of the project partners to focus on four main 
categories (i.e. education and training institutions, private employers, public employers and recruiters), we have 
tried to define subcategories in order to represent all the sectors concerned and potentially impacted by the use 
of QFs. We have also decided to contact the same number of respondents for each category since each category 
is likely to be as important for the project.  
 
In this perspective, the following elements should be underlined:  

 
Á Concerning the category ñeducation and training institutionsò, since ñfullyò private institutions are not 

recognised education and training providers, we have only considered recognised institutions, i.e. 
subsidised and/or organised institutions by the Ministry of the FWB. Three main categories have been 
surveyed: higher education institutions (universities, university colleges and arts colleges), adult 
education institutions and vocational training institutions. Within those institutions, admission and/or 
students offices were contacted. However, it should be noted that, especially for smaller institutions, 
there is not necessarily a service, department, unit responsible for recognition of foreign qualifications.  

Á Concerning the category ñprivate employersò, we have targeted enterprises carrying activities at a 
transnational, European or international level. We have also tried to represent enterprises of all sizes, 
from very small enterprises (less than 10 employees) to large enterprises (more than 200 employees). 
Within the targeted enterprises, human resources departments and services were contacted. 

Á Concerning the category ñpublic employersò, we have focused the sample on regional employers (i.e. 
FWB, Walloon Region and Brussels-Capital Region) and the municipal employers (municipalitiesô 
administration). For this last subcategory, bigger cities and neighbouring cities were preferred, 
considering the higher potential of receiving foreign workers. 

Á Concerning the category ñrecruitersò, we have contacted public regional recruitment offices and private 
recruitment enterprises. When defining the sample of private recruiters, we have been careful in 
choosing recruiters in various socioeconomic sectors (i.e. health, IT, social services, construction, 
transports, banking, etc.) 

 
2.1.2        Conduction of the survey 

 
Due to technical problems, the launch of the survey was delayed and started by the end of January 2013. 
Considering the low rate of answer, the survey remained open until end of April 2013. The survey was developed 
by the project partners and translated into French for our sample. A contact person from our centre was also 
mentioned in the survey in case of problem.  
 
During the period the survey was online, we have observed or been contacted for the following issues: 
 
Á In particular for larger enterprises, the electronic addresses to which the survey was sent, were generic 

electronic addresses and only automatic responses were received. We have tried to find personal 
electronic addresses but in many cases, this was not possible. However, as explained below, we have 
contacted some of them by telephone. 

Á In particular for smaller enterprises, we have been informed that they were not concerned by the survey 
since no foreign worker is employed.  

Á In particular for public municipal employers, many questions were raised if they were concerned by this 
survey. In some cases, we have been informed that they were not employing workers from abroad.  

Á More generally, lot of confusion appeared about the purposes of the survey and the target groups. Very 
often, the survey has been understood as a survey concerning student mobility. 
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2.1.3    Answer rate  
 
Considering those issues and due also to limited internal resources not allowing a daily follow-up of the survey 
conduction or additional study visits, the answer rate for the FWB is quite low: only 20.71% of the potential 
respondents answered the survey. Not surprisingly, almost 60% of the respondents come from the ñeducation 
and training institutionsò while no recruiter (neither public nor private) answered the survey. Only four private 
employers answered the survey while the double of public employers did so. However, as mentioned below, 
contacts were taken later on with private employers. 
 
The low answer rate is an issue that was discussed at the fourth meeting amongst project partners. Indeed, with 
such a low rate (that is observed in most of the partner countries), the representativeness of the answers 
received is questionable. However, the oral presentation of preliminary results provided at this meeting has 
shown common trends, observable in all partner countries whatever the answer rate was. 
  
2.1.4    Further contacting the respondents sample 

 
Considering the low answer rate, we have contacted individually the potential respondents, reminding them to 
answer the survey but also offering them the possibility to have a more ñqualitativeò interview by phone. Only two 
respondents from the category ñprivate employersò answered positively to our offer. And thus, based on the 
survey, we have conducted an interview. Those interviews were very interesting since it has been possible to 
better understand the practices, the needs and the demands of private employers. It has also confirmed the 
answers provided by other employers in the survey, as explained below.  
 
Unfortunately, due to limited resources, we have not been able to organise study visits to other potential 
respondents.  
 

2.2            Awareness  

 
2.2.1        Level of awareness of QFs developments  

 
Considering the general awareness of QFs (question 1.1), it appears clearly that employers (all private employers 
and half of public employers) are not aware of any QF while education and training institutions are mostly aware 
of QF developments. Based on the answers received, it means that more than 30% of the potential 
users/beneficiaries in the FWB (and almost none employers) are not aware of QFs at all. 
 
Looking at the level of awareness of the existing QFs (i.e. ñnationalò QF, EQF-LLL, Bologna QF and other 
national QFs), it confirms the general awareness (and ñunawarenessò) amongst the respondents, education and 
training institutions declaring having the highest level of awareness while private employers confirming not being 
aware of those instruments.  
 
It is interesting to analyse the level of awareness on the specific QFs mentioned. Although it might seem obvious 
that respondents indicate being more aware of the ñnationalò QF, it should be underlined that formally an overall 
QF has not yet been established in the FWB, as explained in section 1.2. Therefore, the question should be 
raised about the understanding of what is actually the ñnationalò QF. Respondents might have indeed understood 
that ñnationalò QF refers more broadly to the system of qualifications awarded in the FWB.  
 
Another interesting result concerns the overarching QFs (i.e. EQF-LLL and ñBolognaò QF) for which the level of 
awareness is much more variable in comparison to the ñnationalò QF. Obviously, the ñBolognaò QF scores a 
higher level of awareness in comparison to the EQF-LLL, but this is to explain because most of the respondents 
are education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions).  
 
Finally, the results about the level of awareness of third country QFs are also straightforward: no respondent 
indicate a level of awareness higher than 3 (scale from 1 to 5) and the average level of awareness, all 
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respondents considered, is very low (1.43). Despite those results, two ñforeignò QFs are mentioned: the Flemish 
QF and the Irish QF.  
 
2.3        Sources for rising awareness 
 
Questions 1.3 and 1.4 do not provide clear indications on the sources of information/awareness-rising:  there is 
indeed no prevalent source. Contacting the competent authorities seems to be amongst the main sources of 
information. However, it should be again underlined that so far the FQF has not been established in the FWB and 
thus no QF authority has been formally designated and thus respondents might refer to the Ministry as competent 
authority. Moreover, although the HEQF was established in 2008, the HEQF is currently under revision in order to 
allow a full implementation; the one has been indeed depending on the willingness of individual HEI to review 
their programmes and the teaching and evaluation methods accordingly. It is therefore not surprising that one 
respondent mentions the Conseil général des hautes écoles (General Council of university colleges) as one 
source of information, as the Council has been leading many projects to foster the learning outcomes approach in 
the university colleges.  
 
2.3.1        Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 1 of the survey, the following elements should be underlined: 
 
Á Awareness of QFs is rather low; however, education and training institutions are the most aware 

users/beneficiaries ; 
Á Awareness of the ñnationalò QF is the highest while awareness of overarching QFs and other third 
country QFs is very low, although the ñnationalò QF has not been formally developed and implemented 
so far;  

Á Great diversity exists in the sources of information and in most of the cases, potential users/beneficiaries 
are searching through external sources/resources (i.e. publications, internet, etc.) but also official 
sources/resources (mainly provided by the Ministry). 

 

2.4    Use and Practices 

 
2.4.1      Practices related to recognition/credentials evaluation 
 
Question 2.1 illustrates the difficulty to reach the ótargetedô respondents for this project. Indeed more than two 
third of the respondents (65.5%) indicate they are not in charge of recognition/credentials evaluation. Even 
around 50% respondents from education and training institutions confirm that they are responsible for recognition, 
although we tried to reach first of all the admission and/or students offices within those institutions. However, 
looking at the description of the recognition/credentials evaluation they provided, we got confirmation of the ñroleò 
of the Ministry concerning recognition and the ñvalueò given to the recognition decisions taken by the competent 
services of the Ministry. But still, we have to be careful on how this question was understood by the respondents. 
Moreover, if we consider specifically the public employers, most of the recruitment processes should respect legal 
and/or administrative provisions and one of the main requirements for candidates with foreign qualifications, is to 
obtain a recognition decision taken by the Ministry (equivalence). The situation is quite the opposite for private 
employers (except if it concerns regulated professions): the answers show indeed that private employers apply 
their own recruitment procedures and, as confirmed during the interviews with two private employers, 
qualifications are, either very rarely or never, formally assessed. This will be confirmed in the responses to the 
next questions.     
 
2.4.2 Tools used for recognition/credentials evaluation 
 
Results to question 2.2 shows that generally the ñtraditionalò educational tools (i.e. degrees/certificates, length of 
the education or training programme, transcripts of records) are the most often used. Respondents indicate that 
most of the tools developed at European level (i.e. diploma supplement, overarching QFs, credits systems) are 
rarely used when assessing/recognising foreign credentials. However, major differences appear amongst the 
potential users/beneficiaries. Naturally, education and training institutions are making use of those European 
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ñeducationalò tools, mainly the diploma supplement and QFs. Quite surprisingly, credits systems seem not to be 
systematically used by admission/students offices. But this might be explained by the fact that they are using the 
diploma supplement and the QFs, which include already a reference to the credits systems.  Finally, the answers 
provided by employers (both private and public) are confirming that they are applying their own procedures and 
therefore there is no need to use descriptive tools such as those developed at European level. Even Europass 
documents seem not to be used by employers, although it was developed for facilitating mobility of workers.  
 
2.4.3 Use of QFs for recognition/credentials evaluation 
 
Responses to question 2.3 confirm the findings so far: QFs are rarely used by the potential users/beneficiaries for 
recognition purposes. However, as for the awareness of QFs, it appears that the ñnationalò QF is more often used 
by the respondents (although, as explained above, this result might seem to be a paradox since formally the FQF 
has not been implemented yet). While being the category using the most QFs, education and training institutions 
are indicating using more often the Bologna QF than the EQF-LLL; this is likely confirm that most of the 
respondents in this category are coming from higher education institutions and that the Bologna QF, being a 
specific tool describing higher education qualifications and systems, is more often used.  
 
Concerning the purposes of using QFs, academic recognition is by far the first purpose. But again, this should be 
balanced by the fact that education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions) are the largest 
category of respondents. Professional recognition (in view of recruitment) and professional development are not a 
purpose for using QFs, although it is interesting to note that public employers seem to be more keen to use QFs 
for recruitment purposes. In the description of the use of QFs (free text of questions 2.4 and 2.5), it is important to 
underline that QFs mainly provide information on the level of a qualification, QFs are likely to be used for ónon-
traditionalô learners (mainly admission based on the recognition of prior learning, called valorisation des acquis de 
lôexp®rience in the context of the FWB), QFs are likely to facilitate and foster a learning outcomes-based 
approach in teaching and learning and will thus also impact recognition/credentials evaluation. However, as 
clearly indicated by one respondent, there is no great utility in using QFs (and in particular EQF-LLL) for 
recognition/credentials evaluation purposes. Indeed, there are other existing tools (such as Eurydice, the ENIC-
NARIC networks, national, European and international databases) that facilitate the daily job of 
admission/students offices.  
 
2.4.4 Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 2 of the survey, the following elements should be underlined: 

 
Á Most of the respondents declare not being dealing with recognition/credential evaluations; this tends to 

indicate either that the wrong public was surveyed or that there is a misunderstanding on the meaning of 
ñrecognition/credential evaluationò;  

Á ñTraditionalò documents (i.e. degree, length, marks) are preferred to the transparency tools developed at 
European level; however, education and training institutions are more likely to use those tools;  

Á QFs are very rarely used and are considered as an information tool (mainly on the level of qualifications 
and the education and training systems); however due to the development and implementation still in 
progress, QFs are currently of little relevance.  

 

2.5       Expectations and Perspectives 

 
2.5.1      Current and future objectives the QFs development and implementation 
 
Responses to questions 3.1 and 3.2 should be analysed together since the results are quite similar. 
Transparency and mobility are pointed out as the two main (current and future) objectives of the QFs. Potential 
users/beneficiaries tend to confirm the main goals of QFs, although in the practice (as shown in sections 1 and 2 
of the survey), they are not using QFs yet and thus QFs are not necessarily facilitating transparency and mobility 
so far. The role of QFs in increasing the quality of education as well as formal, informal and non-formal learning is 
also mentioned. It would have been however interesting to have two separate answers: one on the quality of 
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education and training and another on facilitating recognition of formal, non-formal and informal learning. Indeed, 
as indicated by some respondents, QFs might have a major impact on non-formal and informal learning and more 
generally on lifelong learning, for both education and employment purposes, by offering more transparency or 
even, as indicated by one respondent, by regulating those learning schemes. If we consider employers, we see 
that they perceive more general objectives for QFs, mainly fostering mobility in Europe but without any concrete 
impacts on their daily job.  
 
2.5.2 Expectations regarding the QFs development and implementation 
 
Considering the low level of awareness and use of QFs, almost 70% of the respondents indicate their willingness 
to know more about QFs and their potential uses. There is no clear message on how they would like to increase 
their knowledge on those tools and, as underlined by some respondents, all the means proposed in the survey 
(training, publications, seminars/conference and direct contact with the competent authorities) could be used. It 
should be underlined that, although direct contact with the competent authorities is not the first hit of the 
respondents, some indicate that such contacts are the most efficient as it allows to consider the specificities and 
difficulties encountered by the users/beneficiaries. Finally, except recruitment for which there is no specific 
expectation, all topics are of equal importance with some higher expectations on recognition and QFs. In the 
same line, some respondent are asking for training seminars on QFs (especially on EQF-LLL) to be organised by 
the ENIC-NARIC centre of the FWB.  
 
2.5.3 Main outcomes 
 
Based on the responses provided in the section 3 of the survey, the following elements should be underlined: 

 
Á QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training and 

education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;  
Á QFs have also a high potential on ñrealisingò lifelong learning by, for example, facilitating or even 

regulating recognition of non-formal and informal learning.  
Á There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowledge of QFs through a great variety of 

means. Such initiatives should user-oriented so to take into consideration the specificities of every 
users/beneficiaries.  
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III. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
3.1          Summary of the results 

 
Concerning the awareness of QFs, the results of the survey show that: 
 
Á Awareness of QFs is rather low; however, education and training institutions are the most aware 

users/beneficiaries ; 
Á Awareness of the ñnationalò QF is the highest while awareness of overarching QFs and other third 
country QFs is very low, although the ñnationalò QF has not been formally developed and implemented 
so far;  

Á Great diversity exists in the sources of information and in most of the cases, potential users/beneficiaries 
are searching through external sources/resources (i.e. publications, internet, etc.) but also official 
sources/resources (mainly provided by the Ministry). 

 
Concerning the use and practices related to QFs, the results of the survey show that: 

 
Á Most of the respondents declare not being dealing with recognition/credential evaluations; this tends to 

indicate either that the wrong public was surveyed or that there is a misunderstanding on the meaning of 
ñrecognition/credential evaluationò;  

Á ñTraditionalò documents (i.e. degree, length, marks) are preferred to the transparency tools developed at 
European level; however, education and training institutions are more likely to use those tools;  

Á QFs are very rarely used and are considered as an information tool (mainly on the level of qualifications 
and the education and training systems) amongst others; however due to the development and 
implementation still in progress, QFs are currently of little relevance.  

 
Concerning the expectations and perspectives concerning QFs, the results of the survey show that: 

 
Á QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training and 

education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;  
Á QFs have also a high potential on ñrealisingò lifelong learning by, for example, facilitating or even 

regulating recognition of non-formal and informal learning.  
Á There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowledge of QFs through a great variety of 

means. Such initiatives should user-oriented so to take into consideration the specificities of every 
users/beneficiaries.  

 

3.2          Concluding remarks 

 
Based on those results, we would like to draw attention on the following concluding remarks in what concerns the 
FWB: 
 

(1) QFs (and other transparency tools developed at national and European level) are firstly considered as 
education-related tools, providing some information on foreign qualifications as well as education and 
training systems. But there are not considered as a primary source of information. 

 
(2) Users/beneficiaries outside the education and training sectors are not aware of QFs (and other 

transparency tools) or, when aware, not perceiving their usefulness for recruitment, considering their 
actual recruitment processes. 

 
(3) The EU tools, mainly EQF-LLL, diploma supplement and Europass, are rarely used by any potential 

user/beneficiary, including training and education institutions.  
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(4) Potential users/beneficiaries of QFs (and other transparency tools) might be seen as more 
ñconservativeò when considering recognition/credentials evaluation, as the ñtoolsò mainly used are the 
ñgood-oldò ones (i.e. degree, length, marks).  

 
(5) Development of QFs (and other transparency tools) should go with systematic implementation, 

information and communication strategies in order to guarantee full appropriation by the potential 
users/beneficiaries. In this perspective, competent authorities for QFs (and other transparency tools) 
should not underestimate the dynamics and the need for long-run investment in order to make those 
structural tools becoming ñstructuringò ones.  

 
(6) There is a strong demand for information on the QFs (and other transparency tools); this information 

should be provided through a variety of channels in a coherent way, thus with the support of the public 
authorities.  

 
(7) The low answer rate is an issue considering the statistical validity of the survey. Furthermore, it might 

also indicate indirectly the low awareness and/or usefulness of QFs (and other transparency tools) since 
potential users/beneficiaries haven answered the survey. This might also imply that the respondents are 
the ñbest pupilsò and thus are not representative of the larger majority. It once again underlines the 
urgent necessity to better inform and communicate on QFs (and other transparency tools) towards the 
potential users/beneficiaries. 
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b)  CROATIA 
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I. CONTEXT 
 
1.1 Country data  
 
1.1.1    Mobility of workers 
 

In 2011, there were 55.3% of Croatian citizens and 44.7% of aliens who immigrated into the Republic of Croatia; 
while 75.0% of Croatian citizens and 20.1% of aliens emigrated abroad (there were 4.9% of persons whose 
citizenship was unknown). Out of the total number of immigrants, there were 43.0% of persons who arrived from 
neighbouring countries.  
With regard to sex, out of the total number of immigrants, there were more women than men (50.2%). Out of the 
total number of emigrants, there were more men (53.3%). 
In 2011, the greatest share in the total number of persons that immigrated to the Republic of Croatia was 
recorded in the City of Zagreb (23.9%) and the County of Split-Dalmatia (14.4%).  
 

1.1.2    Mobility of students and academic staff 

Croatia currently has an extremely low percentage of student mobilityï according to estimates from the ĂOECD 
Thematic Review of Tertiary Education: Country Background Report for Croatiañ, only about0.02% of Croatian 
students study abroad, and only 0.3% of them are involved in academic exchange programs. When we talk 
about student mobility on the level of the European Union, out of total student population the percentage of all 
international (incoming)students is around 6.7%, while some 2.9% students have studied somewhere abroad 
(outgoing students).  
These indicators show that the development and increase of academic mobility demands a deeper analysis, 
good preparation, clear strategy and a defined operational plan for the implementation of set goals. 
 

 

1.1.3    State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transposition to the EQF-LLL  

 
Together with the EU Member States and candidate countries, Croatia is invited to relate its national 
qualifications levels to the relevant levels of the EQF. Moreover, by having participated in the Bologna Process 
since 2000, Croatia is equally invited to self-certify its higher education qualification levels to the levels of the QF-
EHEA. 
 
The Croatian Qualifications Framework (CROQF) is an important prerequisite for the regulation of the system of 
lifelong learning, which is the cornerstone of knowledge-based society and social inclusion. The CROQF is 
based on the Croatian educational tradition, the current condition and the level of development of society, the 
needs of the economy, individual and society as a whole. It also incorporates the provisions of the European 
Qualifications Framework (EQF), EU guidelines, and international regulations, in keeping with the foreign policy 
of the Republic of Croatia. The construction of a competitive European (and thus Croatian) economic area 
requires the mobility of competences (and consequent citizen mobility), their recognition and use to the benefit of 
employees, employers and the entire community. The CROQF is an instrument that will, if adequately 
implemented, facilitate employability and personal development of individuals, thus building social cohesion, 
which is particularly important in societies where economic and technological change, alongside an ageing 
population, have imposed lifelong learning as an inevitable part of their educational and economic policies.  
 
The aim of the Croatian Qualifications Framework is to link together learning outcomes achieved in all 
educational institutions and enable their referencing within Croatia as well as in the context of international 
exchange. The CROQF sets clear quality criteria for competences that a learner can expect to possess after 
completing education for a qualification of a certain reference level and volume. The CROQF is a unified system 
that allows for learning outcomes to be measured and compared. Its basic structure is simple and contains an 
integral and minimal number of basic elements. The significance of the CROQF is reflected in higher-quality ties 
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between the needs of the labour market and the implementation of school and educational programs, and in 
validation of all learning outcomes.  
 
Development of the CROQF has been taking place since 2007 as a response to the need for a national 
framework of qualifications encompassing all awards for all aspects of education and training into a single 
transparent qualifications framework. After the first initiative of the Ministry of Science, Education and Sports of 
the Republic of Croatia in 2006, the Croatian Government established the National Committee for Development 
and Implementation of the CROQF, composed of all relevant stakeholders and an Expert Team to assist the 
Government Committee in this endeavour. The development of the CROQF was thus based on consultations 
with all stakeholders.  
 
In 2011, groups of experts and stakeholders gathered together with the objective to propose a Law on the 
CROQF. At the moment of the drafting of this Report, the Proposal of the CROQF Law is undergoing an 
exhaustive consultation process with all relevant stakeholders. The CROQF Law will establish the necessary 
legislative and institutional framework for the further development and implementation of the CROQF as well as 
for the referencing and self-certification of the CROQF to the EQF and the QF-EHEA. 
 
According to the draft Act of Croatian Qualification Framework, the Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 
(MoSES) is the National Coordinating Body responsible for the development and implementation of CROQF, as 
well as the designated National Coordination Point (NCP) responsible for the coordination of referencing CROQF 
levels to the EQF and for the self-certification of CROQF against QF-EHEA using transparent methodology, 
providing access to information, guiding stakeholders through the referencing process, and promoting the 
participation of stakeholders in the referencing process. 
 
To generate trust among national and international stakeholders, and to fulfill one of the criteria for the 
referencing process, the MoSES has invited five international experts to join the CROQF Expert Team in drafting 
the Referencing and Self-certification Report. The experts have been chosen on the basis of their expertise in 
qualifications systems and frameworks. Moreover, as they represent bodies and countries with different 
education systems, their recommendations and advice have been precious in guiding Croatian experts in the 
referencing process.  
The CROQF has been defined as a single national framework through which all learning achievements may be 
measured and compared in a coherent way, defining the relationship between all education and training awards. 
It has 12 levels and sublevels described in terms of learning outcomes. The Report provides detailed tables of 
learning outcomes ascending from level 1 to level 8.2, as referenced to the EQF and the QF-EHEA in order to 
facilitate better understanding of the qualifications being awarded in Croatia, and to demonstrate the link 
between CROQF level descriptors and EQF level descriptors. 
After it was passed by the Croatian Parliament on 8th February 2013, the Act on Croatian Qualification 
Framework (Official Gazette, 22/13) came into force on 2nd March 2013. Croatia is currently working on drafting 
and passing all by-laws stemming from the Act on Croatian Qualification Framework. 
www.kvalifikacije.hr 
 

 

 

  

http://www.kvalifikacije.hr/
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II. DATA ANALYSIS 
 
2.1    Introduction 
 
In accordance with the agreement of project partners, the questionnaire for Croatian shareholders was primarily 
focused on institutions in the system of higher education, followed by state and public administration and the 
private sector. 
Questions were targeted to 218 different stakeholders (e.g. recruitment agencies/head hunters, private and public 
education and training institution, public sector bodies and private companies). Data includes on-line 
questionnaires and questionnaires filled in by phone interview and direct contact. 
 
In recent years, Croatian higher education has been following changes taking place throughout European higher 
education. Croatia signed the Bologna Declaration in 2001, thus affirming its obligation to reform the national 
system of higher education in accordance with the Declarationôs requirements. The Act on Scientific Activity and 
Higher Education from 2003 enabled the reform of Croatian higher education system and increased the level of 
university autonomy. All study programmes were restructured in accordance with the principles of the Bologna 
Process, introducing 3 main study cycles, transfer of ECTS and diploma supplement. In the academic year 
2005/2006, reformed study programmes were introduced and students could no longer enrol in pre-Bologna 
programmes.  
The Croatian higher education system supports the professional education offered in polytechnics (veleuļiliġta), 
colleges and schools of professional higher education (visokeġkole), and universities (sveuļiliġta).  
The answers to the questionnaire came from 53 education and training institutions, including polytechnics, 
colleges of higher education, universities that are accredited by the Official national accreditation body ï Agency 
for Science and Higher Education- and listed in the Register of Higher Education Institution ï both state and 
public. 
http://mozvag.srce.hr/preglednik/pregled/en/pocetna/index.html.  
The questionnaire was sent to all ministries and public institutions in every Croatian county. Representatives of 9 
such institutions took part in filling the questionnaire. 
Private sector employers were also included in the list of potential respondents, so the questionnaire was sent to 
private providers of various services, trades, manufacturing facilities, etc. Fifteen of them sent back their answers. 
The questionnaire was likewise sent to different employment services and recruitment agencies, only 3 of which 
filled them out. 
Considering the low answer rate, we individually contacted potential respondents, reminding them to answer the 
survey, but also offering them the possibility for an interview in direct conversation with us. We organized study 
visits to some potential respondents, e.g. universities and polytechnics located in other Croatian counties (not in 
the City of Zagreb), and have conducted interviews with the representatives of 10 institutions. 

 

2.2    Awareness 

 
Received answers indicate that more than 77.5% of potential users/beneficiaries are aware of the existence of 
QFs on a general level. Education and training institutions are mostly aware of QF developments.  
Awareness of the CROQF is the highest, while awareness of overarching QFs and other third country QFs is very 
low, although the ñnationalò QF has not been formally developed and implemented so far.  
 
Answers obtained (in descending order by number of answers received): 
 
Administrations (11.25% response rate) 
Education and training institutions (66.25% response rate) 
Recruiters (3.75% response rate) 
Private employers (18.75% response rate)  
 
Awareness of the existence of qualifications frameworks: 
 
Aware of the existence of qualifications frameworks ï 77.5%  

http://mozvag.srce.hr/preglednik/pregled/en/pocetna/index.html
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Not aware of the existence of qualifications frameworks ï 15% 
 
Highest and best awareness: 
 
1stplace ï NQF (54.3% scored 5 and 4), 
2ndplace ï EHEA framework (52.8% scored 5 and 4), 
3rdplace ï EQF (28.5% scored 5 and 4), 
4thplace ï other country frameworks (9.2% scored 5 and 4). 
Public and training institution are most familiar with EHEA ï Bologna framework. 
50% respondent knows that there is a National Coordination Point for the NQF and EQF in Croatia.  
60% of the respondent learned of various qualifications frameworks via internet. 
67.5% respondent deals directly with foreign qualifications. 
 

2.3    Use and Practices 

 

Since higher education institutions are the largest category of respondents, the main purpose of using QFs is 
academic recognition. Recruiters do not use QFs for the purpose of employment or professional development. 
The respondents, especially employers and employment and career agencies, still do not quite understand how 
they can use QFs in their work, in part because they are aware that the entire system of qualifications based on 
CROQF is not fully developed nor implemented. 
 
Most popular tools in dealing with qualifications:  
 
documents (diplomas, certificates) ï 88.5%  
length of study ï 83.9% 
ECTS ï 82.1% 
transcript ï 81.8% 
Diploma Supplement ï 76% 
QFs ï 69.1% 
 
Stakeholders rate Croatian QF as a tool with highest score: 
 
1stplace ï NQF (62.3% scored 5 and 4), 
2ndplace ï EHEA framework (57.2% scored 5 and 4), 
3rdplace ï EQF (32% scored 5 and 4), 
4thplace ï other country frameworks (14.9% scored 5 and 4). 
 
The most common purpose of use is academic recognition ï 45%. 
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2.4   Expectations and Perspectives 

 
Most respondents stated that they were not using QFs yet, meaning that QFs still do not necessarily facilitate 
transparency and mobility, but they think that the main goal of QFs should be to enhance mobility and make 
qualifications more transparent, which will increase in the future. 
Some respondents pointed out that, for now, QFs unfortunately do not have the necessary influence and 
importance. This further impedes Croatian legislation and administrationôs willingness to recognize the 
importance of real acquired knowledge and skills in relation to outdated regulation that does not keep up with the 
developments in education, but is still used, which presents a problem with the recognition and recognizability of 
qualifications. Also, some respondents pointed out that QFs will surely increase the credibility of educational 
institution, primarily the formal level of education acquired by their students which is not recognizable for its level, 
individual educational history, professional specifics and national legal framework. 
Respondents also think that CROQF, or rather QFs in general, will primarily affect the transparency of 
qualifications and recognizability of individual professional training programs, as well as, to a lesser degree, 
mobility and the quality of education. 
Only 17.4% of the respondent would like to learn more about qualifications frameworks and how they can be 
used.  
They think that the best way to learn more about qualifications frameworks are via publications, trainings, direct 
contacts with NCP (National Coordination Point)/public competent authority, conferences and internet, and they 
would like issues of recognition, mobility, NQF, EQF and EHEA to be covered by such 
training/promotion/information session. 
Topics relating to the application of NQFs which the respondents would like to find out more about through 
educational programs are quality assurance, recognition of informal and non-formal education, how the 
employers can use NGFs, etc. 
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III. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
Á There is a strong need to send a clear message about the means and goals of NQFs, especially to the 

broader public, e.g. employees, recruiters etc., and to provide them with information how they can use it 

in their daily work. 

Á Enhance the awareness and dissemination of the QFs through focused activities. 

Á Enhance the use of different EU tools to increase mobility. 

Á Organize the different educational activities on mobility, QFs, recognition etc. 
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c) FRANCE 
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I. CONTEXT 
 
1.1      Country data 

 
1.1.1   France - historical country of immigration 
France is considered as a historical country of immigration and is among the EU Member States, presenting a 
quite elevated rate of immigrants, i.e. foreign persons born abroad and living in a country. When considering the 
recent studies and data conducted at national level (INSEE9), France has more than 5 million immigrants, 
representing more than 8% of national population. Foreigners from Africa were the majority (about 42.5%), those 
from North Africa (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia), representing 20%. Immigrants from the EU-27 accounted for more 
than 35%. The Portuguese nationals were the most numerous (about 11%), followed by Italians (5.7%) and 
Spanish (4.7%). In 2011, 2.7 million immigrants aged 15 years and more were present on the labour market in 
France, employed or unemployed. They represent around 10% of the active population (INSEE).  Some related 
figures are presented in Annexes. 
 
1.1.2    France - one of the major host countries of European students 

In compliance with current European policies, France promotes international mobility among young people and 
adults. A variety of authorities are involved in development of cooperation in education and in opening up the 
education system to the international scene.  
The most recent studies show (OECD 2012), that during the past 30 years, there has been a substantial increase 
in the number of students enrolled in higher education outside of their country of citizenship, from 0.8 million 
students in 1975 to 4.1 million in 2010, i.e. a more than fivefold increase. In 2009-2010, France was the fifth 
country receiving ñforeignò students (excluding Erasmus), after the United Kingdom, Germany, Russia and the 
United States. European students presented about 25% of the total number of ñforeignò students. Students from 
Germany were the most numerous, followed by those from Italy, Spain and Russia. France is the first destination 
for Romanian students and the second one for students from Spain, Portugal and the United Kingdom10.   

 

1.1.3    State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transposition to the EQF-LLL  

The French NQF (Nomenclature Française des niveaux de formation), created in 1969, comprises five levels, 
from I - the highest, to V ï the lowest. Initially, it was developed as a support to the employers in comparing 
professional competencies and qualifications to a level within the formal education system (mainly to determine a 
person pay grade). Today, it is used to reference learning outcomes and profiles of professionally-oriented study 
programmes to an academic level. However, it is matter of some debate and still be subject to improvements. 
 
The French NQF is supported by the National Register of vocational certifications (Répertoire national des 
certifications professionnelles)11, which contains description of all nationally recognized diplomas that may be 
obtained within initial or continuing education or by the VAE12. It is used to reference learning outcomes and 
graduate profiles of professional study programmes to an academic level so that graduates may enter the labour 
market but also continue their studies. It facilitates access to employment, human resources management and 
professional mobility. It aims to provide individuals and companies with constantly updated information on 
professional diplomas and titles. In 2011, there were 6,920 certifications registered within the directory.  
 
In 2005, the EU Members States have been invited by the Council of Europe to relate their national qualifications 
systems to the EQF by referencing their national qualifications levels to the relevant levels of the EQFô by 2010.  
In France, the National Commission for Professional certification (Commission Nationale de la Certification 
Professionnelle - CNCP13) was assigned the task of referencing the French NQF to the EQF and the final report 
was presented to the EQF regulatory authority in October 2010.  

                                                           
9 French National Institute of Statistics  
10 Les notes. Campus France, nr 27 ï November 2010, p.1 
11 http://www.rncp.cncp.gouv.fr/  
12

 VAE Validation des acquis de lôexp®rience: prior learning and experience recognition 
13

 The CNCP is a platform for cooperation between all ministries involved in designing and awarding qualifications. 

http://www.rncp.cncp.gouv.fr/
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As a result, the five levels of the French NQF have been referenced in the EQF grid. Consequently, all 
qualifications referenced in the National Register of vocational certifications have a level in the French NQF and 
therefore have a corresponding level within the EQF.  
 
 
 

Referencing grid 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
Source: Referencing of the French National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ) to the European Qualifications Framework for Life Long Learning 

 
 
 

European Qualifications Framework French National Qualifications 

Framework 
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II. DATA ANALYSIS 
 
1.1      Introduction 

 
This section provides a detailed overview of the French case study background. As for the other project partners, 

four stakeholders were targeted: Education and training Institutions, administrations, private employers, and 

recruiters. Data was collected through an on-line questionnaire addressed to 273 stakeholders, 93 of which were 

Education and training Institutions, 30 administrations, 50 private employers, and 100 recruiters. The 

questionnaire has been opened for two months. 

The sample was established according to different criteria. In the interest of obtaining as much representative 

data as possible, and considering the project timing and resources, statistical data identification by region was 

chosen. The choice of a region in France was decided according to the representativeness of the stakeholders in 

the region. A first choice was made to appoint ñIle the Franceò as the region having the most representative 

sample. 

Because of the French ENIC-NARIC location and the resources allocated to carry out the survey, the region ñIle 

the Franceò was the most easily reachable and the one that could give more results. Despite the obvious 

advantages, the region produced fewer responses than expected during the implementation of the survey.  

Therefore some palliative measures were adopted. Indeed, in order to reach as many stakeholders as possible in 

a short period of time, seven events in four different cities of France (Lille, Lyon, Nantes, Paris) regrouping most 

of the stakeholders targeted were attended. During these events, stakeholders were invited to fill in the 

questionnaires on-line or on paper. 53 questionnaires were filled in on line and 38 were completed on paper, 

which correspond to 58.24% and 41.46% respectively. 

Events attended: 

V ñSalon de la poursuite dô®tudesò  -  
V ñSalon de lôapprentissage et de lôalternanceò 

V ñSalon de la poursuite dô®tudes, masters et 1er emploiò 

V ñSalon de la formation et de lô®volution professionnelleò 

V ñSalon sp®cial poursuite dô®tudes et 1er emploi, post bac+2/3ò 

V ñRencontres universit®s entreprises ï RUE 2013ò  - University meets Business 2013 

V ñCongr¯s HRò -  Human Resources Congress 

The survey is composed of closed and opened questions. The analysis of the responses was made by question 
and in the case of multiple choices the analysis is also made by choice. 
 
It is important to remark that according to the answers obtained and the percentage of stakeholders reached, we 
cannot attempt representative sampling, but rather identify points of agreement, key problems and stimulate a 
debate on the subject. 
 
2.1.2     Stakeholders identification 

In order to better understand the results obtained, it is important to underline that as the answers were not 
binding, there is a loss of respondents and consequently a loss of information. Indeed, respondents were free to 
decide to which questions they wanted to respond. 
 
According to the results 91 answers were obtained, which represent 33% of the total of stakeholders reached. 41 
answers (44.4%) come from education and training institutions from which 25.27% were private and 19.78% were 
public institutions, 25.27% represent administrations, 25.27% private employers, and only 4.4% recruiters. This 
last target group is not representative at all because only 4 recruiters answered the questionnaire out of 100. 
Managers, Coordinators and HR managers were highly represented among the respondents. 

Education and  
Further Studies Fair 
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2.2      Awareness 

 
To question 1.1 ñAre you aware of the existence of qualifications frameworks?ò 62.64% of the respondents 

consider that they have some knowledge of the qualifications frameworks, 34.07% that they do not have any 
knowledge, and 3.3% did not answer the question. 

 
To question 1.2 ñHow well do you know the following qualifications frameworks?ò respondents were asked to 

indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of knowledge (5 being the highest rank and 1 being the 
lowest).  4 choices were given: 

 
a. National Qualifications Framework (NQF)      
b. European Qualifications Framework (EQF)                
c. European Higher Education Area (EHEA) - ñBolognaò Framework  
d. Other, i.e. qualifications frameworks from other countries, etc.  

 
Even if this question was closed, respondents had the possibility to add some comments if they wished. The rate 
of non response varies between 19.7% and 57.1%. Most of it comes from private employers and recruiters. 

 
Data shows14 that among the 4 options given, the NQF seems to be the best known tool among the stakeholders 
79%15, while qualifications frameworks from other countries seem to be the less known among them 74.3%16 For 
the other options given, 53.1%17 of the respondents consider not having a good knowledge of the European 
Qualifications Framework, and 45.4% of them answered not having a good knowledge of the EHEA framework. 
 
The NQF in France seems to be better known by Administrations and Education and Training Institutions 64%18 
against 15%19 of Private Employers and Recruiters. The knowledge of the other tools such as the European 
Qualifications Framework follows the same trend, 31.5% for administrations and Education and Training 
Institutions against 8.2% for Private Employers and Recruiters as shown in the next figure. 

 
Figure 1 

 

 

                                                           
14 Ranks given between 3-5 
15 18 of 91 respondents did not answer to the question. Data based on 73 answers.  
16 52 of 91 respondents did not answer to the question. Data based on 39 answers. 
17 27 of 91 respondents did not answer to the question. Data based on 64 answers. 
18  From which 26% are Administrations, 22% Private Education Institutions and 16% Public Education Institutions. 
19  From which 12% are Employers and 3% Recruiters. 
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As for option d ñOther, i.e. qualifications frameworks from other countries, etc.,ò comments show that respondents 
consider that they have some knowledge of non European countriesô Qualifications Frameworks such as: the 
Brazilian QF, the Russian QF, the American QF, and the Canadian, but also, that they have some knowledge of 
some European countriesô Frameworks such as: England, Spain, Italy, and Germany.  
These answers confirm that that there is confusion among the participants, because some of the countries listed 
above do not have a QF established. It would be interesting to know what it is considered as a Qualifications 
Framework by the stakeholders. 
 
To question 1.3 ñHow did you find out/learn about the various qualifications frameworksò respondents were asked 
to choose among different options. It was a multiple choice question. Six options were given: 
 

a. Direct contacts with National Coordination Point/Public competent authority  
b. Internet  
c. Publications  
d. Conferences  
e. Training  
f. Other  
 

23 respondents decided not to answer this question. Data based on 68 answers show that on one hand, 66.1% of 
the respondents used more than one support to learn about the various qualifications frameworks while 33.9% 
used only one support. Of the options proposed, Internet 40%, Publications 26.8%, the National Coordination 
Point/Public competent authority 24% seem to be the most used against Training 9.2%. 
  
To question 1.4 ñDo you know that there is a National Coordination Point/public competent authority for the NQF 
and EQF in your country?ò 
4 respondents decided not to answer this question. Data based on 87 answers show that 61% of the 
stakeholders dot not know the National Coordination Point/Public competent authority of their country against 
39% who do know it.  
According to the results, administrations seem to be the most aware of the identity of the National Coordination 
Point/Public competent authority 16% against 5% for Employers. 
 
 
Among the participants, Public Education and Training Institutions seem to be more aware of the identity of the 
National Coordination Point/Public competent authority 10% against 8% for the Private Education Institutions as 
shown in the next figure.                                         

Figure 2 
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2.3    Use and Practice 
 
To question 2.1 ñDoes your institution/organisation/company/body deal directly with foreign qualifications? For 
example: for recruitment purposes, for admission purposes, for promotion purposes, for advice purposes, etc.:.ò 
respondents were also asked to describe briefly their methodology. Only one respondent did not answer this 
question.  
Data based on 90 responses show that 50% of the respondents do not deal directly with foreign qualifications 
frameworks against 49% who does.  
According to the answers, we can observe that the percentages related to those stakeholders who deal with 
foreign qualifications are not very high. 14% for Public Education Institutions, 11% for Private Education 
Institution and Administrations, 10% for Private Employers and only 2% for recruiters as shown in figure 3. 
 
 

Figure 3 

 

 

Some administrations, Public and Private Education Institutions and Private employers described their 
methodology when handling foreign qualifications. We did not obtain any description from recruiters. Data 
obtained show that equivalences prevail in the methodologies applied by most of the stakeholders who answered 
this question. Nevertheless, we can also observe that some of them take into account learning outcomes. 
Furthermore, Employers and Private Education Institutions mentioned that rankings of education institutions have 
an important place in their decisions. 
 
Moreover, we observed that there is confusion among respondents concerning the meaning of ñqualificationsò. 
Indeed, in France the terminology of this word is also related to professional competences.  
 
Among the answers of participants who do not deal with foreign qualifications, data show that the recognition 
statement20 delivered by the French ENIC-NARIC is taken into account by some stakeholders.21 
 
To question 2.2 ñWhat are the tools you make use of when handling foreign qualifications?ò respondents were 
asked to indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of knowledge (5 being the highest rank and 1 
being the lowest).  11 choices were given: 
 

a. Diploma/Degree/Certification/Educational document 
b. Length of the training 
c. Qualifications Frameworks (levels, cycles)    

                                                           
20 http://www.ciep.fr/en/enic-naricfr/equivalence.php 
21  5 of 11 administrations who added comments, 5 of 5 Public Education Institutions, 2 of 9 Private Educations Institutions and 2 of 8 Employers who added 
comments. 
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d. Transcripts       
e. Diploma Supplement      
f. Certificate Supplement      
g. Europass (CV)       
h. Expert external opinion      
i. European credit system (ECTS, ECVET)    
j. Other credit system   
k. Other    

 
Even if this question was closed, respondents had the possibility to add some comments if they wished. The rate 
of non response varies between 28.57% and 43.96% among the categories proposed in this question. It comes 
from all stakeholders and there is a high level of non response for almost all options. 
 
Data show that among the 11 options given, the Diploma/Degree/Certification/Educational documents seem to be 
the most used tools among the participants 72.31%22, while those being less used are the Europass (CV) and 
other credit systems 36.36%23 and 32.50%24. Other tools such as the Diploma Supplement (DS), Certificate 
Supplement, or the Expert external opinion seem not to be very popular among the stakeholders. Indeed, DS are 
only used by 25 respondents out of 4825, and External opinion 24 respondents out of 46.26 
 
Among the tools proposed, the length of the studies is also a highly used tool 77.59%27. Stakeholders who use it 
more frequently are Education Institutions 23 respondents out of 46 and Administrations 14 respondents out of 
46. This shows that ñtraditional practicesò28 are still in use among the participants. Indeed, according to the Lisbon 
Convention the length of studies should not be considered as ñthe main criteriaò in qualifications recognition, but 
as one among other criteria. 
 
For the option ñotherò of this question, when stakeholders chose this option, they mentioned that they also use 
other tools such as research, ENIC NARIC services and countriesô regulations when dealing with foreign 
qualifications. 
 
To question 2.3 ñAmong the frameworks that you know, which do you use in your work?ò respondents were asked 
to indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of knowledge (5 being the highest rank and 1 being the 
lowest). 5 choices were given: 
 

a. Your countryôs National Qualifications Framework (NQF)                    
b. NQFs of other countries                                                                        
c. European Qualifications Framework (EQF)                                          
d. European Higher Education Area Framework (EHEA - Bologna)      
e. Others      

                                                                                             
Even if this question was closed, respondents had the possibility to add some comments if they wished. The rate 
of non response varies between 24.18% and 43.96%.  
 
As for question 1.2 ñHow well do you know the following qualifications frameworks?ò related to the awareness, the 
national qualifications framework seems to be the tool more used among the participants 84.62%29 and 
qualifications frameworks from other countries the less used 32.7%30. 
 

                                                           
22 26 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 65 answers. 
23 47 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 44 answers. 
24 51 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 40 answers. 
25 43 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 48 answers. 
26 45 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 46 answers. 
27 33 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 46 answers. 
28  The use of the length of studies as the main criteria  in the assessment of foreign qualifications 
29 22 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 69 answers. 
30 36 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 55 answers. 

http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/ds_en.htm
http://europass.cedefop.europa.eu/en/documents/certificate-supplement
http://europass.cedefop.europa.eu/en/home
http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/ects_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/ecvet_en.htm
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For the option ñotherò of this question, when stakeholders chose this option, they mentioned that they also use 
other tools such as ENIC NARIC services, the ñRepertoire National des Certifications Professionnelles RNCPò or 
the EU web site. 
 
To question 2.4, the respondents were asked ñFor what purpose do you use the qualification Framework (NQF, 
EQF, EHEA and other QF)ò, respondents were asked to choose among different options and specify if needed. It 
was a multiple choice question. Three options were given: 
 

f. Academic recognition (i.e. admission for further studies, ...)   
g. Professional recognition (i.e. recruitment, é)                          
h. Career development         
i. Other                                                       

 

25 respondents of 91 decided not to answer this question most of them were Private employers, 12 out of 25.  

Data based on 66 answers show that 53% of the respondents use QFs for more than one purpose while 46% use 
QFs for only one purpose. Of the options proposed, Academic recognition 36% and Professional recognition 12% 
seem to be the most current purposes chosen against career development 0.04%. 
 
Among these 66 answers obtained, 31 respondents gave comments and mentioned that they use QFs for other 
purposes such as: the recognition of prior learning and experience (RPLE), recruitment, professional and 
academic mobility, training, equivalence, registration to the French Database (RNCP), professional project and 
assessment of applications for university access and national exams.  
 
According to the data mentioned before, we can observe that the personal project is a transversal topic indicated 
by all stakeholders. The personal project includes professional and academic purpose. Moreover, respondents 
didnôt really explain and give details about their practices and the recognition procedures they apply.  
 
To question 2.5 ñDescribe briefly your experience with using qualifications frameworks?ò respondents were asked 
to describe their practices. 
 
Among 66 answers, 32 respondents gave some details concerning their experience in the use of QFs without 
describing their methodology. They indicated that they use QFs for mobility, comparison, further studies, 
recognition for prior learning and experience. They assert using this tool to explain different levels of 
qualifications, for recognition and evaluation, training guidance, equivalence, implementation of NQFs and 
regulated professions, without giving any information or details. Furthermore, recruiters didnôt answer this 
question. 

2.4   Expectations and Perspectives 

 
To the multiple choice question 3.1. ñIn your opinion, do Qualification Frameworks already  

 
a- Enhance mobility? 
b- Make qualifications more transparent?  
c- Enhance quality of formal, informal, non-formal education and training? 
d- Facilitate opportunities of ñin-jobò training? 

 
Respondents were asked to choose among different options and comment their opinion. 8 respondents of 91 
decided not to answer this question most of them were private employers.31 Data based on 83 answers show that 
79% of the respondents chose more than one option while 17% chose only one option. Of the options proposed, 
most of stakeholders consider that QFs already ñenhance mobilityò and ñmake qualifications more transparentò 
(26%). 
 

                                                           
31  4 of 8 respondents who did not answered. 
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Among the comments and remarks mentioned in this question the following topics are cross-cutting. For all 

categories of respondents, QFs seem to be mainly used: 

¶ to establish a comparison and evaluation between different education systems 

¶ to facilitate the reading of academic and professional paths 

¶ to enhance professional and academic mobility 

¶ to assess the achievement and skills of the applicant 

¶ to harmonise practices which require common standards and criteria. 

It is important to highlight that most of the respondents mentioned that the multiplicity of different QFs increases 

the complexity of placing diplomas in the frameworks. 

To question 3.2. ñIn your opinion, will QFs in the near future: 
 
a- Enhance mobility? 
b- Make qualifications more transparent?  
c- Enhance quality of formal, informal, non-formal education and training? 
d- Facilitate opportunities of ñin-jobò training? 

 
Respondents were asked to choose among different options and comment their opinion. 8 respondents out of 91 
decided not to answer this question, most of them were private employers32  
 
Data based on 83 answers show that 77% of the respondents chose more than one option while 14% chose only 
one option. Of the options proposed, 20% of stakeholders consider that in the future QFs will ñenhance mobilityò, 
ñmake qualifications more transparentò, enhance quality of formal, informal, non-formal education and training 
and facilitate opportunities of ñin-jobò training.  
 
These results mean that stakeholders wish that QFs will in the future cover all the all fields related to education 
and training.  
 
To this question, 7 Stakeholders33 mentioned that QFs should in the future: 
 

¶ be more known and less confusing 

¶ accelerate mutual recognition and enhance transfer of competencies  

¶ be one of the tools used when making ñequivalencesò  

Moreover, they think that students need to be more involved into discussions related to Qfs in order to set up a 

common grid of evaluation and to facilitate the reading of degrees. 

To Question 3.3 ñIf you are interested in knowing more on how to use qualifications frameworks, do you think that 

a training session or increased publicity would be useful?ò  

Data based on 90 respondents34 show that 50% of the respondents are interested in knowing more on how to use 
qualifications frameworks, while 22% are not. 27, 47% of them hesitate. Among the interested respondents, 22 
are Public and Private higher education institutions, 11 are Administrations and 10 are Employers as shown in the 
next figure. 
 
  

                                                           
32 5 of 8 respondents who did not answered 
33  Of which 3 are Administrations and 4 Public and Private Education Institutions 
34  Only one respondent did not answer to this question 
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Figure 5 

 
 

Results obtained for this question show that 50% of our target group are interested in knowing more on how to 

use qualifications frameworks. Nevertheless, this information doesnôt allow us to know if these respondents 

already know the QFs and they just need to enhance their knowledge. Or if they do not have any awareness and 

they want to be informed and trained. 

In order to have a better comprehension of these results, we crossed the answers of question number 1.1 ñAre 

you aware of the existence of qualifications frameworks, with the answers of question number 3.3 ñIf you are 

interested in knowing more on how to use qualifications frameworks, do you think that a training session or 

increased publicity would be useful?ò  

Among the 57 respondents who answered that they are aware of the existence of QFs frameworks, the results35 

show that 53% of respondents who are aware of the QFs need to increase their knowledge on the use of QFs, 

against 17% who are not interested. 28%indicated that they do not know. 

 
Figure 6 

 
 

                                                           
35 See table 1 in page 17 
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As shown in figure 7, among the stakeholders who are aware and interested in knowing more on how to use QFs, 
Public and Private ETI and administrations are the most represented, against private employers and recruiters. 

 
Figure 7 

 
 
 
Among the respondents who answered that they are not aware of the existence of QFs frameworks36, the 

results37 show that 42%of those who said that they are not aware of QFS are interested in knowing more on how 

to use qualifications frameworks, against 32% who are not interested and 26 % who do not know. 

 
Figure 8 

 
 
 

 

                                                           
36 31 respondents of 57 
37 See table 2 on page 17 
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As shown in figure 9, among the stakeholders who are not aware and interested in knowing more on how to use 
the QFs, Employers are the most represented, against Administrations and Public and Private ETI. This trend is 
completely the opposite of the one observed in figure 7. 

 
Figure 9 

 
 
 
Crossed results demonstrate that most of the respondents (aware or not of QFs) wish to increase and improve 
their knowledge in the use of QFs.  

Figure 10 

 
 
 
Concerning the way in which stakeholders think they could increase their knowledge, 14 respondents chose 
training sessions, 13 chose increased publicity and 10 respondents chose both training and increased publicity. 8 
respondents did not express their opinion.38 
 
To question 3.4. ñWhat would be the best way to learn more about qualifications frameworks?ò respondents were 
asked to choose among different options. It was a multiple choice question. Six options were given: 

j.  
k. Direct contacts with NCP (National Coordination Point)/public competent authority  

                                                           
38 Please refer to annexe pages 32/33 
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