Final Report

The use or potential use of QFs by HEIs and other stakehold

linked to mobility

Sevres, January 2014

Elizabeth Zamorano
Project coordinator
Wafa TRIEK French ENISIARIC

Project Partners:

Katarina SIMIECroatian ENIGNARIC
Kevin GUILLAUME- Federation Wallonia Brussels
Luca LANTERG lItalian ENIGNARIC

Jessica STANNARINUFFIC

Baiba RAMINA Latvian ENIGNARIC

Aurelija VALEIKIENE- Lithuanian ENI®ARIC



Commission
européenne

Enic-Naric

The use or potential use of QFs by HEIs andstékeholders linked to mobility

A B

P
. agency for science and higher education croatia

Centro Informazioni
Mobilita Equivalenze Accademiche

Un centro per la mobilita e il riconoscimento dei titoli


http://www.nuffic.nl/

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. ...ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e rebba e e e eeeaas 6
. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT... ..ottt e e e e e eaeeaans 7
[.I Background and ODJECLINES...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e —— 7

[.2  Activities, SCOPE and target GrOLPS........uuuurruiiiiiiiiiiieeereererrrreereeetaaaaaeaaeaaeaaeeaeeaasaaaaaans 7

[.3 Data collection, analysis and disSemiNatiQn..............ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiier e, 8

I, COMPARATIVE STUDY. ..ottt ettt e e e e e e eeeeabbaa s 9
P R g =T o = 1= TP PPPPPPP 9

2.2 AWAIEINESS. ...ttt e et ettt ettt e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e rrrnr e e e nreeeeeeees 9

2.3 USES AN0 RIBCES ...ttt 10

2.4 USE OF QFS.euuiiiiiiiii ittt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e b e e e e e reeeeeaaaa 11

2.5 EXpectations and PerSPECHVES. ... ..uuuiuiriiiiiiiieriiei et teeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s s eeeenneeaeeraees 13

I, FINDING AND PROPOSALS......oii ettt aaaeeeaenes 14
3.1 PropoSalS DY COUNMILY.L.....oiiiiieiieee ettt e e s e e e e e e e e e e e 14

IV, COUNTRY CASES . ... e e e e e et e et e e e e e aaeeeeseens 18
F= ) = = I LU TP 19

Lo CON T X . ettt e e e e e et ettt et bbb e e e e e e e e e e e e e e en b e es 20

11 (O 18] 11V F- - TP PP PP PP POPPPPPPPP 20

1.2 State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transpositituh to.the. EQE1

. DATA AN ALY SIS et e e e e e e aa b e e e e e e 23

2.1 [ g0 [FTot i o1 o N PP UPPPPPPPPR 23

2.2 AWBIEINESS. ...ttt e ettt et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 24

2.4 USE AN PraCliCES. ....cuuiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e 25

2.5 Expectations and PerSpeCMES........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiie et 26

. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS...........covtiiiiiiiieeee e 28

3.1 Summary of the reSULLS.........c..uiiii e 28

3.2 (070 o 1ol (8o [T To I =T £ g F= T 28

IV. REFERENGCES...... .ot e e e e e 30

o) T O o 7N I SO 31

L CONTEXT ettt ettt s ettt ee et ee e s 32

1.1 (7010 ] 011V s =1 v H PSP PR SPUPPPRTPO 32

[l DATA ANALYSIS. ..ot e e 34

2.2 AWBITENESS ... e e et e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e a e 34



2.3
2.4
II.

11

1.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
.
3.1

d) |
.
1.1
2.1
I.
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
.

e)

.
1.1
I.
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
.
3.1

f)

USE 8N PraClCES. ...ttt s e e e e 35
Expectations and PerSPECHMES.........cciiiiiiiiiiie et 36
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS.......oouiiiiiieeeeeeei e 37
FRANGCE. ..o et a e 38
CON T X ittt e ettt et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s aasaaaaaannas 39
COUNTTY ALA... ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeaaeaessaaaaaaan 39
DATA ANALY SISt e e et et e et bbb e e e e e e e e eeannened 41
100 [8 o1 1 o} o NPT PPPPPPPPRROY 41

F 2 T =T =T PP ¥4
USE and PracCtiCe.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiieieiiite e B
EXpectations and PerSPECHMES ......ccccciciuuiiiniiiiiititire e ee e e e e e e e e aaaaaaaaeaaaeaaeeas 46
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTUS AND CONCLUSION.......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiee e 52
Mairtrends at national IQVEL.............ooi i 52
LI PP SUUPPPPPPIIN 55
010 N I ) F TP UPUPPPPPRPTTPPIN 56
COUNTTY ALA... ..o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaeeeeeeaeeesaeeaaaanns 56
State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transpositibh to.the. EQFO
DATA ANALY SIS ...t e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e eeaeeeees 61
INEFOTUCTIQN ...t e e e e e e e e e e e s nnnnnneeesd 61
AWATENESS ...ttt et e e e e e e e e n e e e e 61
USE ANd PraCliCES. ....cciviiieiiiiiie ettt e e 62
EXpectations and PerSPECHMES ......ccccciiiuiiieiriiiiiiiire e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ea e e e e 62
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSLION.....coutitiiiii et eeeeaennees a3
N AV 1 PP UPPPPTRR PRSPPI 64
L0101 N N F PSRRI 65
[ a1 geo [0 (1 o] o AP P OO PPPP PPN 65
DATA ANALY SIS ..ttt e e e e e e eeeeneees 66
INEFOAUCTIQN. ... e e e e e e e 66
AWBITENESS ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nen e 67
USE @N0 PraCliCES. ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e sanrrn e e e e e eas 71
EXpectations and PerSpeCUNES. ........couiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e 80
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSION.......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiinen e 86
MaIN CONCIUSIONS. .....eeiiiiiiiie e e s 87

L T HU AN A ettt e e e e e e e e e e eees bbb e e e e eaaaeeeennnnns a8



T O @ 1\ I 3 O P PP PPPPRR 89

11 L7010 ] 011V s =1 = NPT TP PP PPPPPPPR PO 89

1.2 State of play of the implementation of NQF and its transpositichltb. the. EQF.....91

[l DATA ANALYSIS. ...ttt a e 92

2.1 [ o [N Lot i o1 o NPT P PP PPPPPPPPPPRS 92

2.1 AWATEINESS ... eeiee ittt ettt e e e e s e e e e e e st r e e e e e et e e 93

2.2 USE @NA PraCHCES. ......eieeeeiie e ettt e e e e e e s s s r e e e e e e e anes 94

2.3 EXpectations and PerSPeCUNES.........cooiiiuiiiiieeeeiiiiee et e e 96

. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSION.....ccootiiiiiiiieeeieeeie e 98

3.1 CoNCIUAING FTEMATKS.....cooiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e e 98

Q) NETHERLANDS ... ..ottt a e e e et e e e s s st e e e e e e snnbaeeaeeeesnnnnees 99

L (010 ]\ I ) T UUPPPPUPUPRTTR 100

11 (7010 ] 011V e =1 = N PP PPP R PPPPPPPPPPPN 100

Il DATA ANALY SIS, it e e e e e e e r bt e e e as 101

2.1 INEOAUCTION ... e e e 101

2.2 AWBITENESS ...t 102

2.3 USE AN PraCliCES. ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiie ittt 103

24 Expectations and PerSpeCMES.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiie it 104

. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSION.....ccuuuiiiiiiieeeeiiieeeiiiiii e 106

V. BIBLIOGRARHY. ..ottt e e e e et e a s 107
VL GO S S ARY ettt e e et ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e ee e a s 108
VL ANNEXES. ..ottt e e e e e e et et eeeb bt a e e e e e e e e eeeesnnnba s 110
7.1 COUNTRY CASES ANNEXES.... .ottt eeees 111

7.2 COMPARATIVE STUDY ANNEXES......coottiiiiiiiiiieee et 189



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Quialifications Frameworks (QFs) and recognition are intrinsically linked as both ditmnaparereasing

and mobility.
Nowadays, recognition practices of stakeholders otherNiAd E#&Dtres are not always well known. This
project Athe use or potenti al use of QFs by HEI s

of the awareness and practitéhese target groups (employers, recruiters, administrations and HEI) in order tc
give an overview of the situation observed in each participating country. It is an exploratory study based on
cases.

While the focus was in the seven countrigartidipated 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 QF
other mality tools such as the diploma supplement, the ECTS credits or the Europass by the stakehold
targeted in each country. It also proposes a comparative study of the data obtained that point out the trend
differences between the stakeholders.

While at claiming to cover all aspects of the topic, the intention of this reperas@psiratory project,

was not to attempt comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify trends and to identify key issues and prop

The main outcomes idettifiere the following:

In all countries whatever the stakeholder was:

1. theanalysis reveals common trends on the two main topics (awareness and use). Indeed, it appe:
clearly that public and private employers are less aware of any QF while education and traini
institutions and public administrations seem to be mor@BEwaevefopments. This can maybe
explain why most of the respondents were education and training institutions (mainly higher educa
institutions). As employers and recruiters in all countries were not easilyiilelbehaigertant to
involve #m in the future in all the strategies implemented to enhance the awareness of QFs and oth
mobility tools.

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

3. data shows that most of the national contact points for NQFs are not visible. Indeed there is a lacl
communication concerning their existence and their activities A closer cooperation between pul
administratiennational contact points, HEIls, employers aNAERIICentres 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 recognit
procedures, mobility &fes.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. Count
need to develop communi cat i oathesawareaesseagdiugeof a d a |
the European mobility tobissd strategies need to be clear on the relationship between the NQF and
the EQIELL and QF EHEA in order to dissipate the confusion between the two QFs.

5. someEuropean initiativaad toolso promote transparency and mobility (Diploma /certificate
suppl ement and Europass) arndéuded fvasgqudmrtlrwe
education and training institutions concerning recognition procedures. Indeed, theheieem to have
own criteria and procedures. A closer cooperation between HENABRIG ENMIGres is needed in
order to improve recognition process at all levels.



. OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT
[.I Background and objectives

Qualifications Frameworks (QFs)hanckecognition 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 projec
the period 202P13, this projasta followp toi T h e u s e indhe redodnition prazédures of the

NARI C centreso project which highlighted the im
Framework (EQF) referencing in credential evaluation. The final report of this project outlined the var
practices of the participating centres. NeveathtiesEQF was stilla very early stagfeéimplementation

and most European countries were still intending on referencing their national qualifications frameworks t
EQH, the focus of this fipsbject was therefore to widen the awareness of the use or potential use of
Qualifications frameworks and other mobility tools by other stakeholdersNiddRl @scENIES.

Nowadays, recognifioocesses anuactices of stakeholders other th@GiNBRIC centres are not always

well known. A comparative study on the use or potential use of QFs and other mobility tools by HEIs and
stakeholders linked to mobility would allow us not only to better understand their practices but also to share
practices of the EMNBRIC centres. This is in accordance to the Europe 2020 strategies and the Bologn:
Process, which encourage the cooperation between the different stakeholders linked to mohbility such as E
NARIC centres, Higher Education Instifdtids), employers, recruiters, public administrations etc.

The results of this project AThe use or potenti e
ot her stakeholderso (QFs UHSEplay bf¢ha awvareness and ese af n e |
the QFs and other mobility tools by HEIls, employers, recruiters, public administrations in 7 countries: Be
(French Communitgjoatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, The Netherlands and France as leader ofdthe project. A
on the other hand, to put forward proposals to share good practices on recognition such as those highlight
the future EAR manual for HEIs with the stakeholders targeted with the project.

It is important to remarkwithin the limitations dii@r#erm exploratory project the intention is not to attempt
comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify key issues and stimulate a debaté ehbpesubjact.

the project will enhance the use of QFs and other mobilityBisgdsnpioyers, recruiters, and public
administrations 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 ©
different akeholders targeted, in order to propose actions adapted to each stdaholder working

group has produced this final report to help increase awareness the use or potential of QFs and other m
tools be used as a tool to improve mohiditititm, possible issues for consideration and future research are
presented.

.2 Activities, scope and target groups

Thekey stage®f the project included the follaatingies

- Definition of the scope and target group# (kieting in R, all partners in the project).

- Drafting of a common questionnaire for theuorsynéthe French ENKRIC 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 anal
(working meeting with all partners in Italy); presentation of preliminary resulBENICINARIQUa
meeting in Split

- Drafting of Comparative analysis (the coordinator) and verification phase (by all partners in the proje

- Final Report and Dissemination (all partners in the project)

I1According to the report fAThe devel opment of n aopeaodreohandpragdcedf i cat i o
by Cedefépgmost European countries are at an early stagdenfelipfent.



In order to define the scope and identify the most appropriate methods, a totaifat¢hmesetangs (in

France, Italy and Croatia) have been organised with the project team. The meetings have been supplement
regular-eail and phone exchemg

Three keyssues concerned with use and potential use of qualification frameworks in Europe have be
addressed in the survey, namely, awareness of QFs developments; use and practices related
recognition/credentials evaluation; and expectatipaspmotives linked to the QFs development and
implementation.

Four main categories of stakehdiderdy impacted by the use of the QFs were identified, namely education
and training institutions, public employers, private employers ancepecwibgrsnthe country and its

national situation and specificities, tlwategbries have been distinguished within each target group
concerned.

|.3 Data collection, analysis and dissemination

The question sdimple constitutioand representativeness of potential respondents within each target group
has been discussed with all partners and then decided individually by each partner considering their sp
national contexts as well as project timing and resources. Rofodetited on national contexts and
respondents sample constitution, please refer to

The onlinguestionnaireovering the four main topics related to use and potential use of the QFs was used a
a main tool for data cadacit was translated into national languages (except in the Netherlands where it ha
circulated in English). The information collected through the online survey was compleenédates by the
andstudy visitscarried out with the selected respandents

All project partners are responsible for dissemination of the outcomes of the project to national stakeholders
as higher education institutions, public and private employers and or recruitment agencies. The report is ave
in print format aisddownloadable from on the website of tHiéARNICcenters participating in the project.

The country reports and the executive summary will be translated into the following languages: Croatian, Fr
Latvian and Lithuanian.



. COMPARATIVE STUDY

2.1Answer rate

Before starting the analysis of the data obtained it is important to urcienthegthatthe answers
obtained400 of 1223, which represent 32.7% of response rate we cannot attempt representative sampling,
rather identify points of agreement, key problems and stimulate a debate on the subject.

Furthermore, as the response rate of each participatingriesuagyitvs shown in the table below, the
sampling obtained in most of the countries (except for Lithatatienptnberepresentative.

Even if the response rate cannot be considered
showed common trends observable in all partner countries whatever the answer rate was letting us ide
agreement poitsd key problems in order to stimulate the debate on the subject.

Table 1

Proportion of
Countries  Respondents Percentage Target Groups 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 iI55 52,90%
Netherlands 24 6 122 19,70%
Total 400 100 1223 32,70%

2.2 Awareness

2.2.1 Level @wareness and QFs developments

In all countrieghoevethe stakeholder was for general awareness of QFs (question 1.1), it appears clearly the
public and private employers are less aware of any QF while education and trairang institutions
administrations seem to be more aware of QFs developments. Indeed, based on the answers received f
countries, 60% of private and public education and training institutions declared being more aware of
developments against 18.5% of employeexruiters.

Looking atthe lévelf awar eness of t he eslLsEHEAf@me®dfksand(othere . 7
QFs), results obtained confirm the same trend indicated above. This means that ETIs and administration
those stakeholders having a higher level of awarenesstoigQFs.

Furthermore, if we analyse the level of awareness on the specific QFs mentioned before. Data shows that «
countries who participated in the survey consider having a higher level of awareness of their national NQF:
other framevkarsuch as the EQF, EHEA framework, Qfs from other cowatniée @kp¢ained by the fact
thatmost of the respondents were education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutio
However answers obtained from public andrppiieatere pointed out the same trend.

2Scale from 1 to 5, 5 being the highest rank.



Finally, it is important to highlight that the answers obtained concerning the level of awareness on QFs from
countriesevealed¢onfusion among the participants. Indeed, some respondents listed QFs from countries wi
do not have a QFs established. This could mean
education system of a country.

2.2.3 Sources for risiagvareness

Among the sources indicated in the survey (National contact point, publications, internet, other) Internet see
be amongst the main source of information. Publications 22.5% and the contact point in the country 1¢
present also a substdtercentage.

In all countriesgardless ttie stakeholder, 50.4% of respondents mentioned not knowing the national contaci
designated to do the transposition of the NQfs to the EQF. Nevertheless, public and private ETIs
administrations declaraddomore aware of the existence of a national contact point. It is important to remarl
that in Italy the trend is §fidliterent than the one mentioned before. Indeed, more than 50% of respondents
including employers indicated being aware of Hlecoatamt poifthis is to explain because ItaBndid
efficientommunicaticampaign 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 underlinec
In all countries whatever the stakeholder was:

Awareness of QFs is not trivial 69.2%; howesaar, ihi€xplained by the facethatation and

training institutions were the stakeholders more represented in the survey.

The awareness average fate® he finati onal 06 QF is higher tha
such as the EQF, 3.4% agains£2.8%.

The awareness averageafitiee EHEA framework is by no means insignificant.

Great diversity exists in the sources of information andhie cesgxfstakeholders are searching
through external sources/resources (i.e. publications, internet, etc.) than official sources/resour
(contact point).

Stakeholders need more information concerning the National contact points.

> > >

>

2.3 Uses arRtactices

2.3.1 Practices related to recognition/credentials evaluation

It is importantdaderlinéhat some of the countid® participated in the survey faced difficulties to reach the

6t argetedd respondent o infthe datatobtained. Ipdeex esen if somen af the h i
respondents from education and training institutions confirmed that they were responsible for admission a
recognition, when looking at the description of the recognition/credentials ex@lidathnatbeybperve

that in the case of France, there is an fdequiva
participated in the survey were not part of this

In the ase of Belgium, even if the relsgantegrecognition and admission) were reached, the role of the
Ministry on recognition and the fvalueodo given t
Ministry were highly considered.

3See page 194 and 194
4France and Belgium

10



Again, in all countries whatever the stakehe|deTIs 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
education or training programme, transcripts of records) are the most often used. Data indicates that most
tools developed atdpgan level (i.e. diploma supplement, overarching QFs, credits systems) are rarely use
when assessing/recognising foreign credentials.

However, major differences appear amongst stakeholders. Naturally, education and training institutions dec
makingtlse of the European fimobilityo tools, such as
quite surprising to observe that in some countries such as Belgium, France, Latvia and the Netherlands
systems seem not to be systematicallyinusecognition by public and private education and training
institutions. But this might be explained by the fact that they use other mobility tools when assessing fo
gualifications.

Finally, the answers provided by employers confirm that th&ytusadi t i onal 0 mobi |
degrees/certificates, length of the education or training programme, transcripts of records) than the t
developed for facilitating mobility of workers such as the Europass or the Diploma Supplement.

2.4 Use ofQFs

As most of the respondents reached were education and training Institutions, it is not surprising to observe
the average trend observed concerning the awareness of QFs, is the same than the one observed for the |
QFS. Indeed, NQFs seerhetanore used than other frameworks (i-eLIE@HEA, QFs from other
countries).

Only the Italian NQF and the EHEA framework seem to have a comparable average of use in this countn
this is to explain because Italy uses the EHEA framework as a NQF.

11



Table 3

NQF from
other
Countries NQF 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 19
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 shol
balanced by the fact that education and training institutions (mainly higher education mstitutions) were
represented in the survey. Furthermore, even if employers and recruiters were not highly represented, it ap
that QFs are somehow used for professional recognition (in view of recruitment) by these stakeholders.

Table 4
Professial
Academic recognition
recognitiofi.e (.e
admission for  recruitment, Career
Countries further studies, . é) 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 underlinec

A Evenimost of the respondents were education an
mobility tools such as Europass, ECTS credit:
attitudeo within the gdcalleshThdy deem $0 have thareowm i n ¢
criteria and procedures. These European tools seem not to be well integrated in their processes.

A Employers and recruiters do not seem to be interested in the mobility tools proposed by the EC. In's
countries likiealy and France, they declare using ranking systems to hire their employers. Some c
them give credit to the ALABELO of the insti
accreditation of the credential.

12



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 3t2askmowall countries whatever the stakeholder was,
transparency and mobility are the two main (current and future) objectives of the QFs. Furthermore, the r
QFs in increasing the quality of education as well as formal, infefaraiandamm 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 #re stakéledldvhatever 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- resjmbndentsinterested in kgpw
more on how to use the-@fese public and private ETI against other stakeholders reached. In the case of
Franceand Netherlands all stakeholders seem to be interested in knowing more on how to use QFs.

Concerning question 3.4 data shows tha mideahs proposed in the survey (training, publications,
seminars/conference and direct contact with the competent authorities) could be used in order to be inform
the development and use of mobility tools. It means that the best way tokimnndedgehigithe use of

different supports to increase their awareness. Indeed the rate of response for each support does not vary a

To the question 3.5 the topic that stakeholders would like to be more developed in the future was recognitior
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:

A QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training
education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;

A There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowtbdoegbf Qf®at variety of
means. A development of initiatives whishintakeconsideration the specificitieall of
users/beneficiaries regedoe carried out.

13



FINDING AND PROPOSALS

In all countriesgardless tie stakeholder:

A

data shows that most of the stakeholders are willing to be informed and trained concerning: recogn
procedures, mobility, QFs etc, therefore, training sessions or information actions adapted to e
stakeholder need to be carried out in order te #rehamwareness and use of mobility tools such as

Qfs, ECTs, Diploma Supplement etc.

recruiters were underrepresented in the survey. It will be important to involve them in the future in al
strategies implemented to enhance the awareness ati@fsvaoidlity tools.

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

even if great deamairkhas been done on the development and implementation of NQFs, and other
mobility toglshereis still a great aleof work to do for all the stakeholdersdjnivcluding the

National Contact Points, NQFs and different ENIC NARICs centres in order to enhance awareness
use of the these mobility tools.

ifthe QFs are going to prove to be an effective instrument for transparency and mobility both nation
and internationaltijeyneed to be known at all levels and sectors. Countries need to develop a
communication strategy to stimulate the awaremssfiind 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 recognitic
Recommend the use of -BERmanual and, if possible, have it transta@maatian and publish it

on the Croatian ENIC/NARIC office website

When taking part in various events on the topic of recognition (seminars, conferences...), use
opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs as a tool for facilitatingf riareggnitio
gualifications

Promote better cooperation between HEIls (or rather, their offices for academic recognition) and
Croatian ENIC/NARIC office in order to take advantage of the expertise of Croatian ENIC/NARIC o
in learning to use QFsamdstfor 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 u
QFs in the recognition of foreign guaficfor 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 recognitic
When taking part in various events on the topic of recagimtis) ¢emferences...), use the
opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs as a tool for facilitating recognition of forei
gualifications

Promote better cooperation with the Croatian ENIC/NARIC Office on the issue of hiring persons \
foreign quidications 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
purpose of employment.

Private employers and recruiters:

- Prepre an information booklet with basic information about QFs and their use as a tool for recognitio

- When taking part in various events on the topic of recognition (seminars, conferences...), use f
opportunity to emphasize the value of using QFs der datliating recognition of foreign
gualifications

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

Belgium:
For all stakeholders:

- Carry minformation/communication campaign once the Belgian Francophone Qualifications Framewc
is established

Higher Education institutions:
- Further develop the information/communication tools efl&fRIENKDtre in order to better target
the needs of KEIn particular admission offices;
- Organise annual meeting of admission officers to promote exchanges of good practices, to iden
common challenges, to propose training sessions/workshops on specific topics, etc.;

Administrations:
- Provide updatedoimhation 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 pub
employment offices.

France:

For all steeholders:

- Carry out a needs analysis in order to better understand what is expected and needed by ©
stakeholdersThis study will help the French-NENREC to adapt the comparability statement
delivered today to the needs of each stakeholder antbneakssful.

- Develop a ficomparison databaseodo of the ATop
available on line. This will make comparisons already established more visible and accessible to
stakeholders and users. Afterwardiatdtisse 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
conferences in mobility and education.

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

- Propose training sessions on good practices in recognition uditifj thartraRas a tool.
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Administrations:

Carry out events assembtiingrastrations to communicate on good practices in recognition, mobility
tools, the comparison database developed by the FFERIENIC

Private employers and recruiters:

Italy:

Taking part into events assembling private employers and recruiters ms;hsastinactuand
conferences in mobility and recruitment.
Communicate on the comparison database developed by the RaRtE ENIC

For all stakeholders:

Update the section of the Italian NARIC dedicated to QFs with other informatitisang@inews on

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 administnadiaieto present the phenomenon of QFs.

Private employers and recruiters:

Latvia;

Taking part into events assembling private employers and recruiters such as: lectures, seminars
conferences in mobility and recruitment.

For all stakeholders:

To put a flash banner on ENWRIGnainwebsite 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
information about NCP as welbdsl toformation about LQF

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

To organise joint activities together with Latvian NCP

Tosuggest Latvian NCP jointly with-IRAIRIC to prepare informative leaflet about QFs that could be
distributed later among all stakeholders, especially among employers

EnieNaric should participate/ organise activities/events during which explanation son qualificatio
frameworksse in Dipma 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 train
institutions

To translate EAHEI manual into Lithuanian, publish it on Lithuanian ENIC/NARIC website.

Promote EAREI manual usage in a special seminar

To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition byetohghuanian ENIC
NARIC(under development)

To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Cel
(Lithuanian authority, responsible fiearthgement of National Qualifications Framework)
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Administrations:

To prepare a special newsletter to communicate on good practices in recognition for hiring in pu
sector

To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition decisibuanigntiENITARIC

(under development)

To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Cel
(Lithuanian authority, responsible for the management of National Qualifications Framework)

Private employers agctuiters:

To prepare a special newsletter to communicate on good practices in recognition regarding the coun
from which most foreign credentials are brought

To promote usage of the electronic database on recognition decisions by the INthR&Gian ENIC
(under development)

To further cooperate with Qualifications and Vocational Education and Training Development Cel
(Lithuanian authority, responsible for the management of National Qualifications Framework)

Netherlands:

Education and trainirstjtutions:

Draw attention to QFs and other recognition tools at all events involving training and informat
exchange organized by the Dutch ENIC/NARIC

Use and promote the R manual during training sessions on good practice in recognition
Disseminate information on QFs and tH¢EEARNual 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 Dut
ENIC/NARIC

Admirstrations:
A Keep communication channels open with relevant organizations involved in international recogni

such as the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health, organizations relevant to employers and the I
market and, very importantly, the al&wordination Point NLQF, the organization responsible for
coordinating and implementing the EQF in the Netherlands.

Private employers and recruiters:

A Keep communication channels open with relevant employers and recruiters, where appropriate, in r

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 st
the diploma supplement, the ECTS credits or the Europass by the stakeholders targeted in each country.
propose a comparative study ofatheobitained that pwiotit 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 atter
comprehensive sampling, but rather to identify trends ankiely igkregyand proposals by country.

18



a) BELGIUM



l. 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 communitie
three regions which have exclusive competences, respectively in all matters related to culture and more b
to individuals, and in aticgronomic matters. In this respect, education (including higher education) is an
exclusive competence of the communities while domestic affairs (including immigration) are a competence
federal state. Therefore, since the federalisation of iedL@88pthe three Communities of Belgium have full
powers to design, develop, implement and assess their own education policies and initiatives. The federali
process has led to the development of three distinct education systems. Consideidatiohighe
differences can be observed, for example, in terms of quality assurance/accreditation systen
internationalisation policy, financing and governance mechanisms, etc. However, despite those difference:
three higher education systemshstit common features and cooperation betweespé&akimgh and

Flemish institutions is still very strong considering their historical relations, their proximity, etc. Therefore,
analysing student and staff mobility in higher education, ikespbinidhided 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 countri
exampl e) . After the socioeconomic i mmigration d
has indeed seen a long perioecbhel 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
family reunification opportunities, and the EU immigrasiels tsBrajgital of Eurdpiee most recent data

on the stock of foreigners in Belgium are from 31 December 2009, when the foreign population of 1.06 n
represented 9.8% of the total population of Belgium. At the same dabterthpdputagieras 1.5 million

(14% of the total population). Since 2008, the principal country of origirbofrheatotsgn Morocco,

followed by France, the Netherlands a(@B@L, 2012y the last decade, Belgium has thus become an
immigrationcountry t h a much higher i mmigration rate than
Canada, France or Germany (ltinera Institute, 2012).

1.1.3 Considerations on student immigration and mobility

Although student immigration has historically semamoecomponent of the immigration flows in Belgium,

as it is generally observed around the world, student immigration or international student mobility is sti
important component becauses dfistorical and traditional dimension in the emnfigneti and the

objectives assigned@aestercker, F., Rea, A., 20I2¢n considering the most recent data available on
student mobility (OECD 2012a), Belgium is one of the greatest receiving countries of international me
students. In 2010, 8.8%he total population enrolled in tertiary education in Belgium came from abroad with th
purpose of studying in a Belgian HEI. As observed globally, this trend has increased drastically in the las
decades for various factors such as the emergeeacw ofact or s i n the internat.
intensification of the internationalisation of higher education, general enhancement of quality of higher educ
increased accessibility to higher education, more favourable immigraton \fWhlcieexamining the

figures of international student mobility to Belgium, it should be noted that the mobility mainly concerns stu
from neighbouring countries (Luxembourg, France and the Netherlands) -gjfeiakimd-@natiries and

Asian cuntries (China and India). However, it should be reminded that situation varies greatly from c
Community to another: basically, the FederationBNmsbafsgF\WB) is receiving students from EU

60n 25 May 20ithe Parliament of the French Community adopted arsdatitifredenominatid®dommunauté frangaise de Belgigaach
Community of Belgiuwy Fédération WalloBieixelle¢ i F e d e r a Bir o 15.5étBBIdap Constitutiothavingbeenmodified yetexts
withlegal effedttill usehed e n o mi Freach Camnmunifivhile the e n o mi Faderdtion Wath@-Brisselshould besed in cases of usual
communicatianithout any legal or binding.affeawill thus use the latest denomination in this report.
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countries (mainly from France) and thedpesidhgifrican countries (mainly Morocco and D.R. Congo)
while the Flemish Community is receiving more students from Asia (mainly China). Amongst the factors
might explains the attractiveness of the FWB, we might mention the cultural and lintpeistic aspects,
internationalisation of programmes, the high quality of teaching and research, the grants and scholars
opportunities targeting specific countries as \
education. Those two last factoasnamggst 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 componer
immigration in Belgium. However, it has undergone important transformation in the last two decac
guantitatively and qualitatively, so that we are facing today a great diversity of this phenomenon. The Eurc
policies and programmes, in particulaidgeaBProcess and the EU mobility and international cooperation
programmes, have pushed such developments. In this context, the FWB has also taken initiatives
implemented policies fostering international student mobility.

12 Stateof play of the implementation of your NQF and its transposition to thelEQF

With the adoption of the Act of 9 May 2008, the FWB established its higher education qualifications frame
(HEQF), which describes all three cycles of higher edadatioyéasric descriptors; those descriptors are

the ones of European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Ldarhind\{E@¢h level, higher education
gualifications are positioned; they are the only recognised qualifications awardedudiheresdgrasen

institutions of the Federation Wdlusisels. Thest tycle and"2cycle programmes leading to those
gualifications are externally reviewed by the independent quality assufagce ageney (pour | 6 ®v a
| a gqual igne@entdupérieAE@ES svew.aeges.pavhich 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 coope
with theigher education stakeholders represented within the Bologna Experts group. Initially, it was foresee
develop and implement an overall QF covering all sectors of education and training. To do so, a high
experts group was established, repreabrstingors of education and training from the thresp&akimgh

entities of Belgium (FWB, Walloon Region and@apiaktRegion) in order to adopt a common action plan

for the development and implementation of the Francophone QualifieatidngFR@mdiowever,
considering the ongoing reforms in the higher education sector, it was decided by the Minister responsib
higher education at the time, after consultation of the higher education stakeholders, to establish the H
throughwhiche positi on of higher education qualificat
in the law. In this context, the work initiated for developing and implementing the FQF was provisionally stc
before being-l@unched by the end a0

1.2.1 Implementation of the HEQF

Regarding the HEQF, the legal provisions did not make compulsory the use of learning outcomes for €
programme offered by higher education institutions (although the fact that all higher education qualificatior
referenced to one specific levehasitb specific generic descriptors, implicitly means that all higher education
institutions should define their programmes in terms of learning outcomes). Moreover, the generic descript
the three cycles were taken from theLEQIRd thus did netessarily reflect the specificities of the higher
education system. In this perspective, two main initiatives were taken to facilitate the implementation of the |
and the use of learning outcomes by the higher education institutions.

Based on a suy carried out by the Ministry amongst all higher education institutions on the understandin
use, relevance, expectations and needs concerning those topics, the Bologna Experts group develope

7The main results of this survey are available on the folldwind/page:aetirope.be/documents/EXPBOLOengueteacquis16.11.ppt
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brochure compiling good practices, glossary, resamay, etc. on the use of learning outcomes. The
brochure was disseminated on the occasion of a Bologna Experts conference held in early 2012.

At the same time, at the initiative of the Ministry, a working group, including representaltiatgeof the cons
bodies in higher education, was established to prepare amendments to the legal framework in orde
systematise the learning outcomes approach, to review the generic descriptors of the HEQF and to defin
concepts linked to HEQF and leatmaagnes. The proposals have been integrated within a draft law to be
adopted by rA213.

1.2.2 Francophone Qualifications Framework

In October 2010, the ministers responsible for education and training (including primary school, secon
education, higheuedtion, vocational training, etc.) in the threspeekicly entities of Belgium decided to
relaunch the process of developing and implementing the FQF. An expert group, composed of representati\
all sectors, has been thus established to prigipdne, contribution of international experts, a proposal for the
QF development (including the main features of the FQF, the generic descriptors, the competent authoritie
quality assurance of the FQF, etc.) as well as a methodologydos qpasiificaing.

Although the FQF is still being discussed by the expert group in close cooperation with the competent mini
an agreement has been reached a various elements, i.e. the FQF will comprise 8 levels covering all leve
education andati ni ng, with two distinct Afentrance door
professional qualifications); the generic descriptors for each level cover two fields of learning outcol
(knowledge and skills; context, autonomy and regpaosilniliin principles for quality assurance have been
defined although different systems will coexist depending on each sector; common methodology for
positioning process. The competent ministers have committed themselves to present the tefitiencing rep
EQFLLL during the second semester 2013.

8 The brochure is available in French only on the following httpadgeww.aetirope.be/documents/EXBOLOVade
mecum_LOs draft 2011 12 06 2.pdf

22


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

[I.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 pi
when identifying the potential respondents. Based on the decision of the project partners to focus on four
categories (i.e. education ramuirg 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 th
of QFs. We have also decided to contact the same resmpdrederits for each category since each category

is likely to be as important for the project.

In this perspective, the following elements should be underlined:

A Concerning the category feducati mtonsamdot t rai n
recognised education and training providers, we have only considered recognised institutions,
subsidised and/or organised institutions by the Ministry of the FWB. Three main categories have b
surveyed: higher education instittiniv@rsities, university colleges and arts colleges), adult
education institutions and vocational training institutions. Within those institutions, admission anc
students offices were contacted. However, it should be noted that, especiatistifaticamaller
there is not necessarily a service, department, unit responsible for recognition of foreign qualification

A Concerning the category fprivate employerso,
transnational, European or ititanablevel. We have also tried to represent enterprises of all sizes,
from very small enterprises (less than 10 employees) to large enterprises (more than 200 employe
Within the targeted enterprises, human resources departments and sersgictesl were cont

A Concerning the category #Apublic employers?o,
FWB, Walloon Region and Br«Gselgsi t a | Regi on) and the munic
administration). For this last subcategory, biggemditieeighbouring cities were preferred,
considering the higher potential of receiving foreign workers.

A Concerning the category fArecruiters?o, we hav
recruitment enterprises. When defining the shmgvate recruiters, we have been careful in
choosing recruiters in various socioeconomic sectors (i.e. health, IT, social services, constructi
transports, banking, etc.)

2.1.2 Conduction of the survey

Due to technical problems, the lafirtbke 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 deve
by the project partners and translated into French for our samplesrdonointantqur 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:

A In particular for larger enterprises, the electronic addresses sumwhichvitsesent, were generic
electronic addresses and only automatic responses were received. We have tried to find perso
electronic addresses but in many cases, this was not possible. However, as explained below, we h
contacted some of them byttefes.

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

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

A More generally, lot of confusion appeared abouigks giitipe 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 allowingp afdiyuiciéyw

conduction or additional study visits, the answer rate for the FWB is quite low: only 20.71% of the pote
respondents answered the survey. Not surprising
and trai ni ngo reanuger (neithet guldio roprivatd) iariswered the survey. Only four private
employers answered the survey while the double of public employers did so. However, as mentioned b
contacts were taken later on with private employers.

The low answetagas an issue that was discussed at the fourth meeting amongst project partners. Indeed, w
such a low rate (that is observed in most of the partner countries), the representativeness of the ans
received is questionable. However, the oral presdEnpaéliminary 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 the
answer the survey but also offering them the pos:s
respondents frriovnatteh ee nopd toegygearsyd famswer ed positi Vve
survey, we have conducted an interview. Those interviews were very interesting since it has been possit
better understand the practices, the needs and the demands qlqyératdtemas 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 pote
respondents.

2.2 Awareness

2.2.1 Levelof awareness of QFs developments

Considering the general awareness of QFs (question 1.1), it appears clearly that employers (all private emp
and half of public employers) are not aware of any QF while education atudidresrang mestly aware

of QF developments. Based on the answers received, it means that more than 30% of the poter
users/beneficiaries in the FWB (and almost none employers) are not aware of QFs at all.

Looking at the level of awareness of the eaxig QFs (i . elLLL, Bologna Qe and btller QF ,
nati onal QFs) , it confirms the gener al awar enes:
training institutions declaring having the highest level of awareness whitygevedafemplg not being

aware of those instruments.

It is interesting to analyse the level of awareness on the specific QFs mentioned. Although it might seem ok

that respondents indicate bei ngnednthat®rmallyaniowrallo f t |
QF has not yet been established in the FWB, as explained in section 1.2. Therefore, the question shoul
rai sed about the understanding of what is actual

thatofiahd QF refers more broadly to the system o

Another interesting result concerns the overarching QFk (L. EQFnd fiBol ognao QF) f
awareness is much more viadi @bl eObwi cwanpya,ritshoe
higher level of awareness in comparison to-thé B this is to explain because most of the respondents
are education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions).

Finally, the resultbout the level of awareness of third country QFs are also straightforward: no responde
indicate a level of awareness higher than 3 (scale from 1 to 5) and the average level of awareness
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respondents considered, is very low (1.43). Despite thbst &, two fAforeignd QFs
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 informetmyawhaeeadss

indeed no prevalent source. Contacting the competent authorities seems to be amongst the main sourc
information. However, it should bewggerlined 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 com|
authority. Moreover, although the HEQF was established in 208 theretily under revision in order to

allow a full implementation; the one has been indeed depending on the willingness of individual HEI to re
their programmes and the teaching and evaluation methods accordingly. It is thereforatnmtesurprising th
respondent mentions @mnseil général des hautes é@@kseral Council of university colleges) as one
source of information, as the Council has been leading many projects to foster the learning outcomes appro
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 underlinec

A Awareness of QFs is rather low; however, education and training institutions are the most aw:
users/beneficiaries ;

A Awarenes o f the fAnational o QF is the highest w t
country QFs is very | ow, although the fAnatio
so far;

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

2.4 Use and Practices

2.4.1 Practicegelated to recognition/credentials evaluation

Question 2.1 illustrates the difficulty to reac
third of the respondents (65.5%) indicate they are not in charge of recognitioallcaidentiEzNerev

around 50% respondents from education and training institutions confirm that they are responsible for recog
although we tried to reach first of all the admission and/or students offices within those institutions. How
lookingahte description of the recognition/credenti al
of the Ministry concerning recognition and the |
services of the Ministry. Butvgilhhave 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 respec
and/or administrative provisions and one of the main redpireamelidates with foreign qualifications, is to
obtain a recognition decision taken by the Ministry (equivalence). The situation is quite the opposite for p
employers (except if it concerns regulated professions): the answers shovivatdesuptmteps apply

their own recruitment procedures and, as confirmed during the interviews with two private employ
gualifications are, either very rarely or never, formally assessed. This will be confirmed in the responses t
next questions.

2.4.2 Tools used for recognition/credentials evaluation

Results to question 2.2 shows that generally the
the education or training programme, transcripts of records) are the most often used. Respondents indicat
most of the tools devetbpt European level (i.e. diploma supplement, overarching QFs, credits systems) ar
rarely used when assessing/recognising foreign credentials. However, major differences appear amongs
potential users/beneficiaries. Naturally, education aridstiitiongg are making use of those European
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feducational 6 tool s, mainly the diploma suppl e me
systematically used by admission/students offices. But this might be explained by tire fasinth#te¢he

diploma supplement and the QFs, which include already a reference to the credits systems. Finally, the an
provided by employers (both private and public) are confirming that they are applying their own procedure:
therefore there mo need to use descriptive tools such as those developed at European level. Even Europa
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/beneficiari
recognition purposes. However, as for the awaren
by the respondents (althpag 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 instit
are indicating using more often the Bologna QF thadA_the tB3HSs likely confirm that most of the
respondents in this category are coming from higher education institutions and that the Bologna QF, bei
specific tool describing higher education qualifications and systems, is more often used.

Concernintlpe purposes of using QFs, academic recognition is by far the first purpose. But again, this shoulc
balanced by the fact that education and training institutions (mainly higher education institutions) are the Iz
category of respondents. Profaksgmognition (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
for recruitment purposes. In the description of the use®t&Fsf(fjuestions 2.4 and 2.5), it is important to
underl ine that QFs mainly provide information o]
traditional 6 | earners (mainly dedvalorisasiandes acQuissee d o n
| 6 e x pi® the eontexe of the FWB), QFs are likely to facilitate and foster a leardiagedutcomes
approach in teaching and learning and will thus also impact recognition/credentials evaluation. Howeve
clearly wicated by one respondent, there is no great utility in using QFs (and in aitjctiter EQF
recognition/credentials evaluation purposes. Indeed, there are other existing tools (such as Eurydice, the
NARIC networks, national, European andtidntdrndatabases) 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 underlinec

A Most of the respondents declare not beingwdésliecpgnition/credential evaluations; this tends to
indicate either that the wrong public was surveyed or that there is a misunderstanding on the meanir
irecognition/credenti al eval uati ono;

A ATraditional 0 docume nreferredtd thedransparengyrtaole developedial t h |

_ European level; however, education and training institutions are more likely to use those tools;

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

2.5 Expectations and Perspectives

2.5.1 Current and future objectives the QFs developmemhplamentation

Responses to questions 3.1 and 3.2 should be analysed together since the results are quite sim
Transparency and mobility are pointed out as the two main (current and future) objectives of the QFs. Pot
users/beneficiaries tencbtdirm the main goals of QFs, although in the practice (as shown in sections 1 and :
of the survey), they are not using QFs yet and thus QFs are not necessarily facilitating transparency and m
so far. The role of QFs in increasing the qualistioneals well as formal, informal aftimahlearning is

also mentioned. It would have been however interesting to have two separate answers: one on the qual
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education and training and another on facilitating recognition efdiormalahddriaformal learning. Indeed,

as indicated by some respondents, QFs might have a major inipacabantbimformal learning and more
generally on lifelong learning, for both education and employment purposes, by offering more transparen
even, aindicated by one respondent, by regulating those learning schemes. If we consider employers, we
that they perceive more general objectives for QFs, mainly fostering mobility in Europe but without any cor
impacts on their daily job.

2.5.2 Expectationsegarding the QFs development and implementation

Considering the low level of awareness and use of QFs, almost 70% of the respondents indicate their willin
to know more about QFs and their potential uses. There is no clear message onlikevotlieyreasad

their knowledge on those tools and, as underlined by some respondents, all the means proposed in the s
(training, publications, seminars/conference and direct contact with the competent authorities) could be us
should be undedd that, although direct contact with the competent authorities is not the first hit of th
respondents, some indicate that such contacts are the most efficient as it allows to consider the specificitie
difficulties encountered by the users/béeefi€imally, except recruitment for which there is no specific
expectation, all topics are of equal importance with some higher expectations on recognition and QFs. |
same line, some respondent are asking for training seminars on QFsKE€&Haddiilty twe organised by

the ENIDIARIC 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 underlinec

A QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training
education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;

A QFs have also a high pot ent anaple facilitating oreceeh i s i n
regulating recognition offaomal and informal learning.

A There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowledge of QFs through a great variet
means. Such initiatives shouldortisated so to take into cergidn the specificities of every
users/beneficiaries.
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3.1

Il. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary of the results

Concerning the awareness of QFs, the results of the survey show that:

A

A

Awareness of QFs is rather low; hoegueation and training institutions are the most aware
users/beneficiaries ;

Awareness of the Anational o6 QF is the highe:
country QFs is very | ow, al t h o udgahd implereentédn at i o
so far;

Great diversity exists in the sources of information and in most of the cases, potential users/beneficic
are searching through external sources/resources (i.e. publications, internet, etc.) but also offi
sources/resourg@sainly provided by the Ministry).

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

A

Most of the respondents declare not being dealing with recognition/credential evaluations; this tend
indicate either that thengrpublic was surveyed or that there is a misunderstanding on the meaning of
irecognition/credenti al eval uati ono;
AiTraditional 6 documents (i.e. degree, l engt h,
European level; however, edueatioinaining institutions are more likely to use those tools;

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

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

A
A

A

3.2

QFs are considered as information tools to enhance transparency of qualifications and training
education systems, and to foster more generally mobility of students and workers;

QFs have also a high ©pot ent amnple facilitating oreseeh i s i n
regulating recognition offaomal and informal learning.

There is a high demand for increasing awareness and the knowledge of QFs through a great variet
means. Such initiatives shouldotisated so to take into ceraidn the specificities of every
users/beneficiaries.

Concluding remarks

Based on those results, we would like to draw attention on the following concluding remarks in what concer!

FWB:

(1) QFs (and other transparency tools developiéohat and European level) are firstly considered as

educatiorelated tools, providing some information on foreign qualifications as well as education ar
training systems. But there are not considered as a primary source of information.

(2) Users/benefficies 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 t
actual recruitment processes.

(3) The EU tools, mainly EQE, diploma gpiement 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 mo
Afconservativeod whhemedensidési myateadbgonti ars
figeodd 6 degee length, marks).

(5) Development of QFs (and other transparency tools) should go with systematic implementatic
information and communication strategies in ordemteegiudl appropriation by the potential
users/beneficiaries. In this perspective, competent authorities for QFs (and other transparency to
should not underestimate the dynamics and the needifani@sgment in order to make those
structurabtol s becoming fAstructuringo ones.

(6) There is a strong demand for information on the QFs (and other transparency tools); this informa
should be provided through a variety of channels in a coherent way, thus with the support of the pt
authorities.

(7) The low answer rate is an issue considering the statistical validity of the survey. Furthermore, it m
also indicate indirectly the low awareness and/or usefulness of QFs (and other transparency tools) s
potential users/beneficiaries haven aneesed/ey. This might also imply that the respondents are
the fAbest pupilsd and thus are not represent
urgent necessity to better inform and communicate on QFs (and other transpareadpeools) toward
potential users/beneficiaries.
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b) CROATIA



CONTEXT
1.1 Countrydata

1.1.1 Mobilityof workers

In 2011, there were 55.3% of Croatian citizens and 44.7% of aliens who immigrated in@ralaéieRepublic of
while 75.0% of Croatian citizens and 20.1% of aliens emigrated abroad (there were 4.9% of persons wt
citizenship was unknown). Out of the total number of immigrants, there were 43.0% of persons who arrived
neighbourirgpuntries.

With regard texs out of the total number of immigrants, there were more women than men (50.2%). Out of
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
recorded in the City of Zagreb (23.9%) and the CoubglofaBpli{l4.4%).

1.1.2 Mobility of students and academic staff

Croatia currently has an extremely low percentage of studemtoohilitydi ng t o esti mat e
Thematic Review of Tertiary Educati on: Country
students study abroad, and only OfB#nofre 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
international (incoming)students is around 6.7%, while some 2.9% studiéedssoavewdtere abroad

(outgoing students).

These indicators show that the development and increase of academic mobility demands a deeper anal
good preparation, clear strategy and a defined operational plan for the implementation of set goals.

1.13 State of play of the implementation of your NQF and its transposition tolthé EQF

Together with the EU Member States and candidate countries, Croatia is invited to relate its natio
gualifications levels to the relevant levels of the EQ#t, Moteving participated in the Bologna Process
since 2000, Croatia is equally inviteectotefglfts higher education qualification levels to the levels of the QF
EHEA.

The Croatian Qualifications Framework (CROQF) is an important ptbeecpigsitation of the system of

lifelong learning, which is the cornerstone of kibaséztigeciety and social inclusion. The CROQF is
based on the Croatian educational tradition, the current condition and the level of development of society
need of the economy, individual and society as a whole. It also incorporates the provisions of the Europ
Qualifications Framework (EQF), EU guidelines, and international regulations, in keeping with the foreign
of the Republic of Croatia. The waimir of a competitive European (and thus Croatian) economic area
requires the mobility of competences (and consequent citizen mobility), their recognition and use to the ben:
employees, employers and the entire community. The CROQF is athahswiimé@nadequately
implemented, facilitate employability and personal development of individuals, thus building social cohe:
which is particularly important in societies where economic and technological change, alongside an ag
population, e 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
educational institutions and enable their referdnnirgyositia as well as in the context of international
exchange. The CROQF sets clear quality criteria for competences that a learner can expect to possess
completing education for a qualification of a certain reference level and volume aTirefiERS¥3Eem

that allows for learning outcomes to be measured and compared. Its basic structure is simple and contain
integral and minimal number of basic elements. The significance of the CROQF is rgtlatitgdi@s higher
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between the raw of the labour market and the implementation of school and educational programs, and i
validation of all learning outcomes.

Development of the CROQF has been taking place since 2007 as a response to the need for a natic
framework of qualificatiemsompassing 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 Spol
the Republic of Croatia in 2006, the Croatian Goveathsrecethe National Committee for Development
andimplementation of the CROQF, composed of all relevant stakeholders and an Expert Team to assist
Government Committee in this endeavodev@lopment 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
CROQF. At the moment of the drafting of this Report, the FepG&ROQF Law is undergoing an
exhaustive consultation process with all relevant stakeholders. The CROQF Law will establish the neces
legislative and institutional framework for the further development and implementation of the CROQF as w
for tle referencing and-selftification of the CROQF to the EQF andEtHHE/AQF

According to the draft Act of Croatian Qualification Framework, the Ministry of Science, Education and Si
(MOSES) is the National Coordinating Body responsible foprtrentlanel implementation of CROQF, as

well as the designated National Coordination Point (NCP) responsible for the coordination of referencing CR
levels to the EQF and for theegfication of CROQF againd&EHBA using transparent methodology,
providing access to information, guiding stakeholders through the referencing process, and promoting
participation of stakeholders in the referencing process.

To generate trust among national and international stakeholders, and to fulfilitesize fof the cr
referencing process, the MoSES has invited five international experts to join the CROQF Expert Team in dr:
the Referencing and-8effification Report. The experts have been chosen on the basis of their expertise in
gualifications $gms and frameworks. Moreover, as they represent bodies and countries with differen
education systems, their recommendations and advice have been precious in guiding Croatian experts ir
referencing process.

The CROQF has been defined as a siglal fiaimework through which all learning achievements may be
measured and compared in a coherent way, defining the relationship between all education and training aw
It has 12 levels and sublevels described in terms of learning outcomestoViteRdptatigd tables of

learning outcomes ascending from level 1 to level 8.2, as referenced to the HEHE#nththed @Ro

facilitate better understanding of the qualifications being awarded in Croatia, and to demonstrate the
between CRO@@vel descriptors and EQF level descriptors.

After it was passed by the Croatian Parliament on 8th February 2013, the Act on Croatian Qualifical
Framework (Official Gazette, 22/13) came into force on 2nd March 2013. Croatia is curretithg working on dr:
and passing alHlayvs stemming from the Act on Croatian Qualification Framework.

www.kvalifikacije.hr
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Il. DATA ANALYSIS
2.1 Introduction

In accordance with the agreement of project partnesstiasheaire for Croatian shareholders was primarily
focused on institutions in the system of higher education, followed by state and public administration an
private sector.

Questions were targeted to 218 different stakeholders (e.g. reocigsikatidgeters, private and public
education and training institution, public sector bodies and private companies). Dditge includes on
guestionnaires and questionnaires filled in by phone interview and direct contact.

In recent years, Croatianchigucation has been following changes taking place throughout European highel
education. Croatia signed the Bologna Declaration in 2001, thus affirming its obligation to reform the na
system of higher educat iregumirements. ahe Acd onEeiemtificcActivity and  t |
Higher Education from 2003 enabled the reform of Croatian higher education system and increased the le
university autonomy. All study programmes were restructured in accordance with tie Bologipées of t
Process, introducing 3 main study cycles, transfer of ECTS and diploma supplement. In the academic
2005/2006, reformed study programmes were introduced and students ceulblivo posRyogna

programmes.
The Croatian higher educaon system supports the professional
coll eges and schools of professional hi gher educ

The answers to the questionnaire came from 53 educationgaimdtittgtions, includgadytechnics,

colleges of higher education, universities that are accredited by the Official national dcégeliteygion body

for Science and Higher Edueatiahlisted in the Register of Higher Education Ihdidthsiate and

public.

http://mozvag.srce.hr/preglednik/pregled/en/pocetna/index.html

The questionnaire was sent to all ministries and public institutions in every (Reptiesentatitgs 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 s
private providers of various services, trades, manatttiesngtc. Fifteen of them sent back their answers.

The questionnaire was likewise sent to different employment services and recruitment agencies, only 3 of
filled them out.

Considering the low answer rate, we individually contactedpotetaids reeminding them to answer the
survey, but also offering them the possibility for an interview in direct conversation with us. We organized
visits to some potential respondents, e.g. universities and polytechnics located in othiesCnoatian co

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 existen
QFs on a general level. Education and training institutions are mostly aware of QF developments.
Awareness of the CROQF is the highest, wilessaat overarching QFs and other third country QFs is very

l ow, although the fAnational o QF has not been for

Answers obtained (in descending order by number of answers received):

Administrations (11.25% respatee

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 frain@waks
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Not aware of the existence of qualifications fraimi&ferks

Highest and best awareness:

1stplacé NQF (54.3% scored 5 and 4),

2ndplacé EHEA framework (52.8% scored 5 and 4),

3rdplacé EQF (28.5% scored 5 and 4),

4thplacé other country framexga(9.2% scored 5 and 4).

Public and training institution are most familiar vitBdibtfaa framework.

50% respondent knows that there is a National Coordination Point for the NQF and EQF in Croatia.
60% of the respondent learned of varioustiqualifieaneworks 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 Q
academic recogniti@acruiterdonot use QFs for the purpose of employment or professional development.
The respondents, especially employers and employment and career agencies, still do not quite understanc
they can use QFs in their work, in part because they are aware that the entire system of qualifications bas
CROQF is not fully developed pleniented.

Most popular tools in dealing with qualifications:

documents (diplomas, certifiGaB&s}%
length of study83.9%

ECTS 82.1%

transcrifit 81.8%

Diploma Supplem&it%

QFsi 69.1%

Stakeholders rate CrodfiBras a tool with higlseste:

1stplacé NQF (62.3% scored 5 and 4),

2ndplacé EHEA framework (57.2% scored 5 and 4),
3rdplacé EQF (32% scored 5 and 4),

4thplacé other country frameworks (14.9% scored 5 and 4).

The most common purpose of use is academic réctigbition
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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 faci
transparency and mobility, but they think that the main goal of QFs should be to enhane&emobility and
gualifications more transparent, which will increase in the future.

Some respondents pointed out that, for now, QFs unfortunately do not have the necessary influence
i mportance. Thi s further i mpedegnessGo cceognizea the | e gi
importance of real acquired knowledge and skills in relation to outdated regulation that does not keep up wi
developments in education, but is still used, which presents a problem with the recognition and recognizab
gudifications. Also, some respondents pointed out that QFs will surely increase the credibility of educati
institution, primarily the formal level of education acquired by their students which is not recognizable for its
individual educationabinys professional specifics and national legal framework.

Respondents also think that CROQF, or rather QFs in general, will primarily affect the transparency
qualifications and recognizability of individual professional training programs, satesedt degtee,

mobility and the quality of education.

Only 17.4% of the respondent would like to learn more about qualifications frameworks and how they ce
used.

They think that the best way to learn more about qualifications framewblikatioasyitrginings, direct

contacts with NCP (National Coordination Point)/public competent authority, conferences and internet, anc
would like issues of recognition, mobility, NQF, EQF and EHEA to be covered by sucl
training/promotion/informaéssion.

Topics relating to the application of NQFs which the respondents would like to find out more about thr
educational programs are quality assurance, recognition of inforaAamahdecharation, how the
employers can use NGFs, etc.
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[1. SUMMAR®F THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

There is a strong need to send a clear message about the means and goals of NQFs, especially to
broader public, e.g. employees, recruiters etc., and to provide them with information how they can u
in their dailyonk.

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

Enhance the use of different EU tools to increase mobility.

Organize the different educational activities on mobility, QFs, recognition etc.
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C) FRANCE



l. 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, present
quite elevated rate of immigrants, i.e. foreign persons born abroadsacauiniggWhen considering the

recent studies and data conducted at national lev®] ANBE& has more than 5 million immigrants,
representing more than 8% of national population. Foreigners from Africa were the majority (about 42.5%),
fran North Africa (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia), representing 20%. Immigrangy femcotimgdel for more

than 35%. The Portuguese nationals were the most numerous (about 11%), followed by Italians (5.7%)
Spanish (4.7%). In 2011, 2.7 million insng@igeahtl5 years and more were present on the labour market in
France, employed or unemployed. They represent around 10% of the active population (INSEE). Some re
figures are presented in Annexes.

1.1.2 Francene of the major host countriedfofropean students

In compliance with current European policies, France promotes international mobility among young peopls
adults. A variety of authorities are involved in development of cooperation in education and in opening u
education systenthe international scene.

The most recent studiesw (OECD 201Rpt 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 r
students in 1975 to 4.1 million in 2010, i.e. a more than fivsefoldh iRGBRD10, France was the fifth
country receiving fAforeignd students (excluding
United States. European students presented about
Germany were the most numerous, followed by those from Italy, Spain and Russia. France is the first destil
for Romanian students and the second one for students from Spain, Portugal and tHé United Kingdom

1.1.3 State of play of the implentemaf your NQF and its transposition to the-lHQF

The French NQNomenclature Francaise des niveaux de fpramatited in 1969, comprises five levels,

from I the highest, toiMthe lowest. Initially, it was developed as a support to #ie Enmgadomparing
professional competencies and qualifications to a level within the formal education system (mainly to detern
person pay grade). Today, it is used to reference learning outcomes and profiles-afigmtddsstiaaally
programmese 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 Répéitatiensational des
certifications professionngjleshich contaikescription of all nationally recognized diplomas that may be
obtained within initial or continuing education or b¥2theisvd&ed to reference learning outcomes and
graduate profiles of professional study programmes to an academic leveltes thay gnatér the labour

market but also continue their studies. It facilitates access to employment, human resources managemen
professional mobility. It aims to provide individuals and companies with constantly updated informatior
professionalpomas 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 qualific:
systems to the EQF by referencing the& hatopu al i fi cati ons | evels to th
In France, the National Commission for Professional c&ubficaiiesiof Nationale de la Certification
ProfessionneH&€NCF®) was assigned the task of referencing the Frermcth®l@RFE and the final report

was presented to the EQF regulatory authority in October 2010.

9 French National Institute of Statistics
10] es notes. Campus France, inN2dvember 2010, p.1
11 http://www.rncp.cncp.gouv.fr/

12VAEV alidati on d e s: priardeqrnirigand éxperienéeeexqgritioni e n c e
13 The CNCP is a platform for cooperation between all ministries involved in designing and awarding qualifications.
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As a result, the five levels of the French NQF have been referenced in the EQF grid. Consequently
gualifications referenced in the National Registeommdlvaerdifications have a level in the French NQF and
therefore have a corresponding level within the EQF.

Referencing grid

French National Qualifications European Qualifications Framework
Framework

N A
[ NS A

Nomenclature frangaise
Grille CEC
1969

| - Grade de Doctorat

k 4

| - grade de Master

Il — Grade de Licence

h 4

h 4

v

\

Ml W ] W @] | e

Sans objet

Sans objet 1

Source: Referencing oftieach National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ) to the European Qualifications Framework for Life Long Learning
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. DATAANALYSIS
1.1 Introduction

This section provides a detailed overview of the French case study background pigjdot plaetodrsy

four stakeholders were targeted: Education and training Institutions, administrations, private employers,
recruiters. Data was collected throughirmarestionnaire addressed to 273 stakeholders, 93 of which were
Education andaitning Institutions, 30 administrations, 50 private employers, and 100 recruiters. The
guestionnaire has been opened for two months.

The sample was established according to different criteria. In the interest of obtaining as much represen
data as pestble, and considering the project timing and resources, statistical data identification by region v
chosen. The choice of a region in France was decided according to the representativeness of the stakeholc

the regionA first choice was made m@p n t Aille the Franceodo as the r
sample.
Because of the French EENICRI C | ocati on and the resources allc

the Franced was the most e a snorke yesults.eDegpite ahe lokevioua n d
advantages, the region produced fewer responses than expected during the implementation of the su
Therefore some palliative measures were adopted. Indeed, in order to reach as many stakeholders as poss
a sharperiod of time, seven events in four different cities of France (Lille, Lyon, Nantes, Paris) regrouping |
of the stakeholders targeted were attended. During these events, stakeholders were invited to fill in
guestionnaires-time or on paper. §3estionnaires were filled in on line and 38 were completed on paper,
which correspond to 58.24% and 41.46% respectively.

Events attended:

V ASalon de | a-poursuite doPtudesao

V ASalon de | 6apaneedi ssage| et Educationand 2arn

V iSalon de | a poursuite doée® Further Studies Fairar s et ]
V iSalon de |l a formation et | 6®v ol ution prof
V ASal on sp®ci al poursuite Hd06®tudes et ler empl
V ARencontres uiRWVET r 3Uiv@sy neausinesg POiL3s e s

V A Co n g r- HesnarHR<wurces Congress

The survey is composed of closed and opened questions. The analysis of the responses was made by qu
and in the case of multiple choices the analysis is also made by choice.

It is importanttemark thateaording to the answers obtained and the percentage of stakeholders reached, we
cannot attempt representative sampling, but rather identify points of agreement, key problems and stimul
debate on the subject.

2.1.2 Stakeholdergentification

In order to better understand the results obtained, it is important to underline that as the answers were
binding, there is a loss of respondents and consequently a loss of information. Indeed, respondents were f
decide to whichestions they wanted to respond.

According to the results 91 answers were obtained, which represent 33% of the total of stakeholders reache
answers (44.4%) come from education and training institutions from which 25.27% were private and 19.78%
public institutions, 25.27% represent administrations, 25.27% private employers, and only 4.4% recruiters.
last target group is not representative at all because only 4 recruiters answered the questionnaire out of
Managers, Coordinators and H&erarwere highly represented among the respondents.
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2.2 Awareness

ToquestonlAr e you aware of the e x6R6400®frthe eespontlientg ual i f i c
consider that they have some knowledge of the qualifications franfénbeksh@%.6@ not have any
knowledge, and 3.3% did not answer the question.

To question 1iPH avw | | do you know t he fredpdndems wege asged &0l i f i
indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of ki@ivigdge tBghest 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 (BHBEA)l ognhao Fr amewor k
d. Other, i.qualifications frameworks from other countries, etc.

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

Data showsthat among the 4 options given, the NQF seems to be the best known tool among the stakehold
79985 while gualifications frameworks from other countries seem to be the less known agéiny them 74.3%
the other options gived,1% of the respondents consider not having a good knowledge of the European
Quialifications Framework, and 45.4% of them answered not having a good knowledge of the EHEA framew:

The NQF in France seems to be better known by Administdiicati@ndnd Training Institutiot 64%

against 15%0f Private Employers and Recruiters. The knowledge of the other tools such as the Europe:
Qualifications Framework follows the same trend, 31.5% for administrations and Education and Trai
Institutins against 8.2% for Private Employers and Recruiters as shown in the next figure.

Figure 1

French Qfs awarnes:

M Administrations

H Public Education and
Training Institutions

L4 Private Education and
Training Institutions

i Employers

i Recruiters

14Ranks given betweeh 3

1518 of 91 respondents did not answer to the question. Data based on 73 answers.

1652 of 91 respondents did not answer to the question. Data based on 39 answers.

1727 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 optionfdOt her |, i .e. qualificat,id ncsonmmemteswosrhkesw ftrhoe
consider that they have some knowledge of non E
Brazilian QF, the Russian QF, the American QF, and the Canadian, but also, that they have some knowlec
some Eupean countriesd6 Frameworks such as: Engl and,
These answers confirm that that there is confusion among the participants, because some of the countries
above do not have a QF established. It would be interesting tatkeaengitdered as a Qualifications
Framework by the stakeholders.

ToquestonlBHow did you find out/ | ear mesporidentsverdabked v ar i
to choose among different options. It was a multiple choice qusticnwBie 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 aaisaremmshtanth 66.1% of

the respondents used more than one support to learn about the various qualifications frameworks while 3
used only one support. Of the options proposed, Internet 40%, Publications 26.8%, the National Coordin
Point/Public mpetent authority 24% seem to be the most used against Training 9.2%.

To qgue Do yowknowlthataherdNgaaonal Coordination Raibtic competenithority for the NQF

and EQF in your couritry?

4 respondents decided not to answer this question. Data based on 87 answers show that 61% of
stakeholders dot not know the National Coordination Point/Public competent authority of their country ac
39% who do know it.

According to the results, administrations seem to be the most aware of the identity of the National Coordir
Point/Public competent authority 16% against 5% for Employers.

Among the participants, Public Education and Trairiogslisstem to be more aware of the identity of the
National Coordination Point/Public competent authority 10% against 8% for the Private Education Institutio
shown in the next figure.

Figure 2

National contact point awarness
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http://ec.europa.eu/eqf/uploads/file/EQF%20National%20Coordination%20Points.pdf

2.3 Useand Practice

To question 2iilDoes your institution/ organisation/ compa
example: for recruitment purposes, for admissi on
respondents wers@asked to describe briefly their methodology. Only one respondent did not answer thi
guestion.

Data based on 90 responses show that 50% of the respondents do not deal directly with foreign qualifice
frameworks against 49% who does.

According tihve answers, we can observe that the percentages related to those stakeholders who deal w
foreign qualifications are not very high. 14% for Public Education Institutions, 11% for Private Educe
Institution and Administrations, 10% for Private=amplaydy 2% for recruiters as shown in figure 3.

Figure 3

Percentage of institutions dealing with
foreing qualifications
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Some administrations, Public and Private Education Institutions and Private employers described t
methodology when handling foreign qualifications. We did not obtain any descriptars. fidata

obtained show that equivalences prevail in the methodologies applied by most of the stakeholders who ans
this question. Nevertheless, we can also observe that some of them take into account learning outcor
Furthermore, Employaerd Rrivate Education Institutions mentioned that rankings of education institutions hav
an important place in their decisions.

Mor eover, we observed that there is confusion a
Indeed, in Frante 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 recog!
statemedftdelivered by the French BMRIC is taken into accousbtmg stakeholdéts.

To g u e sMhat are the2tool® yoéi make use of when handling foreign goalificaiong? o ndent s
asked to indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of knowledge (5 being the highest rank ¢
being thiowest). 11 choices were given:

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

20http://wwwiep.fr/en/eriaricfr/equivalence.php
21 5 of 11 administrations who added comments, 5 of 5 Public Education Institutions, 2 of 9 Private Educatmi® Hrsfilotjens\ahd added
comments.
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Transcripts

Diplora Supplement

Certificate Supplement
EuropasgCV)

Expert external opinion

European credit syste CTSECVEY
Other credit system

Other

T T oe oo

Even if this question was closed, res{zonde 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 ¢
from all stakeholders and there is a high level of non response fptiafmmost all o

Data show that among the 11 options given, the Diploma/Degree/Certification/Educational documents seem
the most used tools among the partiZip&ii®s while those being less used are the Europass (CV) and
other credit systems 36236%d 32.508% 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, C
only used by 25 respondents oudf,artBExternal opinion 24 resptsdut of 46.

Among the tools proposed, the length of the studies is also a highly us€dSteketvoifi¥ris who use it

more frequently are Education Institutions 23 respondents out of 46 and Administrations 14 respondents ¢
46. Thisshows &t At r a d #drd stllinaise ampongathte particigastd Indeed, according to the Lisbon
Convention the |l ength of studies should not be
as one among other criteria.

Forthepti on fiothero of this question, when stakeh
ot her tool s such as research, ENIC NARIC servi
gualifications.

To question ZIBAmo ng wohrek sf rtahmeet y ou Kk now, respdnienthwerd askeg o u u -
to indicate a number from one to five to rank their degree of knowledge (5 being the highest rank and 1 beir
lowest). 5 choices were given:

Your countryds National Qualifications Fram
NQFs of other countries

European Qualifications Framework (EQF)

Europan Higher Education Area Framework-@&blagfa)

Others

PO TY

Even if this question was closed, respondents had the possibility to add some coisineeh{ShEthae
of non response varies between 24.18% and 43.96%.

As for questoniHow wel |l do you know t hrelatel o the sovaréntésy qu al i
national qualifications framework seems to be the tool more uded parimigants 84.82%nd
gualifications frameworks from other countries the less ##sed 32.7%

2226 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 65 answers.

2347 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 44 answers.

2451 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 40 answers.

2543 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 48 answers.

2645 respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 46 answers.
2733respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is basedson 46 answer

28 The use of the length of studies as the main criteria in the assessment of foreign qualifications
2922respondents decided not to answer to this question. Data is based on 69 answers.
3036respondents decided not to answer to this questidradedtanss5 answers.
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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

For the option Aotherd of this question, when s
ot her tool s such @RseperioikIN&ionsl Ad? IC&tificatoms PriofesdraNEIIBSOh €0 r i
the EU web site.

To question 2. 4, ftdrehatrpermoseadn ybe use tee quakficaton Bramiewok (NQF,
EQF, EHEA and otherdlQF) r espondent s we iffeventastine ahd specify if heededs ik  a
was a multiple choice question. Three options were given:

f.  Academic recognition (i.e. admission for further studies, ...)

g Professional recognition (i.e. recruitment,,
h. Career developnen
i. Other

25 respondents of 91 decided not to answer this question most of them were Private employers, 12 out of 2!

Data based on 66 answers show that 53% of the respondents use Qs doemarpdse while 46% use
QFs for only one purpose. Of the options proposed, Academic recognition 36% and Professional recognitiot
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
purposes such as: the recognition of prior learning and experience (RPLE), recruitment, professional
academic mobility, training, equivalentmtiagi®o 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 indi
by allstakeholders. The personal project includes professional and academic purpose. Moreover, respond
di dndét really explain and give details about the

To g u e Describerbriefly. yéur efiperigithausing qualifications framevorksr e spondent s we
to describe their practices.

Among 66 answers, 32 respondents gave some details concerning their experience in the use of QFs wi
describing their methodology. They indicated that @iy fesemobility, comparison, further studies,
recognition for prior learning and experience. They assert using this tool to explain different levels
gualifications, for recognition and evaluation, training guidance, equivalence, implemeatation of NQFs
regul ated professions, without giving any infoi
guestion.

2.4 Expectations and Perspectives

To the mul ti pllreyoucdpiaioncde Qualificat®n Frasnawor&s. atteady i

a Enhance mobility?

b- Make qualifications more transparent?

c- Enhance quality of formal, informébyrmah education and training?
dFacilitate joopbpoo rttruaniintiinegs? of HAi n

Respondents were asked to choose among different options atfteicoopment. 8 respondents of 91
decided not to answer this question most of them were privat® Baiplogsesd on 83 answers show that

79% of the respondents chose more than one option while 17% chose only one option. Of the options prop
mosto f stakeholders consider that QFs already nden
(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 topttisagar€aradis
categories of respondents, QFs sdmmiainly 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.

=4 =4 =4 4 =4

It is important to highlight that most of the respondents mentioned that the multiplicity of different QFs incre
the complexity of placing diplomas in the frameworks.

To question 3f2.lyaur opinion, will QFs in the near future:

a- Enhance mobility?

b- Make qualifications more transparent?

c- Enhance quality of formal, informébyrmah education and training?
dFacilitate -joopbpdo rttruaniintiinegs? of fAi n

Respondents wesked to choose among different options and comment their opinion. 8 respondents out of ¢
decided not to answer this question, most of them were privaie employers

Data based on 83 answers show that 77% of the respondents chose more than b abiise while
one option. Of the options proposed, 20% of st al
imake qualifications mor e tr anferma edecatiordgnd teinilga n c e

and facilitateppor t upobdbesrafniing.

These results mean that stakeholders wish that QFs will in the future cover all the all fields related to educ
and training.

To this question, 7 Stakeh@&taeesitioned that QFs should in the future:

1 be more kawn and less confusing
9 accelerate mutual recognition and enhance transfer of competencies
T be one of the tools used when making Aequi val

Moreover, they think that students need to be more involved into discussions related to Qfs in order to set
common grid of evaluation and to facilitate the reading of degrees.

T o Qu e dftydu are int&estdd imknowing more on how to use qualifications frameworks, do you think tf
a training session or increased publicity would be useful?

Data baseah 90 respondetishow 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 responden
are Public and Private higher education msstitlittode Administrations and 10 are Employers as shown in the
next figure.

325 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

Respondents interested i