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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The aim was to identify qualifications recognition actors in the EU and the ETF partner countries, and to establish their remits, functions, challenges and developmental needs. 

The full mapping report with annexes (mapping template, tables and diagrams) are available on the ETF website: https://www.etf.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2023-07/Mapping%20qualifications%20recognition%20centres_0.pdf 



Methodology

Mapping qualifications recognition centres (QRC) at the
national level in 55 countries

Website research

— ENIC-NARIC network

— Ministries and agencies responsible for recognition of
qualifications/hosting the QRCs

Interviews with QRC contact persons

QRC questionnaire

QRC data validation

Mapping template as the source of data for ETF database



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
My colleagues in the team were Mile Dželalija and Jos Noesen. We divided the 55 countries among the three of us. 



Countries selected for mapping
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
These are the 55 countries in Europe, Southern and Eastern Mediterranean and Central Asia selected for mapping.
Out of the 55 countries, 44 are members of the ENIC-NARIC network. They are all the EU & EEA countries and 12 out of 25 ETF partner countries.
 


Responses from countries

Out of the 55 countries, 48 (87%) fully cooperated in the
mapping
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Out of the 55 countries, 48 (25 EU + 3 EEA + 20 ETF PC) fully cooperated in the mapping. The remaining 7 countries (2 EU and 5 ETF partner countries) did not respond and therefore could not be mapped, though initial contact was established with some of them.
Most of the responding countries and QRCs were interested in the exercise and willing to share information. For a few of them the interaction was more difficult and required some additional effort, sometimes assisted by ETF colleagues using their network.
Some of the countries have more than one national level QRC, so the total number of QRCs covered was 55.
Majority of the contact persons were QRC heads or deputy heads, one quarter of them were specialists/credential evaluators.
The following slides present the main findings in diagrams showing the types of the mapping categories plotted against their percentage in all the mapped countries and separately for each of the two groups: EU & EEA countries and ETF partner countries. 
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
QRCs are rarely stand alone organisations with their own legal status. Overall, most frequent QRC location is in various agencies (in total 55%), then the ministries (38%). In the diagram the agencies are broken down: HE agencies (directorates, councils) at 24%, education agencies 13%. Other types of agencies (academic exchange, NQF, or VET) range around 6% each. An independent recognition office reported 7% of countries. 
When comparing the two groups of countries, we can see much higher share of ministries in ETF PCs (46% vs. 33%) and prevalence of higher education agencies in EU & EEA (27% vs. 18%). 



QRC remit
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Overall, this is the ranking of the main types of QRC remit – from the most frequent All educational qualifications (18%) down to VET qualifications only (9%).
The types of remit are derived from the levels of qualifications as acquired in the education systems, their purpose (educational, professional, VET) and combinations of these factors.

In the EU & EEA the remit All educational and selected professional qualifications is at 21%, in ETF PCs more than two times lower (9%).
The EU & EEA have five times higher share of the HE qualifications recognition remit (21% vs. 4%). 
The ETF PCs have two times higher share of the All educational and professional qualifications remit (18% vs. 9%). 
The QRCs recognising VET qualifications only are more frequent in the ETF PCs (18% vs. 3%).



QRC

Recognition of higher education degrees
Recognition of qualifications for employment
Recognition of qualifications for further study

Informing on recognition outside QRC remit

Providing referrals to sub-national QRCs

Recognition of VET qualifications

Using the NQF for recognition decisions

Recognition of general education for entry in...

Implementing specific recognition schemes
Recognition of professional qualifications

Other functions and tasks

Dealing with appeals on recognition decisions
Recognition of digital credentials

Recognition of short study periods, e.g. via ECTS

Recognition of microcredentials

functions

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%10@8

All ¢
W ETF
W EU ¢



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is the ranking of 15 functions as indicated by the QRCs across all the countries in their response to the multiple-choice question. They relate to: 
 level or type of qualification recognized: HE, professional, VET, general education, non-traditional credentials (the least frequented: digital, ECTS, micro-)
 purpose of recognition (for further study, for employment)
 providing information and referrals 
 other (use of NQF, dealing with appeals, added by QRCs – see in the report).

Across both groups of countries, the highest share is for recognition of higher education degrees (87%) and recognition of qualifications for employment (84%), while recognition for further study was reported by 76% of QRCs. Providing overall information on recognition of qualifications stands quite high (75%) and so does providing referrals to sub-national QRCs (66%). Over 65% of QRCs recognize VET qualifications and 64% use the NQF for recognition of qualifications. More than half of QRCs (53%) recognize at least selected professional qualifications. Shares are
lower for recognition of digital credentials (38%), short study periods (31%) and micro credentials (13%).


Differences between ETF PCs and EU & EEA
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Differences in functions between ETF PCs and EU & EEA countries are significant in: 
 informing on recognition outside QRC remit 60% and 85%, 
 recognition of VET qualifications 77% and 58%, 
 implementing specific recognition schemes 41% and 67%,  
 dealing with appeals 59% and 30%, 
 recognition of digital credentials 27% and 46%, and 
 recognition of short study periods 41% and 24%.
 other functions and tasks were reported by 24 QRCs, two times more by EU & EEA (63%) than ETF PC (29%).



Types of requests

Individual requests
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Requests delivered online and requests by employers are more frequent in EU & EEA countries (91% and 70% vs. 77% and 59%).
Nostrification of foreign certificates is much higher in ETF PCs (64%) vs. 39%.
So is the assessment of competences at 41% vs. 18%.


Categories of applicants
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The EU & EEA countries have a much higher share (around 90%) of migrants and refugees than the ETF PCs (around 50%).

Information on applicants’ countries of origin was provided by 22 QRCs, specifically for migrants and refugees – see in the report. Statistics on gender of applicants were generally not available.


Challenges and developmental needs
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is the overall ranking of the types of challenges and developmental needs. QRCs in the mapped countries listed a total of 197 items in this category. The items were sorted out thematically into the 10 groups shown in the figure. 
As the highest ranking, QRCs gave a high number of very diverse staff development needs – see in the report. The other high ranking are Lack of resources/understaffed, Digitalization, Communication/accessing information.

The ETF PCs reported higher needs of QRC staff development (18%) vs. 14% in EU & EEA. In the EU & EEA countries digitalization is a more urgent challenge and developmental need (17%), compared to the other group of countries (12%). Communication and accessing information is more of a challenge in EU & EEA countries (14%) than in ETF PC (9%).
Process of recognizing qualifications is more challenging in the ETF PCs (13%) than in EU & EEA (7%). 
Political, governmental, administrative challenges are much more frequent in ETF PC (15%) vs. 5% in the EU & EEA countries. 
Non-traditional qualifications (VNFIL, distance learning degrees, microcredentials) are reportedly more problematic in the EU & EEA (8%) than in the ETF PCs (2%).





Gaps for further investigation

Missing QRCs

Get onboard the remaining QRCs with insufficient response so far

The data obtained in the mapping would require some
rectification and further validation

Overlaps between remit, functions and types of requests
Combination of open and multi-choice questions

Differences in QRC understanding of certain questionnaire categories and
typologies

Regulated professions, assessment of competences
Other grouping of countries (within the EU & EEA and ETF PCs)

Ways to support addressing challenges and developmental needs
through the QRC network

Staff development

Digitalization

Communication, accessing information

Recognition of VET qualifications

Non-traditional credentials (VNFIL, distance learning, micro-credenti



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In the area of regulated professions (RP) and assessment of competences, some QRCs claim recognizing all RP (authorization by competent bodies for exercising the regulated profession has to follow), some act as a kind of hub for this, other recognize RP in the education sector only, some do not deal with RP at all. 
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