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NATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORKS:
THE CURRENT STATE OF PLAY

This paper presents the current state of higher education in the European Union, namely the process of development
and implementation of European Qualifications Frameworks with the National Qualifications Framework in member
countries of the European Union. It introduses the analysis of data in all member states mostly based on the reports of
the European organizations. This paper also shows that different countries have different strategies and they are on

different stages of this process.
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Introduction. Many countries have been imple-
menting national qualifications frameworks (NQF)
since the Bologna Framework was first adopted in
Bergen in 2005. It now involves 46 countries. The
overview from 2012 shows rapid progress towards
establishing and implementing NQFs and linking
national qualifications to EQF levels. Twenty-
eight countries have developed or are developing
comprehensive NQFs covering all types and levels of
qualification. But different countries have different
strategies and are on a different stages of this process.

Statement of the Problem. Thus it’s intresting to
analyse the contemporary state of play of implementing
NQFs in Europenian Union. Our analysis is based
mostly on the gathering data in all member states (MS)
by means of researching the study of Directorate Gen-
eral for International Policies (2012), the servey of the
European Centre for the Development of Vocational
Training (2012) and the Acts on the NQF prepared by
MS. This article provides an assessment of the contem-
porary state of play of the implementation of the EQF
where we're trying to understand how NQFs are being
implemented around the world.

Review of the Literature and Researh. S.Allais
in his paper writes about “the popularity of NQFs
has grown dramatically in the last five years. Over
100 countries are now implementing, developing,
or considering NQFs, or involved in regional qualifi-
cations frameworks. Qualifications frameworks have
been widely endorsed by influential international
organisations and bilateral agencies, often supported
by aid money and even loans.” But he evidences not
only about the impacts and strengths of NQFs, but it’s
“weaknesses, particularly for developing countries”.
He also highlights the ‘mismatch’ between education
and training systems and labour markets. (Allais S.,
2011, p.10)

Michael F.D. Young also thinks that “all countries
implementing NQF have faced problems. This failure
may be expressed in a lack of political support or
adequate resources for the agency or authority with
specific responsibility for the NQFE” In his research
he distinguishes between political, administrative and
what he shall refer to as ‘technical’ or professional
difficulties. (Michael F.D. Young, 2011, p. 1).

In the mentiond above reports they are also
agreed that “in theory the European Qualifications
Framework (EQF) and the Qualifications Framework
for the European Higher Education Area (QF EHEA)
are aligned” but “it needs to be assessed whether in
practice the existence of two frameworks does not lead
to confusion.” (Development of national qualifications
frameworks in Europe, 2011, p. 6)

Presentation of the Work. What is the differ-
ence between QF EHEA, EQF and NQFs? The QF
EHEA was adopted in the context of the Bologna
Process in 2005 (47 European ministers agreed to
participate in the Bologna process). It consists of three
cycles: Bachelor, Master and Doctorate. Each cycle
is described in terms of learning outcomes as defined
according to the so-called “Dublin descriptors”. The
descriptors for the three cycles within the QF EHEA
are comparable to the level descriptors of level 6, 7 and
8 of the EQF. There is a close cooperation between the
organisations responsible for the implementation of the
two frameworks (Council of Europe for the QF EHEA
and the European Commission for the EQF).

The EQF for lifelong learning is an instrument,
established within the context of the European
cooperation in the field of Education and Training,
aimed at promoting workers” and learners’ mobility and
lifelong learning. The Recommendation of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 (2008/
C111/01) on the establishment of the European
Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning invites
MS to implement the EQF and to reference their NQF
or systems to the appropriate EQF level by 2011-
2012. (State of play of the European Qualifications
Framework implementation, 2012, p. 24)

Diagrammatically, the relationship between the
Bologna Framework and the EQF may be illustrated as
follows:
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Individuals and employers will be able to use
the EQF to better understand and compare the
qualifications levels of different countries and different
education and training systems. This leads to increased
labour mobility between countries, mobility between
education systems and increased opportunities for
lifelong learning.

See: http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-
learning-policy/doc44 en.htm

As mentioned, in 2005 already Heads of
Government requested the creation of the EQF
Consequently, all countries were involved in the
preparatory phase of the EQF before the 2008
Recommendation by means of consultation rounds,
studies and national discussions on developing NQFs.
The process of linking national qualifications levels
becomes complicated. Some countries originally
sceptical of the value of NQFs, for example Finland
and Norway, have embraced the concept and
are now actively involved in their development
and implementation. (Development of national
qualifications frameworks in Europe, 2011, p.9)

Although all MS were involved, differences exist
between countries concerning the breath and depth
of this preparatory political involvement. In most
countries the involvement remained at different
levels. According to of the European Centre for
the Development of Vocational Training (State of
play of the European Qualifications Framework
implementation, 2012, p.42-43) there are three levels of
NQFs implementations:

e Countries at an advanced stage already having
established qualifications frameworks and advanced in
describing qualifications in terms of learning outcomes
(FR, IE, MT, UK);

*  Countries at intermediate stage not having
comprehensive qualifications frameworks, but
generally, qualifications are described in terms of
learning outcomes (or similar) (CZ, DK, FI, IS, NL,
NO, PT, ES, SE);

e Countries at an initial stage not having
comprehensive qualifications frameworks and
qualifications are not yet described in terms of learning
outcomes (AT, BE, BG, HR, CY, EE, DE, EL, HU, IT,
LV, LT, LU, PL, RO, SK, SI, TK).

This analysis shows that countries have largely
completed the conceptualisation/design and
consultation/testing stages and are moving into early
implementation. Alongside Ireland, France, Malta and
the UK — considered as implemented frameworks — ten
other countries are now at an early stage.

Short overview of the NQF developments

Ne | Names of the Countries Stage of the adoptation

1 Austria Eight levels are adopted

2 Belgium (Flanders) Eight levels have been adopted

3 Belgium (Wallonia) Eight levels are proposed

4 Bulgaria Eight levels are proposed

5 Croatia Eight levels with additional sublevels at 4,5, 7 and 8 are adopted
6 Cyprus Eight levels are proposed

7 Czech Republic Eight levels are adopted

8 Denmark Eight levels have been agreed

9 Estonia Eight levels are adopted

10 | Finland Eight levels have been agreed

11 | France eight-level structure is being considered, possibly towards the end of 2012
12 | Germany Eight levels are proposed

13 | Greece Eight levels are adopted

14 | Hungary Eight-level structure is proposed

15 | Iceland Seven levels are proposed

16 | Ireland Ten levels are adopted

17 | Italy The number of levels has not been defined yet
18 | Latvia Eight-level structure was introduced

19 | Liechtenstein Not decided yet

20 | Lithuania Eight levels are adopted

21 | Luxembourg Eight levels have been agreed

22 | Malta Eight levels are adopted
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23 | Montenegro Eight levels are adopted with sublevels at levels 1, 4 and 7
24 | The Netherlands Eight levels and one entry level has been adopted
25 | Norway Seven levels
26 | Poland An eight-level Polish NQF is proposed
27 | Portugal Eight levels are adopted
28 | Romania Eight levels have been proposed
29 | Slovakia Eight levels were proposed
30 | Slovenia Ten levels are proposed
31 | Spain Eight levels are proposed
32 | Sweden Eight level structure was proposed
33 | FYROM Eight levels with a number of sub-levels are proposed
34 | Turkey Eight levels are proposed
35 glrél;asr tié?f?riﬁn(d]ingland A nine-level structure (including entry levels) has been adopted
35a | (Scotland) A 12-level structure (including entry levels) has been adopted
35b | (Wales) A nine-level structure (including entry levels) has been adopted

Source: Author

European countries are making rapid progress
in developing, adopting and implementing national
qualifications frameworks. The following figures —
reflecting the situation in mid — 2011 — capture these
developments:

e 28 countries are developing or have developed
comprehensive NQFs covering all types and levels of
qualifications;

* 4 countries have still to decide the overall
scope and architecture of the framework (Czech
Republic, FYROM, Italy, Liechtenstein);

* In four countries (Czech Republic, France,
Italy, UK-England/Northern Ireland) NQFs cover
a limited range of qualification types and levels or
have diverse sub-system frameworks without clearly
defined links;

e 26 countries have proposed or decided on an
8-level framework, the remaining covering frameworks
with 5,7,9, 10 and 12 levels;

e All countries use a learning outcomes based
approach level descriptors;

e 14 frameworks have been formally adopted
(mainly through ministerial decisions, amendments
to existing education and training laws or separate
NQF laws, varying according to national systems

and traditions). The are Austria Belgium (Flanders),
Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Lithuania,
Malta, Montenegro, The Netherlands, Portugal,
United Kingdom (England and Northern ireland),
(Scotland) and (Wales);

e Only Ireland, France, Malta and the UK can
be described as implemented frameworks, though 10
countries are now entering an early implementation
stage. (Development of national qualifications frame-
works in Europe, 2011, p.8-9)

Conclusion. Thus the paper shows that the
two European framework initiatives, the European
Qualifications framework and the Qualifications
framework for the European higher education area, are
working well together. All countries are at different
levels of NQFs implementations — 80% (28 countries)
are developing or have developed comprehensive
NQFs, 40% (14 countries) have formally adopted
NQFs, 74% (26 countries) have proposed an 8-level
framework with sub-levels. This difference depends
on national structure of higher education in member
states. But inspite of the differences and complications
of this process the work on the development and imple-
mentation of the NQFs continues.
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Haranpst Mocbnan
HAITMOHAJIBHBIE PAMKU KBAJTUDUKAII: COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSTHUE JIEJ

B cmamuve 2060pumcst 0 cospemeniom cocmosnuu passumust evicuiezo oopasosanust ¢ Esponetickom Corose, a

UMenHo 0 npouecce coziacosanus u adanmavuu Esponetickux pamox keamuguxayuti ¢ Hayuonanvnoimu Pamxamu

Keanupuxayuiic (HPK) ¢ cmpanax-uienax Eeponetickozo Corosa. Haw ananus ocnogvleaemcs: 21asivim 00pasom na

Oannwix, coopanmnvix 60 écex zocyoapcmeax-uienax EC u npusedennvix ESponeickumu uenmpami u 0peanu3auusimi.

Kmoueevte caosa: Boaonckuil npouecc; evicuiee obpasosanue; Eeponetickue pamxu xeanupurauuil;
HAUUOHATLHBLE PAMKU Kealupurayuil; cmpanvl-uienvt EC.

Haraniss Mocsnan
HAIIIOHAJIbHI PAMKU KBAJIIMIKAIIINA: CYYACHUI CTAH CIIPAB
Y cmammi @demovcs npo cyuacuuil cman poseumxy suuyoi ocgimu ¢ €eponeticoxomy Corosi, a came npovecy
y3200vcenns ma adanmauii €8poneticokix pamox xearigixayii 3 nauionarvnumu pamxamu xearigixauii (HPK)
y kpainax-urenax €eponeticoxozo Cor3y. Haww ananis epynmycmocs 20106HUM YUHOM HA OAHUX, SI0PANUX Y BCIX
Oepacasax-uienax i nasedenux CeponeticoKUM ueHmpom 3 po3eumxy npogeciino-mexuiunoi oceimu (the European
Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (2012), Ienepanvhum Oupexmopamom 3 MiXcHapooHoi nOJMuKu
(Directorate General for International Policies, 2012) ma na ocnogi suguens. axmis 3 numans peariayii nosimuKu
enposadacennss HPK (the Acts on the NQF), nidzomogienux pisnumu kpainamu-unenamu EC. Pamxu Keanigixauii
ons Esponeiicvrozo npocmopy suwoi océimu (QF EHEA) 6yau npuiinsmi ¢ konmexcmi bononcvkozo npouecy y
2005 poui (47 esponeticokux MiHicmpie nozoounucs e3smu yuacmo y bBoroncvkomy npoueci). Bonu cxradaromuvcs
3 mpvox uuxie: baxaraspa, mazicmpa i doxkmopanmypu. Iouunaiouu 3 yvozo momenmy EC 6yno pospobieno ma
sanposadyceno pisui “pamxu kearipivauin”: boroncovri pamku xeanigixayii (Bologna Framework), €eponeticoki
pamxu xeanigivauiti (EQF) ma Haujonanvii pamxu xeanigpixauii (National Qualifications Framework). Boioncvki
PaMKU He 8paxosysanu Hauionaivnoi cneyudixu kpain-unenie €C. Tomy y 2008 poui 32i0no 3 Pexomendauisimu
Esponeiicvrozo napramenmy i Padu xkpain-unenu €C 6yau sanyueni 0o npouecy peanisauii €6Poneticokux pamox
xeanigixayit (EQF) ma npusedenns ceoix HPK y 6ionogionicms do EPK (EQF) do 2011-2012 poxis. I[s cmamms
nepedbauac ouinKy cyuacrozo cmany cnpae y pearisauii noximuxu adanmauii HPK i me six ys nonimuxa enposao-
HCYMBCS Y CUCTNEMU BUOT 0CEIMU 10 8CbOMY c8imy. Pesyivmamom susuenns mamepianie 0ociioxcens ¢ me, w0 yci
KPainu 3Haxo0smvcs Ha PisHux pienax pospooxu ma enposadxcenis HPK y nayionanvnii cucmemi euwoi oceimi
- 80% (28 xpain) pospobasioms abo exce pospobunu komnaexcui HPK, 40% (14 xpain) ogivitino npuinsiu HPK,
74% (26 xpain) sanpononysanu pamxu 8-mu pienis i3 cyb-pisuamu. Ils pisnuys saiexrcumo 6i0 HauionarvHoi cmpyx-
mypu euwoi oceimu ¢ kpainax-uienax €C. Ane, He36aniaruu HA HEPIBHOMIPHICID 1 YCKIAOHEHHS NPOUECY Npo-
sadvcennss HPK y nauionanvni cucmemu euwuoi oceimi xpainu-urenu EC mpumaiomv Kypc na cmeopenst e0unozo
€Esponeticvkozo 0C8IMHLOZ0 NPOCMOPY.
Kanarouosi cnosa: bononcwiiil npovec; suwia ocgima; €eponeiicoki pamxu kearigixauii; kpainu-urenu €C;
HAUIOHATLHI PAMKU K8ANIDIKAUIL.
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PeTpocnekTUBHUI aHani3 npoo6siemMmu
dopmyBaHHS NpodecinHux LiHHOCTEN BYUTENS

Y cmammi nposedeno pempocnexmusnuili ananiz npobdiemu Gopmysanns nPoPecilinux UiHHOCMel GUUmens;
NPOCIIOKOBAHO 26HE3UC PO3BUMKY CIMANY PO36 A3AHIA NPOOEMU 810 UACi8 Anmuunocmi 0o Hawux Onie; 3p00OIEHO BUCHOBOK
1PO OCHOBONOJIONCHY POJIb NPOPECIIHUX YIHHOCMEL Y NPOPECilinO-Nedazo2iunill JisbHOCMI CYUACH020 BUUMESL.

Kmouosi cnoea: nedazoziuna nayxa;, npogpeciini yinnocmi euumens; npo@eciiuno-nedazoziuna OisivHicmo,;
pempocnexmueHull aHais.

Beryn. /lmnamiuni mpoliecu PO3BUTKY cydac- YHCIi i chepr ocBiTH. 3MiHA 3aralbHOOCBITHIX mMapa-
HOTO CYCIIJIbCTBA BUMATalOTh 3HAYHOI Tepebyp0BU  JINTM, MIMPOKE BUKOPUCTAHHS HOBUX iH(MOpMaIliiHux
pisHUX cdep KUTTS U MisJIBHOCTI JIOAWHU, Y TOMY TEXHOJOTiH, 3acTOCYBaHHS iHHOBAIiWHUX G(OpM
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