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Contact address:
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SE11 4SJ

Contact Telephone 
07981808158
E-mail 


info@polishpsychologistsclub.org

We agree for the information we send you to be passed on to colleagues within the UK Health Departments and/or published in a summary of responses to this consultation.

Please indicate all the countries to which your comments relate: UK-wide

We are responding: 
- as a group of health or social care professionals (see Appendix 1 for the list of names)
- on behalf of an organization (Polish Psychologists’ Club) 




If you are responding as a health or social care professional, please supply the following details: 

Profession:         


PSYCHOLOGISTS


Country of qualification : 
Other EEA – Poland



Area of work: 
As we represent a number of individuals, their areas of work vary: NHS, Social Care, Private Health, Voluntary, Professional Body, Education, Local Authority and other.
If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, please supply the following details: Voluntary / Professional Body.



Consultation Questions

Practitioner Psychologists

Q1. 
Do you agree that practitioner psychologists should be statutorily regulated?

Agree

(X)

Comments

	We certainly agree that there is the need to provide regulations to the psychological profession to ensure high professional standards of services and to protect the public. If our profession is properly regulated, we will be able to continue developing our qualifications, furthering our careers and providing service to the public in the UK, which the Polish community is an increasingly integral part of. 

However, the present draft version of the statutory regulation causes our concerns. We consider ourselves as practitioner psychologists, but our practice does not seem to be covered by current wording of the draft version. We express our opinion on behalf of the Polish Psychologists Club and thus Polish professionals, but we are aware that other EEA professionals have similar problems with their qualifications being recognized in the UK.

If only seven outlined domains were to be regulated, it means that a large proportion of our members and other psychologists trained outside the UK would not covered by those regulations. If claiming that we possess professional qualifications in psychology could be seen as a criminal offence.

This is because we do not use adjectival titles corresponding to the seven domains outlined in the draft regulations. The route of training/ psychology studies in Poland differs from the British one, whilst meeting all EU requirements for higher education. Studies last 5 years (combining typical BSc and MSc programme) and at the end we obtain Master Degree in Psychology. In most Polish Universities undergraduate and post-graduate level have been combined together and there is no possibility to graduate partly after three years. There is no further training required to work independently as a psychologist. 
However here in the UK our 5-year training is recognised by the BPS as an undergraduate/first degree. At the same time in Poland our 5-year programme of studies can be compared to studying medicine – doctors study medicine for 6 years, and there is no option for them to study first for three years and then for another three. For psychologists it is the same – after we complete 5 years studies, we are considered to be fully trained psychologists. 
Many of PPC members have been working as qualified psychologists in Poland and continue to provide psychological service to Polish community in the UK either through their employment or voluntary activities undertaken through our organisation. Members of our organisation have been also undertaking additional professional development to improve their skills and competencies. When the statutory regulation is introduced, we would like to continue being able to do so, rather than change our occupation due to difficulties with recognition of our qualifications.

When a statutory regulation is finally introduced, it should be clear who can claim to be a psychologist by outlining professional competencies. Therefore we would like the regulation to be worded in a way that covers all practicing psychologists, including those with overseas qualifications rather than narrowing it down to 7 occupational titles, which are suited to the educational route in the UK and less so in the rest of EU. 

 EEA directive entitles us to work in our profession and use our title, which is ‘psychologist’, so UK law should not be against those agreements (tu ewentualnie zostaną dodane dodatkowe komentarze od prawnika - TBC).




Q2. 
Do you agree that psychologists and teachers working exclusively in the furtherance of psychological knowledge should not be statutorily regulated as practitioner psychologists?

Agree

(X)

Comments

	If the regulation includes only practitioners as defined in 3.2, we do agree with that question. 
However, in our opinion, the current definition - which only allows defining practitioner psychologists through the 7 domains - does not cover all practitioner psychologists, including psychologists with overseas qualifications. Therefore this definition is reductive as it presents only a possibility of defining oneself through one of the 7 strands.

Moreover, there are researchers who provide service to the public, but in narrower area that seven specified in draft version.



Q3. 
Do you agree that others who deliver psychological therapies should not be dealt with in this Order but should be statutorily regulated in a future Order when standards appropriate to their roles have been agreed?

Disagree
(X)

Comments

	Looking at how practitioner psychologists are defined in the draft regulation – solely through the 7 domains – psychologists with overseas qualifications who do not fit in into any of the domains, can be viewed as ‘others who deliver psychological therapies’.

As we do perceive ourselves as practitioner psychologists we would like these regulations to be inclusive and applicable to our practice and training. As practicing psychologists we would like to be regulated; however if the title ‘practitioner psychologists’ - as defined in point 3.2 - refers only to the seven domains of psychological practice, it may exclude professionals whose expertise is broader/cross-domain or whose training can not be easily mapped against the 7 domains. This would then mean that those people cannot be considered as practitioner psychologists. We would therefore like the statutory regulation to include those with similar training to ours who nonetheless deliver high quality psychological services to the public. 
We believe that all specialists delivering psychological therapies should be regulated at the same time to avoid confusion and to protect the public from those without proper training who may use other not regulated titles. 




Q4. 
Do you agree that all seven domains should be statutorily regulated by HPC? If not, which domains should not?

Disagree
(X)

Comments
	We do agree that those who provide service within the seven domains should be statutorily regulated, but we also would like to stress that there are other domains which are not included in the proposed legislation e.g. neuropsychologists. Additionally current wording of legislation does not refer to practitioner psychologists with EU backgrounds, who do not use adjectival titles. 
Psychologists with overseas roots are specialists because of their experience and professional development from different countries. It should not mean that they are not practitioner psychologists and should not be regulated at the moment. We believe there should be general/ core occupational standards required for all psychologists irrespective of area of psychology. Although we do not use adjectival titles and our BSc and MSc training is combined into one, we possess very similar if not the same qualifications. It is unacceptable if only because of the differences in designation and way of training we may be excluded from regulation and psychological services provided by us will be considered as criminal offence.



Q5
Do you agree with the descriptions of the seven domains in Annex B? If not, what alterations would you recommend?

Unsure
(X)

Comments

	As a consequence of our disagreement for the regulation of just seven domains we prefer not to express our opinion if the definitions of seven domains are appropriate. 

The reason is that it is not required in our country to choose one domain. Choosing one domain means for us narrowing our qualifications to one domain. 
In Poland, only Clinical Psychology a domain which has regulated distinguished post-graduate training in Poland. In fact it is even more complex than in the UK, i.e. to become a clinical psychologist in Poland, first one needs to finish 5- year psychology studies (Master degree), then gain Clinical experience (i.e. work in a mental health institution) and then there is 5-years post-graduate training in Clinical Psychology. Therefore it takes over 10 years to become Clinical Psychologists which cannot be compared with Doctorate level in the UK. This only proves the point that straightforward/narrow comparisons between qualifications in different countries are not helpful in assessing whether professionals who possess them have met adequate professional standards.

 


Q6. 
Do you agree that holders of BPS practising certificates who do not meet the full range of competences for one of the seven domains of psychology practice should be eligible for HPC registration and continuing practice only if they demonstrate they meet HPC standards for safe and effective practice, undergoing additional training if necessary?

Disagree
(X)

Comments

	Our disagreement here goes back to the narrow definition of practicing psychologists who must be defined within the 7 domains. We strongly believe that those who do not fulfill all requirements within one of seven proposed domains, but still are practitioner psychologists should be allowed to register their practice and continue to provide psychological service without committing an offence. They should be statutorily regulated and therefore would need to be added to the register without necessarily undergoing additional training but possibly under a different title i.e. ‘general applied psychologist’. In our opinion legislation should be more realistic and less theoretic, as we are responsible for people, our clients. There are more than seven domains and there are more practitioner psychologists than those associated to particular domain.

As we are committed to continuing professional development, the above statement does not mean we would not be actively seeking to further our professional qualifications / undergoing additional training. The CPD is also core to the Polish psychological standards, but what we object to is potentially suggesting that to register/practice in the UK Polish psychologists would have to complete a UK MSc despite already holding an MSc from their country of origin. This potential repetition may actively discourage many people from this area of work and therefore limit the number of psychologists who are providing services to the Polish community, which continues to grow in the UK. This would have an adverse effect on the public, which is precisely opposite of what the initiators of the statutory regulations have envisaged.



Q7.
Do you agree that standards to protect the public should cover conduct, competences and education and training?

Agree

(X), but not as specified

Comments

	We truly agree that psychologists should be trained to high standards and should continue to improve their competences throughout their professional lives and standards must be set at the highest possible level to protect the public. 
We also suggest that threshold level should be set appropriately to allow all practitioners to be regulated. However we would like to argue that Doctorate Level as the threshold level for registration may cause problems and may stop many from being recognised as practitioner psychologists. 
In fact, as mentioned previously, our MA level studies are currently being recognised by the BPS as first degree (undergraduate), despite the fact they last 5 years and combine BSc and MSc qualifications. It seems that Polish professionals to be recognized at D level would have to undertake the same level of training again in order to gain qualifications they already possess. We would argue that those who, apart from completing 5 year academic training have, also gained experience of working in this field, meet all requirements for the D level in the UK. They can therefore provide high quality service to the public in the psychology field.
Therefore we would argue that to agree with the statement above, there should be an option within the statutory regulation to recognize Polish (or other EU/overseas) qualifications as equivalent to the UK qualifications using the professional standards and competencies assessment to ascertain whether professionals meet the adequate standards of practice. 
It is still similar in all EEA countries, so setting threshold level at the D level may create lots of obstacles and the public may lose access to many well trained psychologists. However, we strongly recommend that, beyond  registration, there should be a classification of specialists, with qualifications higher than required for the threshold level to distinguish high level specialists. 




Q8. 
Do you agree that practitioner psychologists should need to have at least three years’ undergraduate education in psychology accredited by the BPS for the Graduate Basis for Registration plus three years or equivalent postgraduate education and training?

Disagree
(X) unless our training is recognised as equivalent
Comments
	Tutaj podsumowanie porownania naszych studiow – w zalaczniku wstawimy szczegoly.



Q9. 
Do you agree that partnership working between HPC, the profession and the public is the right way to design standards of proficiency for this profession?

Agree

(X)

Comments
	We welcome the opportunity to express our opinion and take an active part in that discussion. This legislation will construct basis for other similar professions, so the more constructive dialogue is undertaken, the better for the future. There is no better way than dialogue between the regulatory body, the profession and the public. We see the input from the Polish Psychologists’ Club as valuable during this consultation as it presents views of many overseas psychologists and therefore future applicants to the HPC register. 




Q10. 
Do you agree that standards of proficiency, education and training should be derived from competences necessary for safe and effective practice? 

Agree

(X)

Comments

	We agree that standards of proficiency, education and training should be derived from the competences rather than level of academic award. Because of the differences in academic training it is more acceptable to verify if one possesses particular competences rather than a specific academic title. This would be highly suitable for those professionals with overseas background as those who we are representing.



Q11. 
Do you agree that the regulator should have discretion as to how it obtains professional expertise to carry out professional education accreditation?

Unsure
( X )

Comments

	Although it is understandable that the regulator should be independent in making all decisions, the HPC should co-operate with the profession, especially soon after arranging statutory regulation. We welcome the idea of ‘a duty to co-operate’.




Q12. 
Do you agree that some academic and research psychologists should be allowed to use protected titles without committing an offence?

Disagree
(X)

Comments

	Although we do understand the interest of academic and research psychologist to use the protected title, we believe that it would be against other suggested definitions (which specify that practicing psychologists are in fact practicing psychologists rather than academic, who could potentially use other titles, such as Lecturer/Researcher/Professor in Psychology). However, it is another example of issues, which may arise when only seven domains are regulated. Therefore, it is worth suggesting that the statutory regulation should cover all professionals with psychological background not just these seven domains.




Q13. 
Do you agree with the proposed protected titles? If not, what others would you suggest?

Disagree
(X)

Comments:
	We do not agree with the proposed protected titles, as they are associated with training only in one of the seven domains of psychology as commonly in the UK, and do not cover psychologists with qualifications obtained through a different route. 
However, we suggest that title ‘psychologist’ or ‘general applied psychologist’ should be made available for people with overseas qualifications, so that we would be able to have our qualifications recognised and be able to lawfully provide psychological services without being forced to choose one domain. EU directive entitles us to use of the exact form of our title which is ‘psychologist’. 

We believe that a title of general applied psychologist could cover us and other psychologists with overseas qualifications and allow us to be statutorily regulated without being potentially unfairly criminalised by “falsely” claiming to possess professional qualifications.



Appendix 1
List of Polish Psychologists’ Club members, who are psychology graduates, on whose behalf we have prepared the above response:
Anna Alberska

Magdalena Bogdan

Marika Bońkowska

Anna Bystra

Iza Chałubińska

Katarzyna Czapkiewicz

Paulina Dąbrowska

Agnieszka Danielak

Monika Dudziak 
Malgorzata Dworska

Agata
Dzieciolowska 
Joanna Dziubińska

Karolina Fronczak

Ewa Gabryel

Barbara Gieniusz

Iza Glegoła

Marta
Głowacka

Agnieszka Lenton
Aneta
Górecka

Renata Górska

Kamila Hortyńska

Beata
Jachym - Bujoczek

Monika Jakubowska

Joanna Jankowska

Michaela Jarosińska

Justyna Jaszewska

Magdalena Jędraszczyk

Anna Jurek

Dorota Kędra

Seweryna Klementowska

Sylwia Kot

Kinga
Krukurka

Małgorzata Kukulska

Ewa Kurij-Wasilewska

Elzbieta Lewandowska

Marian Łasak

Magdalena Łaczkowska

Monika Leska

Katarzyna Łuńska

Agnieszka Major

Anna Mazurek

Małgorzata Marciniak

Ewa Markowska

Justyna Mello 
Marta
Michalak

Malgorzata Mierzynska

Luiza Misiura

Katarzyna Murawiecka

Przemyslaw Nieruchalski

Katarzyna Nitkiewicz

Izabela Nowak

Malgorzata Paliszewska

Ewa Paszkiewicz

Izabela Piasecka

Katarzyna Piwowarczyk

Karolina Regula

Klaudia Richter

Anna Sierzputowska

Maria Sikorska

Anna Skrzypek

Cecylia Sosnowska

Joanna Stokłosa (Krotofil)

Iwona
Wąsacz

Monika Wasilewska 

Michał
 Wasilewski

Joanna Wendel

Bogumiła Wesołowska

Małgorzata Wójcik

Magdalena Wujek

Elżbieta Gontarczyk
 

Katarzyna Stefanicka
Halina Brunning


