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TOT VALUE - 22-25/05/2018, Ghent, Belgium 

 

The powerpoint presentations and materials presented during the TOT are available on google drive: 
Google Drive\VALUE_shared workspace\Work packages\WP3-TOT 

Participants:  

 Slovenia: Educational Research Institute (ERI) (Ljubljana): Petra Zgonec , Mateja 

Režek, Sonja Rutar 

 Portugal: 

o ESE – IPSantarém: Maria João Cardona 

o Aga Khan Foundation: Joana Sousa 

 Denmark: 
o DPU: Bente Jensen, Nina Tange 

 Belgium: 
o VBJK, Centre for Innovation in the Early Years (Promoter): Sandra Van der Mespel, 

Hester Hulpia and Katrien Van Laere 
o Erasmus University College in Brussels: Geert De Raedemaeker 
o Karel De Grote Hogeschool University College in Antwerp: Jo Van de Weghe and 

Sabine Van Houte 
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1 Report 22/05/2018 

1.1 Introduction TOT 

See ppt presentation, presented by Sandra Van der Mespel (VBJK)  
 

 
 
The general idea is to go beyond general principles /consensus we have on the importance of: 

o Engage in reflection and in-depth dialogue 
o Collective Responsibility 
o Shared Vision and set of values 
o Leadership as powerful factor 
o Competent system 
o Educare approach 
o Sustainability of the CPD/innovation 
o …. 

 
Throughout the TOT we will gather the shared principles while being aware of the different 
contexts.  
Making the shared principles visible will also be important with regard to the evaluation of the pilot 
projects in the different countries. 

1.2 Desk Research: what did we learn from the gathered literature so far? 

See ppt presentation, presented by Sonja Rutar (ERI) 
 
The desk research consists of 2 parts: 

 PART 1: The existence of ECEC assistants as a current problemacy in countries, 

participating in the project.  

The aim of this part is to describe the current ECEC system, the position of assistants 

and related topics (lack of diversity in ECEC workforce; educare approach) in each 

country.  

 PART 2: Finding sustainable solutions in our countries beyond the individual 

responsibility of assistants.  

The aim of this part is to gather studies, research, grey literature, methods and 

practices which can be inspiring for and helps to underpin the CPD path in the pilot 

schools.  

 
 
  

Objectives TOT 
 

• Build a common framework for the CPD path 
• Exchange inspiring methods and practices 
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Discussion PART 1: 

 Not an easy exercise to compare the different countries (‘comparing banana’s, apples 

and lemons’). Need for a more systematic approach to present the data in each 

country.  

  How do we define ‘assistants’? Starting point =  definition used in discussion text (see 

below); 

Remarks: 

o This will be an ongoing discussion throughout the project; 

o Assistants as a phenomenon rather than a title as such; more precisely it is 

about pointing out a continuous power balance in the ECEC workforce!  

o In Slovenia assistants are more educated (sometimes, even higher educated 

then core practitioners).  

o We need to be careful to make assistants voices visible and to not talk about 

them.  

o The phenomenon of assistants needs to be understood in the educare 

approach and the educational intentionality’s.  

o We need to be careful with the term ‘assistants’. In communication it is better 

to talk about ‘different kind of practitioners working together with children 

and families’ and to use the appropriate terms used in each country.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

This discussion text relies on the following definitions used in the CoRe study 
(Urban et al., 2011):  
Core practitioners work directly with young children and families, usually as the 
main responsible of a children’s group (Oberhuemer et al., 2010).  Core 
practitioners can be:  

 Preschool teachers working with 2,5-6 years old children – in split 

systems (Belgium, Portugal) 

 Childcare practitioners working with 0-3 years old children – in split 

systems (Belgium, Portugal) 

 ECEC practitioners working in the 0-6 years old sector – in 

integrated systems (Slovenia, Denmark). 

Assistants support core practitioners in working directly with children and 
families; assistants usually hold a lower qualification than those held by core 
practitioners. 



                                                                                                                                                                                       

4 

 

Discussion PART 2:  
There are a lot of questions on the second part: what are we exactly looking for? What is the aim of 
the second part? This gave rise to a lot of confusion between the partners on the expectations of the 
second part.  
VBJK presents their work on this second part: see document on google drive (WP 2 TOT). VBJK used 
the following search term to conduct the desk research: interprofessional practice, diversity in 
teams, co-teaching, team teaching, status in collaboration.  
The text of VBJK is interesting work. The text can be used as a starting point to do the desk research 
in the other countries. Each partner can take the structure of the VBJK-text as a guideline and add 
other topics depending on what is found in their country.  
 
TO CONCLUDE:  
ERI reviews the guidelines for the desk research in order to clarify better what is needed.  
Part 2: each partner takes the VBJK-text as a structure for the desk research part 2, and add topics if 
needed.  
 

1.3 The VALUE website  

Margarida Santos (AKF) presents the VALUE website via skype. See: http://www.value-ecec.eu/ 
 
The website looks nice! 
What needs to be done before we can launch the website? 

 Other photo on the home page 

 Review description of project (after discussion during TOT) 

 Check if description of partners is correct. 

Only AKF can add information on website. 
Later on the different partners need to translate the main pages of the website to make the website 
available in the different languages.  
 
There will also be a Facebook channel. News on the facebook page is linked to the news on the 
website. Important that all partner give input!  
.  
Besides website and facebook channel, AKF will provide templates (together with manual) with 
logo’s and needed information for PPT and Word.   
 
Website will be launched at the beginning of June.  
 
TO DO: each partner sends one or two pictures that represent the content of VALUE 
Eg. With children, and adults in ECEC context – HIGH RESOLUTION – best horizontal picture - by 
1/6/2018  
 
TO DO: each partner decides who is the contact person for each country & is responsible for the 
facebook and send this to AKF by 1/6/2018 
 
  

http://www.value-ecec.eu/
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TO DO:  

- VBJK reviews the project description on the website 

- All partner: check description of your organization on the website  

 

1.4 Input from Portugal – Contextual Professional Learning Project & 

Formation Model  

See ppt presentation by Joana Sousa and Maria João Cardona + article ‘Promoting equity in an early 
years context: the role of participatory educational teams’ 
 
Short additional notes on the presentation and discussion:  
 
Participatory approach = constant negotiating. 
Creating awareness of who we are as a teacher/assistant, and images of education/child/school. 
Reflection: collect images, field notes, other instruments, …  
Focus on their own reality, and then provoke questions so that they can reflect; mostly based on 
pedagogical documentation (on for example wellbeing, involvement, …). 
 
Monthly meetings with assistants – only assistants: safe zone, feel secure about how they feel and 
think. 
2-3 times per year assistants and teachers together – whole team. 
Once a week/2 weeks together with the teacher they work. Some assistants had a good relation 
with their educator and were learning together; but in other pairs this was not the case. E.g. they 
don’t feel that the educator is open and listen to them.  
Through the participatory approach they discovered the need to collaborate; the assistants believed 
that they became visible and listened to.  
They discover their own professional identity.  
THUS: combination of separate moments and shared moments between assistants and educators 
and directors was important in this context.  
Need for making their professional identity concrete and give them a voice.   
 
Shared vision = basis of the participatory approach. 
Starting point is ‘what is the best for the children’  
Crucial role of the pedagogical coordinator (directors) – in some cases the director is present in the 
meetings. 
 
Conditions? Rearrange the routines, so that assistants can meet; educators have 1 free hour per day.   
Trainers are always present (as a team of trainers), but not always lead the meeting in the Olivais Sul 
case. 
 
Evaluation?  
Trainers keep field notes, registers of the meetings, pedagogical documentation of the meetings, 
and questionnaires. Main focus of the evaluation is on the process, but not a professional path 
evaluation.   
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The need for a ‘safe’ context becomes apparent in this story – what do we mean by safety?  
importance of thinking about separate reflective initiatives besides educators and assistants 
together – how to break the ‘circle of silence’? Related to hierarchical position. How to support and 
strengthen them to ‘speak up’?  
 
Working in separate groups gave confidence to the practitioners and also to the trainers. 
 
As trainers we try to be very good listeners – finding balance between suspension and provocation. 
Let not loose ourselves in frustration or it is not psychotherapy – so keep the focus on the impact on 
children and families. 
Remark: Group reflection is not meant as psychotherapy, but can create ‘therapeutic moments, 
effects’ 
 
Educators should think about themselves as trainers – how to deal with personal history, luggage of 
yourself but also of the assistants?  
 
How is the documentation used in this process?  
used to work on following question: how do assistants perceive their role? – then gather these 
images and give it back to them – do you recognize this? Through deep dialogue based on their 
perceptions and where this perception comes from.   
Cfr. Desk research – safe space where they can discover their own professional development. But 1st 
they should be aware of their professional identity and talk about it.   
But this can take a long time – and in VALUE we only have 1 year for the CPD path 
 
Are they learning together?  
They become more aware of their own role.  
But still struggling on how they can really learn together; so not only sharing experiences  

1.5 Input from Slovenia – Professional Learning Community 

See ppt presentation by Mateja Režek 
 
Short additional notes on the presentation and discussion:  
 
Some professional learning communities (PLC) involve teachers and assistants. Others not.  
‘Activs’: teachers and assistants meet together on discussing what they want: this is written in the 
law. In general, they talk more about organizational matters. In some preschools they have 
transformed these obligatory meetings into PLC’s.  
 
We use ISSA quality Resource Pack in the PLC’s. 

 ISSA: International Step by Step Association –More information:  https://www.issa.nl/  

 Different instrument. One Instrument for assessing quality – many professionals felt a 

bit afraid of observation as it could judge them and not their practices – we made 

modifications in the instrument 

Reasons of installing PLC – PLC as a process 
 

https://www.issa.nl/
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The leader of PLC can be teachers or other functions in the school. – Sometimes members of the 
community would say the coordinator is a teacher, they do not feel obliged to take PLC’s seriously. 
The leader in this case can have difficulties to motivate or support them. – Teacher can get 
professional or financial promotion when taking up the role of coordinator of the PLC. (mentor, 
counselor, … ) 
 
Shared vision as crucial element – defined in ISSA definition of quality pedagogy – every community 
will decide how to translate this locally 
 
Is it something natural how teachers and assistants collaborate? Yes, it has been a practice for 16 
years. – we were the first ones to introduce different pairs of teachers and assistants.  
Do they have different roles? They have different descriptions: teacher is responsible for planning 
etc…  The title changed recently; they are teachers more than just assistants. (‘teachers assistant’ > 
‘teacher teacher assistant’) – is the result from a broader movement in which assistants got more 
recognition and higher salary.  
The role of the teacher is also to create space so the assistant can develop/grow.  
Core study: assistants were more responsible for the collaboration instead of the teacher. But that 
has probably changed. 
 
PLC’s have a clear working method which gives a kind of safety, security for the coordinators/leaders 
to organise it.  
 
Who prepares step 3: developing a common understanding of quality: it would be the coordinator 
based on some ideas or previous meetings. Or at the beginning they decide to share the 
responsibility of facilitating this step.  
 
Step 3 is approx. 30 min; Step 4 is approx. 5 min 
 
One meeting is one hour and a half to two hours. Every teacher needs to come prepared with a case.  
 
Do you have examples of practices who have done this for a longer time: In some preschools it exists 
for 5 years. The first years was about organising the conditions and making clear the responsibilities 
and role of the leaders/coordinators. The process started 5 years ago, it is the last 2 years that there 
is a kind of flow. In schools with strong support of leadership – it is a quite high level of support and 
quality improvement. “I want to share this with the other teachers, I can’t hardly wait” –> this is the 
kind of climate we want to create.  
 
How do practitioners call each other? In Belgium it is clear that the teacher talks about a childcare 
worker (kinderverzorgster) but rather in a negative, denigrating way. In Slovenia, not sure. In 
Portugal we tried to work on this: ‘my class, my children, my…’  It’s important work to talk about 
‘our class, our children, our….’ 
 
Preconditions are very important (e.g. developing a contract) 
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2 Report 23/05/2018 

2.1 Introduction in the Flemish & Ghent ECEC system 

See ppt presentation by Hester Hulpia 
 
Some additional notes: 

- Split system: childcare 0-3 yr and preschool education from 2,5-6 yr 

- High enrolment in preschool education.  

- ‘Toddler participation’ is a policy, developed as a kind of light version of lowering 

compulsory school age.  Increasing conditionality of access to preschool: new child 

allowance law, ideas of politicians to connect inscription and attendance in preschool 

with having living wages 

- Many children are in family day care (in the 50%) – the number of family day carer is 

decreasing.  

-  Problem of qualification in childcare sector: New bachelor pedagogy for the young 

child – the initial idea was that the government would invest in many bachelors in 

childcare – but for the moment the centers do not have money to invest in bachelors – 

it is rather exceptional that a centre has a pedagogical coach – in 2024 everyone 

should be qualified, but that is only a maximum of upper secondary level.  

Remark: you will find more and more bachelors who will take up the role of 

coordinators 

- Sometimes a bachelor with ‘pedagogy for the young child’ can work in preschool but 

not in a teacher position.  

- ‘Childcare workers’ – kinderverzorgsters sometimes work in 3 to 4 schools. Some 

schools decide to invest more.  

- Educational networks: 1) level of Flemish community schools 2) municipality level 

schools 3) Free education: catholic schools  

- Freedom of education: as a parents you are free to choose the school of your 

preference.  

2.2 Visit to the school and explanation 

See ppt presentation by Inge Willem, the director of the school  
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- Jenaplan: Peter Petersen lived in the same period as Freinet. 5 schools in Belgium are 

Jenaplan.  

- Problem of social mix: we need to do more outreachment because new inscription 

system unintentionally favors middleclass white children. 60% of the children live in 

disadvantaged circumstances of the school. (SES indicatoren) 

- Education is care and care is education 

- Children are also here during holidays with the childcare workers. From 8 years old no 

places in out of school care (within this school).  

- Why do you mix the children with different ages? When you have different ages, the 

oldest children can also help the youngest. That is an idea of Jenaplan: you grow 

together: you are a pupil, a companion, a supporter. The children grow as persons.  

- We think in terms of what children need to reach after three years in the classroom, 

we make visuals for the children. Based on this, children make their own goals. When 

you mix the ages, the transition is also more relaxed for new children.  

- How is the transition period organised? Teacher will call the parents before the start 

when the parents will come to the class with the child. Parents can spend time in the 

class during the transition. It depends on the needs and also the availability of the 

parents. We ask that children come, once with the mother and once with the father. 

The young children learn very fast from the other children 

- Children with extra needs are integrated in the group with help of an extra teacher 

- The childcare workers work in shifts: (1 morning and 3 afternoon shifts) – we make 

sure the same people are present for children. The children know very well when and  

who is going to be there. 

- 4 accents:  

1) welcome of children and parents:  

childcare worker is also present during ‘get used to’ moments / familiarization process 

/ before this an email is send to introduce both teacher and childcare worker 

 passport is about ‘what is your child like and what does it need?’ 

2) educare, both the responsibility of teacher and the childcare worker 

(Out-of school care) facilities are integrated in between classrooms. Always a same 

childcare worker is present. Children of the preschool are eating in the classroom with 

the childcare worker. Teacher leaves after the circle. The importance of always having 

the same person of reference for the children. 

Both teacher and childcare worker take care of sleep and moments of care.  

A child can sleep at any time.  

Toilet training is a positive pedagogical moment not a technical annoying task to 

perform. 

Transition moments during the day in which both teacher and childcare workers are 

present to have a peaceful and quite transition. 

‘You do not see the difference between the two professional groups’ 

3) Important role for parents 

4) Team 

Common staff meetings for teachers and childcare workers.  
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Common approach and common vision amongst teachers and childcare workers 

 

SCHOOL AND OUT OF SCHOOL CARE AS ONE UNIT FOR CHILDREN AND 

PARENTS! 

 

2.3 Input from Denmark – VIDA project & Co--Creation 

2.3.1 Experiences from the VIDA project 

See ppt presentation by Bente Jensen 
 
Short additional notes on the presentation and discussion:  
 
Main goal: tackle social inequality – find new ways in order to work on social inclusion of a diversity 
of children in context of social inequalities  to go beyond individual learning approach that is 
approaching mostly rather privileged children. 
 
A competent system of co-creative professionals needed! – a process of collective idea generation, 
selection and implementation by people who participate collaborative to meet social challenges  
professionals were trained to reach better quality but also to avoid to confirm social exclusion.  
 
Both pedagogues with bachelor level and assistants are trained in dreaming, designing and 
implementing experiments.  it is a problem of a system, we can look at it together 
 
Co-creation approach based on Appreciative Inquiry 
 
Sources: http://edu.au.dk/forskning/projekter/afsluttede-projekter/vida/vida-forskningsserien/ 
 
Learning labs - What was the context?  
5 steps of VIDA  see ppt  
1e step – knowledge based, based on literature review and provide the literature review to the whole 
group (not a light version, but ‘we believe you can manage this’) – during 6h 
Mirror practice into theory  
Assistants were not included because it was not the focus (2010). But if it would be done now, they 
would include them  
Katrien: in the VALUE project: not underestimate the assistants, but maybe it can be sth during the 
process (not during the 1e meeting, but later: if they need more knowledge) 
Knowledge part is needed, but maybe not in the beginning. But start from their daily practice  
 
Step 1 = learning lab 
Step 2  and 3 is in the school 
Step 3 – story of Nina comes in (see below) 
 
If they came to step 3 it was important that they had already a common language  
 
First year only focus on step 1-2-3; and not to quickly go to the action  

http://edu.au.dk/forskning/projekter/afsluttede-projekter/vida/vida-forskningsserien/
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Enough time for reflection  
 
Role of the consultants?  
They were from the municipalities and were responsible for e.g. 5 centres.  
They took initiative to make networks and they were always present  
 

2.3.2 Co-creation 

See ppt presentation by Nina Tange 
 
Short additional notes on the presentation and discussion:  
 
Appreciative inquiry  
Not focusing on ‘problems’ 
Instead: focusing on what is working well and why is it working  
5 steps  

1. Focus – eg. Inclusion, collaboration 

2. & 3 Discovery – inquire on positive moments & then share it  

4. create a dream  
5. design  

 
Treasure hunt 
What would be the optimal situation / think of specific examples of excellent situations e.g. by 
interviews and ask for conditions / factors  
 
Reflection – share stories  
Give words to your gut feelings, co-creation 
 
Strength: not deficit focused, but focused on things that are going well. But sometimes this is not 
enough 
 
Facilitation 
1e individual reflection, then share in pairs and then come back with the shared ideas of the pair to 
the whole group  Everyone is involved  
In VALUE:  

1. Teacher & assistant together as a pair 

2. Assistants together & teachers together 

 Depends on the context of the group  

Make the dialogue structured, instead of just taking place 
Specific questions are needed (eg. At the playground, during morning/ evening) 
 
Other example = Play book (draaiboek), fernisering or ‘vernissage’  
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3 Report 24/05/2018 

3.1 Input from Belgium: Wanda 

see presentation Methodologies for Group Reflection 
 
Short additional notes on the presentation and discussion:  
Example from university college in Brussels: collaboration between bachelor ‘pedagogy of the 
Young child’ and ‘teacher education’ during the internship  
Very rich to bring both groups of students together. e.g. same ideas such as ‘play is important’, but 
they both see it in different way  
 
Background.  
In some ECEC-services, during informal meetings there is often a negative atmosphere towards 
pupils, parents, the organization, director, colleagues, …. They talk, but not in a constructive way 
In Wanda, the aim is to meet in a constructive way: what can we do?  
 
Start from an incident – such as:  
1. student who took internship in out of school care: a father comes to pick up his child and the 
student smels that the father had been drinking. The students discussed about their fears (can you 
let this father play with the children, take his child home), and their role. Then the students took 
different roles: the child care workers, the children, the other parents, the father himself, the 
coordinator, …. The students learn to think in a broader way. In the beginning they taught: it is 
wrong. Later they took broader perspectives. 
2. a child that didn’t sleep and the childcare worker doesn’t know what to do and she couldn’t 
connect with the mother from Poland.  
 
DISCUSSION 
The choice of the case – very individual case, very specific  
Specific case – eg. a father who drinks, or also broader ‘coping social inequality’? – Wanda starts 
from a specific incident, specific situations. 
The role of the facilitator is also widen and deepen the discussion. Also the theory can be brought in 
– this is the job of the facilitator. 
 
By taking time and look from different perspectives, the views are sometimes changing and they 
perceive the situation differently. 
Wanda = learning process, a more comprehensive process, leading towards a researching attitude 
and taking different perspectives  
Wanda = learning process on different levels: individual level and group level  
The group becomes more competent in being reflective. 
 
Materials 
The glasses: not talk about their character; but they have to take the perspective and act like their 
character; to be their character  
 
Guide the Wanda process 
The facilitator  
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- sometimes it can be an external person; 

- it can also be a director or a colleague. But then there should be a safe, not judging 

environment. If there is a super hierarchical structure, then this doesn’t work. If it is 

the director, the main advantage is that there can be the ability to follow up. 

The role of the facilitator is crucial!  
For example, in explaining the Wanda process; in bringing the group in a learning zone (questioning 
their practice and take them out of their comfort zone, but also take them out of their anxiety zone).   
 
In Wanda there is a ToT, and a follow up supervision in order to support the facilitator. 
 
At the end of a Wanda process: ‘what have you learned?; What can we learn from this case?’ 
 
Need for free space 

- need for wellbeing in the group  

- clear agreements: do we have to bring a case every time?  

- take it away from the individual – sometimes it becomes very personal, but the focus 

should be on professional and institutional change – which is a crucial task of the 

facilitator,  

How can you add the institutional level? how can you focus on the organizational level?  
e.g. in Denmark the director is so busy, that he/ she doesn’t have time for such a long process. 
 then maybe the director is not the best facilitator. 
It can be very powerful if the director is present, but there should be a safe environment, a free 
space.  
If the director is not present the team has to think about how they will involve all levels and think 
about the autonomy of the team. 
If the principal is not part of the Wanda group, it can be threatening for the principal 
 
What are the preconditions? what should be in ‘the contract’?  
Start with an agreement phase  
eg. the manager/ director should be informed about the wanda process  
 
Wanda is not a HR-tool 
it’s better to start from a specific incident from children and parents  
it’s not a good idea to start form a conflict between 2 teachers  
 
Wanda in practice 
approx. every 6 weeks  
group size: approx 12, not less than 5 
Portugal: Can you split a group of approx. 20? they are a ‘group’; in VIDA Nina worked with groups of 
20 
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3.2 Building the VALUE CPD framework  

 

 
 
Task working groups: 
With the collaboration between teacher / teacher-assistants & educare approach in mind 
what are useful things/methods/ learning to be taken from:  

- Contextual Professional learning project (Portugal) 

- Professional Learning Community (Slovenia) 

- Co-creation Vida & Upright project (Denmark) 

- Discussion / reflections on working approach of Hippo’s Hof 

- Wanda (Flanders) 

How can these be used in VALUE? 
 
One facilitator + one reporter 

- ‘5 - individual brainstorm  

- ’15 - 3 small groups – take turn saying one thing at a time  

- ’25 - meeting in the middle – put the main / shared principles and methods  

- ‘5: Fernisering   
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GROUP1 
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GROUP2: 
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GROUP 3:  
 

 
  



                                                                                                                                                                                       

18 
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4 Report 25/05/2018 

4.1 CPD path presentation 

Period of the pilot: mainly from Sept to June. But it can be prolonged.  
Experiences from the pilot schools will give inspiration for the toolbox (inspirational examples, but 
also the challenges) 
 
DENMARK  
see ppt Bente 

- team of coordinators of each school (leader = pedagogical principal of the school, 

professional, assistant) learning lab team – a rather small group  

- 1 or more stakeholder team from local level (e.g. municipality) and the central level 

(e.g. unions)  sustainability of the project and dissemination – 3 during 1 year (at the 

beginning, the middle, the end) 

 
phase 1: preparation phase  
phase 2: really working 
phase 3: consolidating phase – develop a new model of co creation in the center and evaluation 
(what went well, what can be better) 
“the end” – not a real end, but ‘a new beginning’ 
 
Learning labs – for each school separate or for the 2 schools together – still to be decided  

 input given by Bente and colleagues; also focus on action 

Pilot schools not yet decided, but already collaboration with the municipality  
 
Remarks/suggestions: 

- idea of coordinator team = very strong cfr. ownership, sustainability 

BUT: they should feel supported – what have you done? – kind of supervision for the 

coordinator team will be needed 

- learning labs: 2 days will fly by… 

- from learning labs to learning cycles – such as half day workshop 

- other word for consolidating – refers to a kind of end – it is integrated in the system  

- kick off –> working on the shared framework 

- consolidation – suggestion: let the participants present their work.  

- dissemination starts actually at the kick off. So it’s also to inform all stakeholders (also 

parents et al)  

- big challenge:  

o get everyone involved  safe environment, build trust. If we get the 

municipality on board it will be a success.  

o staff turnover and other aspects of ‘poor services’   
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FLANDERS 
Setting:  

- 1 pilot school in Brussels – guided/ trained by colleagues of Geert (university college of 

Brussels) 

- 1 pilot school in Antwerp – guided/ trained by Jo and Sabine (university college of 

Antwerp) 

- VBJK will support the trainers (i.e. Jo, Sabine, 2 colleagues of Geert) – as a critical 

friend, provide some theoretical input, …. depending on the needs  

 
Pilot in Antwerp 

- selected the school already  

- phases of the CPD path:  

o sept – dec: starting phase: meet each other, gain trust, … with a kick off, 

observations in the classrooms (by the trainers, or colleagues), inspiring video, 

inspiring visits e.d. – also defining the beginning analyses 

o by dec: set up the goals with the school  

o jan – june: changing process – focus on action  learning circles 

- on forehand -what should we know about the team? 

 
REMARKS/SUGGESTIONS: 

- How do you see the role of the university college? Directly work with the school team? 

or 

o moments together with the coordinator team (the principal, 2 coordinating 

members of the school) 

o moments with the teachers and the assistants 

 Depends of the culture of the school? How do they work already together? We don’t 

know how they collaborate know 

- Teams (teachers and childcare workers) will be small. Therefore, it will be important 

to broaden it up: also other persons at the school (e.g. who take care of lunch, 

inclusive teachers (?) – interdisciplinary schools  

Also focus on the parents who work as a volunteer? 

 
PORTUGAL 
see ppt Maria 
 
Currently in the 1e stage  
Choose already the schools (but it’s not definite yet) 
 
Asked already stakeholders – and asked already questions to them for the beginning analyses  
 
Also students during their stage/ internship – what are the teachers / assistants doing? also 

drawings 
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Pilot schools in the Portuguese case: 2 

- Pilot school for Santarem = public school, rather small – but maybe also another 

school – because there are a lot off conflicts in the school 

- Pilot school for AKF in Lisbon  

 
REMARKS/SUGGESTIONS 

- pilot only takes 1 year – not a school where there are many conflicts  

cfr. Criteria of choosing a pilot school 

- start CPD path? similar to Bente her example  

First phase and preparation started already; the real intervention starts in January 

- evaluation of the project should be similar in all projects  

- there is a link  

- there are many assistants in the schools – large teams – who involve in the 

coordinating team  

- how will the trainers consolidate the work?  

 
SLOVENIA 

- selected 2 pilot schools - the schools are already in the network for several year (10-5 

years) – the schools are very big 

- will present the VALUE project in the 2 preschools in June 

- there is already a PLC in the school  

- approx 1/month 

- idea:  homogeneous groups in 1 school – with only teachers and only assistants 

- conduct approx 2 seminars on themes that are important for them (defined by them) 

- ERI will first be the facilitator of the PLC – later this will be done by the teachers 

themselves if they are trained enough  

- PLC in line with general framework  

- maybe also add aspects from the Appreciative Inquiry 

- also include managers and other stakeholders 

- also a PLC for managers and other stakeholders 

- schedule will be prepared next week  

REMARKS/SUGGESTIONScfr. Sonja: no problems in Slovenia concerning assistants  

What will be the scope for this VALUE-project?  

Petra: it’s not a perfect situation, the challenges are maybe not as big as in the other 

countries, but there are still many issues to work on  

- are there Roma assistants in the school? no 

- also involve special needs teachers 
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4.2 Draft framework  

Sandra presents a first attempt to integrate the work of the 3 working groups in a draft of the 
framework for the professional learning path with the pilot schools. On the bases of the discussion 
about this proposal, we come to the following first draft of the framework. 
 
Central focus / aim of the professional learning path in the pilot schools?  
Adress the learning and care needs of diverse children, families and communities by collaborative 
practice and diversity thinking.  
 
Underpinning principles of the professional learning path? 

 Tackle social inequalities 

 Diversity within families and teams as a resource 

 Systemic approach: it’s not (only) about competent individuals but about the 

competent system; collective responsibility  

 Social constructivist approach  importance of the social context of learning:  

knowledge is mutually built and constructed - need for reflective practice 

 Educare approach 

 Sustainable change 

 Participation 

Conditions needed to create sustainable change? 

 Shared vision and set of values 

 Contextualized approach 

 Strong leadership 

 Safe environment 

 Time  

 Facilitator 

 Giving voice / ownership 

Areas of change? 

1. Individual level 

e.g. exploring and questioning its own and others professional identity; attitude 

towards collaboration; developing communication skills; … 

2. Inter individual level or collaboration between different practitioners working closely 

together in one class group 

e.g. understanding of each other’s roles and responsibilities; creating shared vision 

and values; building a shared knowledge base about (tackling) social inequalities; 

building relationship of trust; organizing the collaboration; developing efficient 

strategies to collaborate (cfr. strategies team-teaching); shared reflection on practice 

and social inequalities; … 

3. Team/organization/institutional level 

e.g. creating structural conditions that facilitate collaboration and learning between 

practitioners with different background; creating shared vision and values; building a 
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shared knowledge base about (tackling) social inequalities; questioning and 

developing equal opportunity policy of the  school; strengthening leadership; …   

4. Community/regional/country level (~policy) 

e.g. involving stakeholders; building a shared knowledge base about (tackling) social 

inequalities; creating support for systemic conditions; … 

Phases in each pilot? 

 Preparation phase: e.g. getting to know each other, gain trust, mapping starting 

situation, organizational arrangements (who will be involved when en how?), meeting 

with stakeholders, kick-off, …  

 Learning and action phase: e.g. learning labs, documentation, group reflection, … 

 Consolidation phase: e.g. evaluation, how do integrate what we learned in a structural 

way, … 

 
Additional notes:  

 On the one hand the professional learning path in each pilot needs to be adapted to 

the local context. One the other hand it is important that we look for similarities in the 

pilots. 

 We agree on the big steps we undertake in the pilot schools (cfr. different phases) 

 We agree to work on / involve several levels in pilots (see also ‘areas of change’): 

o coordination team that is leading the learning cycles/change process in the 

school   we aim for sustainable change, therefore ownership is important 

and each pilot school should have a coordinating team. Who participates in 

this coordinating team is context-related and should be decided with the 

school. In the ideal situation it should be diverse (e.g. also ‘assistant’ in 

coordinating team) 

o there are also a few moments with the whole school team – e.g. during a kick 

off  

o stakeholder team 

 The desk research can help to elaborate this general framework more.  

 Through the pilots we can also collect inspiration and examples – e.g. safe 

environment: how do the pilot schools do this?  

 This reference framework should be linked to the evaluation 

 We should think about a powerful visual to present the framework – see photo below 

of Geert’s first idea: 
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What are the next steps?  
 
TO DO 
VBJK will send a text in which we describe the framework with 3 questions: 

- feedback on the text – give feedback on the framework  

- what are the central concepts in the text that we should further examine?  
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4.3 Evaluation 

see ppt of Benthe and 3 guiding documents (guidelines, draft of questionnaire, appendix) 
 
Additional notes on the presentation and discussion  

 If we focus more in the project on diversity and tackling social inequalities, then this 

has implications for the evaluation. 

 Selection criteria (slide 4): on the bases of the discussion we keep the following 

criteria: 

o Geographical aspects and school population  we need schools that work in a 

context of diversity (socio-economic, cultural, socially disadvantaged groups, 

children with special care needs, …).  

o Commitment of the director/coordinator and team to work on this topic; 

o Strong and supportive leadership, e.g. open to change, staff can reflect 

together, democratic leadership, … 

o Existing culture and practice for working and learning together; 

E.g. a school with all lot of conflicts in the team, is not recommended. We 

need a good starting position.  

o Possibilities in the preschool to involve core practitioners and assistants 

together; 

o Involvement of parents in the preschool centre  at least interaction with / 

contact with parents on a regular basis.  

 Mapping the situation in the pilot school:  

o The selection criteria should also be incorporated in the mapping of the 

starting situation in the pilot schools; the schools will be described based on 

the selection criteria (amongst other topics to be described).   

o The data on the starting situation will be collected via a survey and interviews 

with the leader and practitioners + document analyses.  

We will not set a fixed number of participants in the survey.  in the survey 

the total sample can be involved; for the in-depth interviews a selection of 

participants can be involved.  

Besides, we will also need some data from the stakeholders. 

o Perception of parents and children  we will not question parents and 

children as a part of the baseline study. This doesn’t mean the perspective of 

the families shouldn’t be questioned. This can be done as a part of the CPD 

path by the practitioners themselves.  

o Methodologies for the baseline study?  

 Survey 

 Focus group with stakeholders 

 Individual interviews with practitioners  

o DPU will develop survey + guidelines for interviews 
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 The evaluation 

o Discussion on what can we/should we evaluate? What can we (not) learn from 

comparing a baseline with an endline on the 3 central focus areas 

(professional identity; collaboration; integrated approach to care and 

education)? What kind of evaluation do we need to convince/inspire policy 

and practice?  

o Still a lot of questions. Bente will develop a new proposal; Hester will provide 

input and feedback.  

o Others questions/suggestions: 

 Add ‘continuity of the staff’  what is staff turnover? (e.g. % teachers 

that stay in the school for more then 2/3 years; how many hours does 

a practitioner work at a school; % full-time workers in a school?) 

 How do core practitioners and other practitioners involved work 

together? Cfr. desk research VBJK: what team teaching strategies do 

they use? 

 Also question the organizational structure of the school (e.g. draw the 

structure during the interview); 

 How do we incorporate the aspect of diversity/tackling social 

inequalities in the evaluation? Remark: we start from a broad 

definition of diversity/inclusion. 

 Data and reports 

Important do document good examples, but also challenges! 

Discussion about concept self-efficacy 

There are a lot of question on this concept so it is better to look for alternatives.  

Cfr. Portugal: wellbeing and involvement scale for staff members  

TO DO: Joana thinks of an alternative and sends a document to everyone.  


