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1 – INTRODUCTION
1.1 – What is VALUE about?
VALUE focuses on strengthening the collaboration between all ECEC practitioners
involved in young children’s care and learning, valuing the diversity in professional
backgrounds and experience. Special attention is paid to the role and position of
assisting practitioners and to strengthening their professional role and identity within
communities of practitioners and to involving them in professional development and
planning.
In other words, VALUE is about valuing diversity in care and education, as valuing
diversity in the collaboration between all ECEC practitioners will help better address the
diverse learning and care needs of children, families and communities.
Overall, VALUE aims to support diversity and democracy among children through
concrete coordination of pedagogical activities and the exchange of experiences among
those working with the children: core practitioners and assisting practitioners. It is
assumed that focusing on the conditions for professionals’ work, such as their knowledge
and competences and the resources available, will lead to better opportunities for
successful collaboration between these groups.
The specific objectives of the VALUE project are:
 Gain a detailed understanding of the situation of assisting practitioners, (the
professionals that support and assist core practitioners) and the collaboration
between assisting and core practitioners in addressing the diverse care and learning
needs of children and families in the 4 VALUE countries.
 Develop, test and implement innovative professional development pathways for the
whole team within ECEC centres through a number of pilots studies that (1)
strengthen a collaborative approach to address the diverse learning and care needs
of children and families and (2) strengthen the role and position of assisting ECEC
practitioners.
 Raise awareness among policymakers and organizing bodies in the ECEC field
about: (1) making the position of assisting practitioners more visible; (2) the
importance of a collaborative approach in the context of complex -diverse societies;
(3) the working conditions needed to strengthen the position and agency of assisting
practitioners and enable a collaborative approach within the ECEC context.
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VALUE key concepts
The VALUE Literature Review (Rutar, Jensen, Marques, Van der Mespel & Van Leire,
2019) revealed that VALUE’s three key concepts – professional identity, educare and
collaboration – overlap and intertwine and are influenced by the local context, working
conditions, and culture in which the VALUE project is implemented. Therefore, it is crucial
to operationalise them clearly.


Professional identity is defined as the core practitioners and assisting
practitioners’ experiences of feeling competent, their work being acknowledged
by their managers and colleagues, and their involvement in decision-making. All
three elements are considered vital prerequisites for successful work with
children; for team collaboration on the tasks of educare and inclusion; and for
managing the pedagogical challenges, and perhaps dilemmas, experienced by
professionals that characterise complex everyday ECEC contexts. We align
ourselves with the definition of professional identity by Beijaard et al.
(2004):”Professional identity is not static but fluid; it is strongly influenced by how
we see ourselves, how we perceive others, how others perceive us and how we
are viewed by society at large.”1



The educare approach is defined by the degree to which education and care
are treated as separate or as integrated aspects - that is, the extent to which
there is a holistic approach to ECEC, integrating child well-being, learning and
development.



Collaboration is defined based on three dimensions: collaboration on planning
activities within everyday practice, collaboration to execute the planned activities
and collaboration in terms of collective evaluation of the child and/or of the
processes and pedagogical activities.

The VALUE pilots

The VALUE project developed a nine-month pilot project focused on learning paths for
the two or three (DK) professional groups at the centre of ECEC – core practitioners
(with a bachelor’s degree or equivalent) and assisting practitioners (with a vocational
qualification or no formal qualifications). Learning paths are the processes that are
conducted within the VALUE project in order to improve collaboration between ECEC
core and assisting practitioners.
There are a total of 9 VALUE pilot schools: 2 in Belgium, 3 in Denmark, 2 in Portugal and
2 in Slovenia.

Beijaard, D., Verloop, N. and Vermunt, J. (2004). Reconsidering research on teachers’
professional identity. Teaching and Teacher Eucation. Vol. 20 (2): 107-128.
1
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1.2 – Methodology
Design
An online questionnaire was sent to the 9 pilot schools in the 4 VALUE countries
(Belgium, Denmark, Slovenia and Portugal).
Two surveys have been carried out: One among managers and one among staff (core
practitioners and assisting practitioners). Both surveys consist of both closed and openended questions.
Number of survey participants in the two groups
The respondents were managers and staff (both assisting and core practitioners) at each
pilot school. In one country (Belgium), however, an unforeseen technical problem
occurred, and all staff at one school and assisting practitioners at the other did not
receive the questionnaire. In the other countries, all managers and staff received the
online questionnaires.
204 staff and 13 managers from the 4 countries were surveyed about items in this report.
The questionnaire was completed by 2 managers and 6 staff from Belgium, 3 mangers
and 55 staff from Denmark, 2 managers and 19 staff from Portugal and 2 managers, 3
deputy managers and 75 staff from Slovenia.

Response rates: staff
Invitations sent
out
Answer received
Answer rate

Denmark

Portugal

Belgium

Slovenia

Total

62

25

11

106

204

55
89%

19
76%

6
55%

75
71%

155
76%

In total, 204 staff from the 4 countries were invited to the survey and 155 filled in the
survey.
Response rates: managers
Invitations sent
out
Answer received
Answer rate

Denmark

Portugal

Belgium

Slovenia

Total

3

3

2

5

13

3
100%

2
67%

2
100%

5
100%

12
92%
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In total, 13 managers from the 4 countries were invited to the survey and 12 filled in the
survey.

Ethical concerns
The project is ethically sensitive as it explores professionals’ reflections on and
descriptions of personal, professional and relational aspects of their work and everyday
practice. While this can be considered the project’s strength and contribution, it is
important to treat the resulting ethical concerns with sensitivity and care.
We ensured such sensitivity by respecting the anonymity of participants and considering
other potential ethical issues at all stages of the process – from planning the focus groups
to the dissemination of the findings.
We also obtained consent from participants, informing them of their right to withdraw
from the interview at any time and guaranteeing that all data and analyses would be
anonymized.

1.3 – The structure of the VALUE baseline report
This report presents the results of the VALUE baseline survey conducted in pilot schools
in each of the four participating countries (Belgium, Denmark, Portugal and Slovenia) in
the first phase of the VALUE project.
The baseline study was conducted to give an impression of the context in which the
VALUE pilot project was implemented. The baseline study contributes to the project’s
knowledge base concerning the profiles of the participating professionals in the four
countries. This baseline report is a description of the starting situation in the pilot schools
regarding the contexts, facts and figures, and background information from managers
about the staff.2
Also, managers and staff’s perceptions concerning the three VALUE key concepts are
captured:
 Understanding of one’s own/others’ professional identity;
 Understanding of one’s own/others’ role and tasks in the context of an educare
approach;
In this baseline study report, we use the term manager for the head of the pilot institution. These
terms can differ from country to country (e. g. principal, kindergarten head core practitioner,
management staff as principal and deputy principals etc.). The participants are called both
employees and staff. We hereby mean the professionals that are not the managers/principals. As
core practitioners, assisting practitioners and other professional staff. We also use different terms
for the pilots: schools, institutions, preschools, ECEC-services, kindergartens. Within the schools
and institutions, we use terms as classes, classrooms for the smaller groups inside the institution.
2
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Awareness of the need for collaboration and a collaborative approach to address
the diverse needs of children, families and local communities.

Finally, the baseline study identifies participants’ expectations regarding their
participation in the VALUE project.

1.4 – What’s next?
During the project’s start-up phase, the plan was to conduct both a baseline and an
endline survey. However, it was later decided to replace the endline survey with focus
group interviews, because participating institutions wanted a more explorative approach
providing a richer understanding of the processes and work as perceived by the
facilitators and participants.
This implies that the final evaluation will be a follow-up study of the same overall topics
explored in this baseline study, but based on qualitative studies, focus groups and
process evaluation of implementations of VALUE learning paths in the 4 countries. This
will enable examination of the project’s influence on the perceptions of all relevant parties
and on the VALUE learning paths in the pilot schools.
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2 – OVERVIEW OF THE PILOT
SCHOOLS – MANAGERS’ ANSWERS
The first part of the baseline study aims to give an impression of the context and history
of the VALUE pilot schools in each of the four countries.
These introductory snapshots are based on the questionnaire for ECEC managers.

2.1 – Pilot schools in Belgium
Response rates
There are two VALUE pilot schools in Belgium: De Kameleon in Brussels and Maria
Boodschap in Antwerp. The online questionnaires were sent to the managers and the
staff at the preschools. However, due to an unforeseen technical problem, the core
practitioners and assisting practitioners at one school did not receive the questionnaires,
nor did the assisting practitioners at the other school. At one preschool, the manager
was on sick leave and the questionnaire was completed by the interim principal, the
school’s care coordinator. As such, the results should be interpreted with caution. It is
also important to know that both preschools are part of an elementary school.
The response rates from the two Belgian pilot schools are 100 % for managers (N=2)
and 54.5 % for staff (N=11).
Information about the preschool, children and neighbourhood
School size
The preschools have 80 and 143 children enrolled and have 4 and 7 pre-classes.
According to the managers, one preschool has mixed groups, the other has age-specific
groups.
History
One preschool has existed for 10 years, the other for 67 years.
One preschool stressed that there had not been any important changes to staffing or
structural changes during the last 3 years. At the other school, there had been significant
changes (the school had moved to a new site).
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Staff: child ratio (SCR)
In Flemish preschools, there are no structural regulations of staff: child ratio. At one
preschool, the SCR differs over the course of a school year. This is not the case at the
other school. In general, the SCR is between 1:14 and 1:22 depending, on the children’s
ages.
Diversity
The preschools define vulnerable children in terms of poverty, vulnerable situations at
home, low-educated parents and multilingualism. The total percentage of vulnerable
children at both preschools is more than 80%3; approximately 95% of the children do not
speak the national language at home, and the number of children who have a mother
not born in Belgium is 30% and 90% respectively. The percentage of children with special
needs at the preschools is 10% and 30% respectively.
The pilot schools are situated in diverse neighbourhoods, which is reflected in the student
body. The managers characterize the neighbourhoods in which the schools are located
as low SES, with high cultural diversity in both schools. In one of the schools, the children
mainly have Maghreb and African (Congo and Cameroon) backgrounds.
Background information from the managers
The managers that returned the questionnaire at the 2 preschools are both female.4
 They both have the national language as mother tongue and are born in Belgium.
 One respondent is the interim principal (as the principal is on sick leave).
 The other has been principal for 8 years at her current preschool and hasn’t been
principal at another school, but she was a core practitioner and care coordinator
at the elementary school.
 Both managers have a bachelor’s degree.
 One principal is part of a union, the other is not.
Both respondents stated that their work does not includes teaching duties. One
respondent stated that she spends around 10 hours per week on practical matters, the
other 30 hours. Both answered that they spend around 30 hours per week on
administrative tasks. One manager stated that she spends 5 hours per week caring
for/nursing
children, the other does not provide direct care as part of her work. They both provide
staff support (respectively 10 and 30 hours per week), communicate with parents (both
spend 20 hours per week communicating with parents) and network with other principals
(respectively 5 and 10 hours per week).
Remark by the Flemish VALUE partner: This number is defined by clear indicators defined by the
Flemish government. At one school, it is 97.5%
4 The main prinicipal of one pilot school is male.
3
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According to one manager, the most important tasks in her staff policy are making clear
agreements; good communication with the team, parents, children; making the school
vision clear while taking into account the different opinions of the core practitioners; being
available. For the other manager the most important tasks of the staff policy are
developing a good vision that is clear to everyone and coaching the staff.
Information about the staff
The staff consists of 10 – 11 members (8-9 FTE) at both preschools, comprising 1
principal and, respectively, 6 and 10 core practitioners (all with a bachelor’s degree). At
one preschool, there are no psychologists or speech therapists attached to the
preschool; the principal of the other preschool stated that there is one such profession
in the school (an orthopaedist).
At one preschool, there is 1 childcare worker (educational level: secondary-level
education) and 5 volunteers of the out of school care5 (called hulpopvoeders6). These 6
staff members can be perceived as the assisting practitioners.
There are generally 2 – 4 trainees/interns per year.
When the survey was conducted, there was one employee absent for more than one
month (on maternity leave, long-term illness and other reasons) in one preschool. In the
other preschool no employees were absent for more than one month.
The questions regarding salary were unfortunately not answered correctly, since the
question was ambiguous.
According to the managers, there is a job description for core practitioners, as well as for
assisting practitioners 7 and principals 8 . These job-descriptions are defined by the
educational networks 9 . According to one manager, this is a very “bulky” document.
Out of school care in Flanders is the care for children who attend nursery or primary school, either full-time
or part-time, which is provided by professionals against payment during out-of-school hours or school
holidays. (cfr. Kind & Gezin, 2015, Childcare at a glance, https://www.kindengezin.be/img/childcare-inflanders-at-a-glance.pdf). This is mostly, before and after school for children from 3 – 12 years.
6 In the school the ’hulpopvoeder’ can be seen as an assisting practitioner, as their role is broader then out
of school care, they also support the core practitioners.
7 One manager defines the role of the core practitioners as supporting the core practitioners in caring tasks
8 One manager defines the role of the principal as coaching and evaluating core practitioners, taking care of
a shared vision
9 In Flanders there are three educational networks:
1. GO! Education is the official education organised by the Flemish Community. The constitution
prescribes a duty of neutrality for GO! Education.
2. Government-aided public education comprises schools run by the municipal or provincial
authorities.
3. Government-aided private education is organised by a private person or organisation. The network
consists primarily of catholic schools. Next to denominational schools it includes schools not linked
to a religion, e.g. alternative schools (on the basis of the ideas of Freinet, Montessori or Steiner)
which apply specific teaching methods.
5
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According to the other manager, the learning goals have been changed by their
educational network, resulting in a much more workable document, which is a good
means to communicate with staff.10
Information on pedagogical visions
According to the managers, there is a clearly formulated pedagogical vision.
The managers define the pedagogical vison as follows:
1. The core concepts are: safety (wellbeing), togetherness, diversity, experientiality.
2. To develop at one’s own tempo; focus on movement; parents as partners (hence
involve them). This is also the vision of the elementary school.
According to one principal, this vision is developed at the institutional level, whereas the
other one states that it is developed at another level.
They both claim that the staff are involved in developing/revising these visions: at one
school, this is limited to the core practitioners, at the other school, it includes core
practitioners, assisting practitioners and other employees.
One manager states that the vision text is discussed at team meetings. The other
manager states that there is a new vision text that was drafted based on a questionnaire
completed by staff (core practitioners, childcare workers). The text is regularly discussed
and adapted if necessary.
At both schools, there are particular visions for working with parents:
1. Parents can come into class just before the school starts, and when the school
ends. Parents are regularly invited to visit the class to see how the children
play/learn/ are taken care of. Parents can always approach the core practitioners,
the principal, and the care coordinator. They position themselves in the corridor
so the parents see that they are approachable.
2. Collaboration and communication with the aim of improving the wellbeing and
developmental opportunities through an equal partnership, positive and open
attitude and getting to know each other.
What they value the most in working with parents is:
1. the way we meet in a positive and open atmosphere
2. due to the involvement of parents, there is a connection. And this connection
makes that we can discuss a lot with parents and that they feel welcome.

(https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/belgium-flemish-community_en)
10 We assume that both managers refer to the curriculum (het leerplan) defined by the educational networks
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The challenges are;
1. There are parents that we don’t manage to reach and who are not involved,
despite our actions.
2. Not all parents are accessible, and some parents have unrealistic expectations.
By inviting them in, we show them what a day at the preschool is like. We also
try to prepare the transition to the preschool as well as possible for the children
and involve the parents in this.
To cope with these challenges, one school keeps trying and the other school received
support from an NGO (vzw de schoolbrug, Vormingsplus Antwerpen) in order to see how
they can strengthen their parental involvement.
Both schools have a pedagogical vision which addresses the diversity in student
population.
At one school, the high SES score of 90% means that they receive extra resource and
use these means for SES core practitioners. The respondent states: “The school uses
these resources as efficiently and effectively as possible. The SES core practitioners
support children and core practitioners, working in the class. The SES- core practitioner
and core practitioner can swap roles. Every trimester, meetings are held with all SES
core practitioners regarding the goals, actions and focuses at the school level. SES core
practitioner can also be organised across classes (e.g. groups for play, motor skills,
language, reading or maths drawn from different classes and age groups). The use of
allocated SES core practitioner -resources is flexible: where it is needed, it is used. The
organisation and monitoring of the SES core practitioner -resources is done by the care
coordinator. Individual differences are seen as important: It is important to see, recognize
and respect children’s differences. A class group is seen as a reflection of society and
people have to learn to cope with differences (You are different, I am different, Marc
Elinck (comment from a respondent)). The sooner the children learn this, the higher their
tolerance of society, good integration and social respect.”
To cope with diversity, one of the respondents states: “The preschool opts for mixed
groups, because age differences provide opportunities (preclass 1: 2.5-3 years; preclass
2: 4-5 years). We also work across classes - children often play in other groups or
classes). The new curriculum ZILL helps us to notice differences in children’s
development and gives a frame. Hence, we can cope more efficiently with differences.”
The other school states that coping with diversity means learning that differences are
normal (e.g., when working with a theme on jobs and work, we meet a female fireman,
a doctor from a different cultural background). This is normal for us.
One school addresses issues of working with diversity in the team. They try to strengthen
the talents and competences of the core practitioners. Sometimes the core practitioners
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can switch groups for certain activities. core practitioners from different backgrounds are
part of the team. Differences are handled respectfully.
In one school, they make a poster illustrating the talents of the core practitioners in order
to learn about each other’s’ talents. In the other school, they also mention that they value
the differences and talents of the core practitioners.
The visions on educare are:
1. In educating and caring for children, everyone in the environment is involved:
friends, parents, parents of friends, core practitioners, grandparents, family, sport
clubs, childcare, ’learning something that takes place across all settings and
contexts, not only within the classroom.’?
2. Educating and learning are linked. In recent years, there has been more focus
on care, especially for the youngest children. We believe that these caring
moments are also learning moments. But the resources are too limited (financial
and staff) to provide stimulating learning opportunities alongside care. Hence,
some core practitioners feel that certain children need more stimuli to learn.
The pedagogical visions on children’s wellbeing are:
1. Children should feel good. With low wellbeing, children can’t learn. Two times a
year, we screen the children’s wellbeing and discuss and compile action plans
for those with low wellbeing.
2. There can be no learning without wellbeing. Hence, this is crucial for us.
Finally, one school states that the pedagogical vision is included in a vision text, the
school guidelines and an engagement declaration given to parents.
Professionalization
One school states that there is a structural regulation governing the provision of on-thejob-support for staff (e.g. Intervision, supervision).
Both schools state that the principal sets the agenda for the pedagogical support of staff.
One school focused, for example, on the new curriculum (ZILL) and on individual
trajectories e.g. Bodymap, experiential working. The other school focused, for example,
on language (words, listening, talking) and the class arrangement and space.
Both managers stated that both internal and external support is available to staff and
there are organisations providing team support.
One of the preschool managers also stated that the preschool already participates in
projects or action research concerning interdisciplinary collaboration (co-teaching in the
first year of elementary school) in collaboration with their educational network OVSG.
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According to the managers, there are opportunities for core practitioners and assisting
practitioners to be involved in CPD and in-service training courses have been offered in
the last three years (for core practitioners, and at one of the schools also for assisting
practitioners).
At one school, this training was centred on the new curriculum (ZILL), but staff (i.e. the
core practitioners and the assisting practitioner) can also suggest courses.
At the other school, training has concerned the class arrangement/space and the
transition from preschool to elementary school (especially for children with special
needs).
The managers at both schools stated that there are child-free hours (2 hours per week
for core practitioners, 0 for assisting practitioners), and that this is structurally regulated.
However, both schools state that the preschool has no vision for the professionalization
of staff.
The manager’s state:
1. The preschool core practitioners have two child-free hours when the children
have gym. But at that time the other staff members are teaching in their class.
So, it is not possible to organise meetings, and use these child free hours for
reflection or meeting with colleagues. Hence, these 2 hours are used for planning,
classroom organisation, cleaning the classroom, and filling in documents. We do
not have a full-time childcare worker (i.e. assisting practitioner), she only spends
1 to 1.5 day each week at school.
2. We do not have a written vision. But we have a training plan in function of the
action plan of the school.
Collaboration
Both managers state that the principal tries to stimulate collaboration in the team:
1. At the preschool, each group is expected to hold a weekly meeting in order to
discuss what is needed, agree on goals, etc.
2. By means of working groups and meetings.
Both managers state that core practitioners are involved in all decision–making
processes. Assisting practitioners are less involved.
The preschools try to invest in collaboration between core practitioners and assisting
practitioners.
At one preschool, there are interdisciplinary team meetings at least every 3 months; at
the other preschool, such meetings are held more than once per month.
At one preschool, monthly team meetings are held to discuss general issues (vision,
policy choices, organisation of activities, etc.). Team meetings on children’s care needs
are planned when necessary.
16

There are also monthly team meetings at the other preschool involving the care
coordinator, core practitioners and principals. Sometimes the community coordinator
also attends. The childcare worker (i.e., assisting practitioner) is not involved.
Both managers stated that there is no vision regarding collaboration among
professionals with different educational backgrounds.
On the question of different staff members’ engagement in collaboration, the managers
give a 4 / 5 for the principal, a 4 / 5 for core practitioners and idem for assisting
practitioners. At one preschool, the manager claims that there is a high degree of
willingness to learn; at the other school, the hope is that people with different educational
diplomas can work together, but this is difficult. Some children receive support from a
network of external partners, sometimes with a different educational background. This is
always an added value.
The main strengths in the teams’ collaboration are:
1. Preschool core practitioners love to work together. They learn from each other,
they can always go to each other. This increases their capacity (draagkracht).
2. The team is very close.
The challenges are:
1. As a principal, you must ensure that the meetings are structurally planned. Of
course, there are a lot of informal moments, but core practitioners need to discuss
goals and strategies with each other.
2. There is low involvement of some parents and a lack of time to organise meetings
They cope with this by:
1. persevering
2. holding a monthly meeting for all core practitioners so they can follow up on the
structural meetings.
As an extra remark, one manager states: Collaboration has to happen before, during and
after work hours. This asks a lot of the core practitioners. It would be good if the policy
level would think differently about the organisation of collaboration.
Summing up – the expectations of Flemish managers to VALUE:
The managers hope that, by participating in VALUE, it will be possible to develop:
1. a better collaboration between everyone involved in a child’s learning and
development
2. greater focus on collaboration: core practitioners are currently often alone in their
classroom. the school has 8 hours child care working for 7 preschool classes.
There is no time for meetings during the working hours. Care is an important
focus in our preschool, but there are systemic problems: such as the need for
more staff to cope with extra needs in the preschool. The manager ends: “we
really take care of our children. But who takes care of our core practitioners?”
17

2.2 – Pilot schools in Denmark
There are three VALUE pilot schools in Denmark all located in Randers, a small city in
Jutland. These introductory snapshots are based on the questionnaire completed by
managers and data refer to survey among managers.
The Danish response rates are 100 % for managers (N=3) and 88.7 % for staff (N=62).
There were 57 children in one pilot school, 98 in a second and 135 in the third. A total of
290 children attend the pilot schools. All 3 schools are located in an area described as
middle socioeconomic class. The preschools are divided in age-specific (N=1) or mixed
groups of children (N=2).
History
The preschools have existed for 20, 25 and 46 years respectively.
The managers reported that they have experienced important changes in the preschool
the last 3 years, such as having a new principal, and merging two preschools. In addition,
at one of the preschools a new nursery group was established within the last three years.
All three mangers experienced changes.
Staff: child ratio
Regarding structural regulations, no one has structural regulations on child: staff ratios.
But one institution has a very small group with better standards as it a special group
The managers were also asked “Who establishes the regulations” and respond ‘the
municipality’ not ‘the state’ (all 3 institutions are located in the same municipality). Staff: child ratio at
one preschool was about 1:6. At another, the figures were approximately1:3 for the
youngest children and 1:7 for the older children. In a third preschool, they evaluate the
composition of children, and set the staff: child ratios in relation to the current group of
children.
Diversity
Regarding vulnerable children, children at risk, or socially disadvantaged children, as
this group of children often are called, one manager reports that 1 % of the children are
characterized as socially disadvantaged, a second school reports that 10 % of the
children can be characterized as socially disadvantaged, and the third school reports
that 20% of the children can be characterized as socially disadvantaged. These children
might be defined in different ways: as children with special needs, whether languagerelated, psychological or behavioural, or as influenced by social difficulties stemming
from a disadvantaged background with socio-economic and/or cultural challenges.
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At two of the preschools, 1 % of the children do not speak the national language at home,
while at the third preschool, this figure is 14 %. The diversity in terms of language is as
such different from pilot school to pilot school.
The managers described the work with these children as pedagogical approaches based
on a resource perspective and work with inclusion as the most important pedagogical
principle.
The vision is to make sure that every child gets the opportunity to be an equal partner in
the social and educational learning environments that are available in the preschool and
a participatory approach is another important principle. A small group of 8 children is
called a special group in one of the schools, and the children in this group receive special
support and are not calculated in the overall staff: child ratio.
The managers’ report that the preschool is located in a neighbourhood that can be
characterized as the middle socio-economic class. The children reflect the lack of
diversity of the neighbourhood according to all the three Danish managers.
Information about the staff
The total number of staff is 18 at one school, 20 at the second school, and 31 at the third
school - a total of 69 staff.
The total number of core practitioners is 7, 11 and 15 respectively. At one preschool, one
employee was absent due to maternity leave.
In terms of job description, there is no job description for core practitioners in Denmark,
nor for assisting practitioners Additionally, there is no job description for the principal.
Background of the manager
Two managers are female, and one is male, born in 1964, 1968 and 1980. All three have
Danish as mother tongue and all are born in Denmark.
One manager has been in the position for one year while the other two have been
managers at their current preschools for 5 years - but have also served as principals at
other preschools.
All three principals were experienced professionals, with up to 13 years experiences in
the ECEC and all have a bachelor’s degree as their highest level of formal education.
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Values and norms for the role as a principal
The most important aspect of the role as principal is to “listen and help create meaning,
to balance between supporting, being curious and challenging attitudes, values and
preconceptions“.
But also to “support reflection rooms where everyone can participate and everyone has
equal value in a recognizable and resource-oriented approach”.
Visions
Pedagogical
All the three principals reported that they have clearly formulated visions; as examples
are mentioned


“every child has the right to be part of an obligating community. The task is to
make sure that all children get the best opportunities for development, formation,
learning and well-being”.

The managers at two of the three pilot schools express that staff are to some extent
involved in the development of the pedagogical visions. They participate in meetings and
professional days.
Parents
All three principals report that they have a vision in relation to parental involvement: “that
parents are involved in creating an engaging environment for all children”.
The principals value that
 “the parents influence children’s positive learning, development and well-being”
and influence the community and inclusion in the preschool.
However, it can be challenging:
 “Parents may find it difficult to prioritize - many want to [be involved], but it
disappears in the everyday bustle”. We try to cope with this “by identifying where
participation makes sense”.
Collaboration
There is a strong desire to develop and support team collaboration and to use the
resources of all employees in the best possible way. There is an understanding that this
will create added value for both the workplace and the children. There is a strong
commitment to the institution among all employees. Everyone has a voice and everyone
has ideas and initiatives that are followed up in practice. Everyone wants the best for the
children and focuses on the core tasks.
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The strength of collaboration
All employees have their own special perspective in relation to the individual child and
groups of children. For this reason, it is important that all employees are included in
discussions that can contribute to a more nuanced picture of the group of children. Not
everyone can or should be able to do the same, but everyone contributes to the overall
effort and understanding of the child.
Challenges
Challenges that may be experienced by employees include understanding and
interpreting guidelines and values as well as, and perhaps especially, eager employees
who, with great knowledge and insight, 'forget' to involve their closest colleagues.
Coping with challenges
Some of the answers to open questions give an impression of the participants’ reflections
on the challenges of collaboration and how to deal with them. They suggest, for instance,
“meetings with agendas so as to make the best possible use of the time available “and
“creating different small groups, where everyone has the opportunity to say something –
you can't 'hide'” in a small group. They also suggest “meetings, forums and discussions
that can be facilitated so that everyone is heard” and “work assignments that are
delegated to all employees and professional groups”. Finally, they profess their intention
to “remind each other about the fact that the information from the meetings is distributed
within the group and minutes etc. are constantly being updated and express that these
procedures can easily be improved”.
Diversity
Two of the three preschools have visions for diversity. In Denmark, it is expressed in the
National Legislation that”All children have the right to be part of a binding community”.
Professionalization
There is a structural regulation for providing on-the-job-support for all professionals at all
the three pilot schools.
Summing up – the Danish case
The managers hope that, by participating in VALUE:
 We have the opportunity to immerse ourselves in the topic and to create added
value – both in relation to inclusive pedagogical work with the children and in
using all the resources in a staff group in the best possible way.
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We will improve a practice that supports collaboration between the various
professional groups.
The inclusion initiatives initiated in the project can show how collaboration is
essential for the development and implementation of a changed practice.

The pilot schools in Denmark are placed in so-called middle-class environments.
However, there are differences between the three pilot schools. In one pilot school, 10
% or the children are characterised as socially disadvantaged, in another, this figure is
20 %, while only 1 % of children at the third pilot school are characterised as socially
disadvantaged.
According to the managers, the visons in terms of diversity among children are to ensure
“that every child get the opportunity to be an equal partner in the social and learning
environments”. Due to the demographic differences, the pedagogical work with diversity
at the three schools differs, but all three schools work with inclusion during the VALUE
pilot period. An overall principle is that regulations on staff: child ratios and other
structural issues are regulated at the municipal rather than the national level and this
conditions are therefore the same for the three pilot schools as they are located in the
same municipality.

2.3 - Pilot schools in Portugal
In Portugal, the pilot is being developed in two specific contexts: APISAL in Lisbon and
E.B. São Domingos in Santarém.
The Portuguese response rates are 66.7 % for managers (N=2) and 76 % for staff
(N=19). There 211 children in one pilot school and 43 in the second pilot school. In all,
254 children attend the pilot schools. There are 6 classes in crèche and 8 preschool
classes.
The two institutions constituting the Portuguese pilot differ in key ways: the institution in
Santarém is public and the one in Lisbon private.
Despite being part of a large school grouping, the EB of Santarém, where the
professional training took place, is a small school unit where there are only two groups
of preschool education, with children from 3 to 6 years, comprising a total of 43 children
and 5 assisting practitioners.
At APISAL in Lisbon, the professional training was developed with 17 assisting
practitioners working with a total of 211 children distributed among nursery (2 groups), crèche
(4 groups) and preschool (6 groups).

These differences affect the characteristics of their work and, above all, how professional
identity is experienced.
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However, there are several common aspects that can be highlighted in the answers,
such as how teamwork and collaboration with all professionals are valued.
History
APISAL has been providing its services for 39 years. As a non-profit school (IPSS),
APISAL offers services to two specific age groups: preschool (0 to 6) and primary school
(6 to 10), serving 211 children in total.
The Basic Education School of S. Domingos (EB S. Domingos) was inaugurated in 2004
and belongs to the Alexandre Herculano school cluster in Santarém. This EB is located
in a peripheral area of the city of Santarém. In total, there are 7 elementary school
classes, 2 kindergarten groups and 1 multideficiency unit.
In the space of the establishment there are also: a library, gym, expression room,
cafeteria, practice rooms, a multipurpose space and outdoor space for sports and
recreation.
Diversity
Both in EB (Santarém) and APISAL (Lisbon), the children’s characteristics are very
diverse.
EB (Santarém)
There are children of various nationalities and ethnicities and from a range of
socioeconomic backgrounds. It can be considered a group characterized by a great
diversity. About 3% of children do not speak Portuguese at home. About 10% of children
have special educational needs.
APISAL (Lisbon)
Given the geographic context in which the institution operates, the most vulnerable group
of children attending APISAL is migrant children, due in particular to low resources, a
lack of family stability and a language barrier. Being located in a highly diverse
neighbourhood (considered the most diverse neighbourhood in the country), this
institution responds mainly to the local population (24 nationalities). 25% of the children
are in a situation of vulnerability (at-risk children).
Staff: child ratio
In Portugal, the staff: child ratio is regulated by the state.
The information gathered in the two school pilots is: (1) EB Santarém - At kindergarten
level, there are always 2 staff members per room: one core practitioner and one assisting
practitioner. Each group has 25 children, meaning that the staff: child ratio is 1:12; (2)
APISAL – The managers responded that the staff: child ratio is in line with the overall
structural regulation for staff: child ratios of 1:4 and 1:11
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Information about the staff
At EB Santarém, the teaching staff consists of 2 preschool core practitioners, 1 core
practitioner librarian, 2 full-time and 1 part-time special education core practitioners, and
12 assisting practitioners for a total of 43 children.
APISAL has 57 staff members in total. At preschool level, there are 11 core practitioners
(4 with a bachelor’s degree, 5 with an academic degree (licenciatura), and 2 with a
master’s degree in childhood education) and 18 assisting practitioners (8 have the
compulsory degree (12 grade), 7 have a middle degree (9 grade), and 2 have not finished
the secondary (1 – 10 grade and 1 – 11 grade).
Also included in the larger team is a psychologist, an IT technician, core practitioners, a
music teacher and an English teacher. There are also various therapists collaborating
with the institution throughout a protocol.
In terms of job descriptions, assisting practitioners are called auxiliaries for educational
action (or assisting practitioners of educational action or operational assisting
practitioners). The Education Act establishes that auxiliary staff should have completed
compulsory education, corresponding presently to a minimum of 12 years of schooling.
The functions of auxiliary staff (assisting practitioners) are described in Decree Law
184/2004, 29 July (Ministry of Education) and include the logistical support of the early
core practitioners, hygiene and cleaning of spaces, surveillance and/or supervision of
children both indoors and outdoors, and guaranteeing the opening and closing times,
including welcoming the children in the morning and being there when they are picked
up by their parents. Moreover, Portuguese regulations do not prescribe the need for an
early core practitioner in ‘rooms for infants’ (nursery), which means that the monitoring
and supervision of babies up to 12 months is undertaken by two auxiliary staff members
per group (Araújo, 2017: 4).
Background of the manager
The director of the cluster of schools in Santarém and the coordinator of the basic
education school are both female core practitioners with permanent positions (civil
servants) who have being working there for more than 20 years.
The director was born in 1972, has a bachelor's degree and 24 years of professional
experience. She also has 5 years of previous management experience. The coordinator
was born in 1967, and has an academic degree and 30 years of professional experience.
Before coordinating the pilot school, she had other management experience for 10 years.
At APISAL, there are four staff members with management roles: the head/principal, a
pedagogical director and two coordinators (1 coordinates the nursery/crèche and the
other coordinates preschool).
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Both directors (head/principal and pedagogical director) are female and were born in
Portugal, speaking Portuguese as their native language. The principal was born in 1984
and the pedagogical director in 1957.
The head/principal has been working at APISAL as a social worker for 11 years and after
two years’ experience became head/principal, assuming management responsibilities
while continuing her work as a social worker. The pedagogical director is also a core
practitioner with 35 years of experience. Both of them have completed a bachelor’s
degree.
Visions
Both pilot schools prioritize equity and inclusion of all children and develop strategies
and pedagogical practices that are integrative.
Parents
No survey answers for this topic.
Professionalization
Core practitioners and assisting practitioners are trained in accordance with the
legislation, but also dependant on the organizational culture and management’s
approach to professional development and continuous training as an important
investment. APISAL compiles an annual training plan involving core practitioners and
assisting practitioners. Staff are also encouraged to seek training at their own initiative
in order to promote individual professional growth.

2.4 - Pilot schools in Slovenia
There are two VALUE pilot schools in Slovenia. These introductory snapshots are based
on the questionnaire completed by 2 principals and 3 deputy principals (N=5;
management staff of 2 pilot kindergartens) and data refer to the survey among them.
The Slovenian response rates are 100 % for managers 11 (N=5) and 71% for staff
(N=106). For Slovenia the overall picture is that the kindergartens have both
homogenous (children in a classroom are the same age) and heterogeneous (mixed
age) groups of children (N=5).
The 2 pilot schools in Slovenia are: VVZ Kekec Grosuplje in Grosuplje and Vrtec Krkine
lučke pri OŠ Vavta vas in Vavta vas. The online questionnaires were sent to the
principals, deputy principals and staff at the kindergartens. VVZ Kekec Grouplje is an
With managers we mean principal and/or deputy principals, since there was no option in the survey to indicate the job
position.
11
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independent kindergarten (samostojni vrtec), Vrtec Krkine lučke pri OŠ Vavta vas is a
kindergarten attached to an elementary school (vrtec pri osnovni šoli).
School size
The preschools have 711 and 171 children enrolled respectively and have more than 10
classes. In all, 882 children attended the pilot schools.
History
One preschool has existed for 65 years, the other for 40 years.
One preschool indicated that there had not been any important changes during the last
3 years. At the other school, there had been changes (i.e. a new principal, the opening
of a new classroom).
Staff: child ratio (SCR)
In the Slovenian education system, there are state-regulated structural regulations
governing staff: child ratio. In general, the SCR in groups with under-threes is 1:7, with
3-year olds 1:9.5 and with 4- and 5-year olds 1:22.
Diversity
The managers of kindergartens define vulnerable children in terms of poverty, vulnerable
situations at home, multilingualism, special educational needs, health issues, and social
and cultural background. However, one of the managers wrote that they do not
categorize or label children.
Managers’ estimations of the percentage of vulnerable children in their kindergartens
carried considerably, from 1 to 20 %. Between 2 and 5 % of the children do not speak
the national language at home, and 2-5 % of the children have a mother born outside
Slovenia. The percentage of children with special needs in the preschools is between 1
and 10%. The figure differs from respondent to respondent because they are providing
their personal perceptions, rather than actual statistics.
All managers characterized the neighbourhoods in which their kindergartens are located
as middle-class in socioeconomic terms. There was some disagreement, with 3
managers stating that children in kindergartens reflect neighbourhood diversity and 2
managers stating that they did not believe this to be the case.
Background information about the principal
All management staff at both pilot schools are female.
They all have the national language as their mother tongue and are all born in Slovenia.
In one kindergarten, questionnaires were filled in by one principal and two deputy
principals; in the other kindergarten, the questionnaires were filled in by one principal
and one deputy principal.
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Two managers/deputy managers have been in the position for a year, one for 9 years,
one for 11 years and one for 12 years. One manager has been a principal in another
kindergarten before starting work at the kindergarten in the pilot. Four managers
answered that they had worked at the kindergarten for 20 (2 answers), 21 and 28 years
before becoming a principal.
3 managers have post-secondary, non-tertiary qualifications, 1 has a bachelor’s degree,
and 1 has a doctorate or equivalent level of education. 3 managers are part of a union,
2 are not.
3 managers stated that they have a teaching duty, with 5, 9 and 12 hours per week.
Managers stated that they spend 0-15 hours per week on practical matters, 0-50 hours
per week on administrative tasks, 0-20 hours per week on supporting children, 10-30
hours per week on supporting staff, 5-20 hours per week on communication with parents,
and 2-10 hours per week on networking with other principals.
According to the managers, the most important aspect of their management role is:






Professionalism
Professional support of staff
Professional development of staff
Communication, developing good relationships with and within the staff
Developing and promoting clear (professional) values

Information about the staff
There are 130 members of staff at one kindergarten and 24 at the other, with 1 principal
and 2 deputy principals at one and 1 principal and 1 deputy principal at the other. In both
kindergartens, there are other professions attached to the preschool, e.g. speech
therapists, social pedagogues, school counsellors, heads of nutrition and hygiene,
accountants, secretaries, janitors, cooks, cleaners, laundress (a person who is
responsible for doing laundry).
There are, respectively, 39 and 12 core practitioners employed in the pilot kindergartens
with education level from ISCED 4 to ISCED 6 and 44 and 11 assisting practitioners with
education level from ISCED 4 to ISCED 6.
There are generally 0-3 trainees/interns per year. There are employees absent for more
than one month (i.e. on maternity leave, long-term illness).
All 5 managers have responded that there are job descriptions for core practitioners,
assisting practitioners and principals. Job descriptions are compiled by the state.
Information about pedagogical visions
According to the managers, a clearly formulated pedagogical vision exists in both
kindergartens. The core concepts deriving from these visions are as follows:
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sustainable future, healthy life, development of core values
play as valuable for lifelong learning, mutual relationships and
communication between staff - parents - children

According to one manager, the vision is developed at the local and institutional level,
whereas the other manager states that it is developed at institutional level. All managers
responded that the staff are involved in developing/revising these visions; they discuss the
topic at joint meetings/events (formal and informal).
Regarding particular visions for working with parents, 4 managers responded that such a
vision exists while one manager responded negatively. The core concepts deriving from
these visions are as follows:





joint collaboration and being part of activities organized in classrooms in
kindergarten
supporting parents in the upbringing of their children
quality everyday interaction and communication
representatives in institutional bodies

What they value the most in working with parents is:




joint collaboration and parents taking part in activities organized in the
classrooms
information sharing, good cooperation concerning the well-being of children
mutual respect, open communication

What they see as challenges as sked in the survey through open questions are:




different expectations about child development, non-acceptance of core
practitioners’ opinions regarding the child’s development
language and cultural barriers
parents lacking the time to be actively involved in activities/events organized by
the kindergarten

To cope with these challenges, kindergartens organize activities at different times of day
and in different locations, and they use a range of communication channels. They also
involve a school counsellor.
Regarding particular visions which addresses the diversity of the student population, 4
managers responded that such a vision exists, one that it does not. The core concepts
deriving from the visions are as follows:



respecting and accepting every individual
providing the opportunity for optimum development of every individual child
irrespective of gender, social origin, religion, nationality, physical and mental
constitution, etc.
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Strategies that are used in pilot kindergartens for working with diversity are the following:




professional development activities for staff
transfer of knowledge between staff, networking of staff
working in the best interests of every child and parent

When working with diversity, managers mostly prioritize the following:





implementation of the national curriculum and its implementation version
Step by step methodology
professionalism and mutual respect
searching for other/additional ways of including families in life at the
kindergarten
taking part in national and international projects

Regarding staff diversity:
Four managers responded that pedagogical strategies address issues of staff diversity,
one that they do not. The core concepts of visions for staff diversity at the pilot
kindergartens are as follows:




professional development activities for staff, lifelong learning, transfer of
knowledge among staff
promoting diversity
supporting individuals' strengths

When working with staff diversity, principals prioritize:





mutual respect, good relationships among staff
diverse range of professional development activities
promoting creativity and new pedagogical approaches
a positive school climate and communication

The visions on educare are (core concepts that derive from managers’ statements):





How to organize time and include content that will help us to keep up with
trends while maintaining a balance so we will still prioritize the child’s wellbeing without burning out.
Relationship building, interpersonal interactions between core and assisting
practitioner (according to managers this is important)
Professional development of staff, professional learning communities

The pedagogical visions on children’s wellbeing are (core concepts that derive from
managers’ statements):



Considering children’s individual characteristics
Overcoming potential stereotypes
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Developing stimulating learning environments (physical and psychological)

Professionalization
Managers from both kindergartens stated that there is a structural regulation for
providing on-the-job-support for all staff (e.g. intervision, supervision). In the pilot
kindergartens, this is applied as follows (amalgamating initiatives from both
kindergartens):



Professional development activities (training, seminars) for all staff members
centred on the theme chosen as a focus for that particular school year
Professional development activities (training, seminars) for individual staff
members based on their individual needs:
 team meetings with all staff members
 professional learning communities
 meetings of ‘developmental teams’ within the framework of different
projects and new tasks
 a traineeship programme and mentoring for those preparing for the
professional examination12.
 so-called ‘knowledge exchange’, carried out by employees for other
employees (colleagues) (’peer learning’)
 peer observations
 annual interviews
 various other types of professional meetings centred on individual
tasks

Regarding setting the agenda in the preschool for the pedagogical support of the
professional team, 3 managers wrote that this is done by the principal, 2 managers wrote
that this is done by individual teams. In the last 3 years, they were focused on:









training, seminars on different topics,
peer observations with reflection and evaluation
individual conversations (between manager and staff)
team meetings
professional meetings
‘knowledge exchange’
networking with other kindergartens
national and international projects

Every professional staff in the field of education has to pass the professional examination in order to have
all qualifications to work in a kindergarten/school. Professional examination is composed of: educational
legislation, constitutional regulation, Slovene language.
12

30

All managers stated that their kindergarten provides both internal and external support
of pedagogues or organisations (e.g. Educational Research Institute, National Education
Institute Slovenia, National School for Leadership in Education etc.) in order to support
the teams.
Two from management staff stated that the kindergarten was already participating in
projects or action research concerning interdisciplinary collaboration (e.g. the INTESYS
project on integrated systems in ECEC, promoting language development skills, health
in the workplace etc.)
According to the managers, there are opportunities for core and assisting practitioners
to be involved in CPD and in-service training has been offered in the last three years for
both core and assisting practitioners (themes: child-centred pedagogy, professional
learning communities, quality indicators, ethics and values in education, formative
assessment, movement, creativity through art, forest pedagogics, etc.)
Four managers stated that the kindergarten has a vision for the professionalization of
staff; one stated that the kindergarten does not have such a vision. These four managers
stated that the vision for the professionalization of staff is the same for core and assisting
practitioners.
One remark from a manager that seems relevant for the VALUE project was the
following: “Training of staff should be carried out on an equal basis, since the work in the
classroom is implemented in pairs.”
Collaboration
All managers stated that the principal tries to stimulate collaboration in the team by
means of:









team meetings, working meetings
collaboration in joint projects
professional support, professional development activities
participatory approaches to decision-making
everyday conversations
supporting formal and informal meetings
the principal as a model/example, motivator, stimulator
stimulating a positive work environment

All managers stated that there is no difference between core and assisting practitioners
in relation to how and when they are included in decision–making processes. Assisting
practitioners are involved in all aspects of classroom life; however, they do not compile
an annual working plan, but co-develop it with a core practitioner and then help
implement it.
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All managers stated that they prioritize or invest in collaboration between core and
assisting practitioners: 2 managers stated they invest to a high degree, 3 managers
stated they invest to a very high degree.
The frequency of interdisciplinary team meetings is as follows:




More than once per month – 3 answers
More than once a fortnight – 1 answer
Every day – 1 answer

Interdisciplinary team meetings are about:





Daily and weekly coordination by core and assisting practitioner (for their
work in the classroom)
Exchange of practice, problem solving
Planning within the framework of different projects (activities planning)
Organization of work in the classroom and in the kindergarten

A vision concerning collaboration among different professional groups exists in both pilot
kindergartens. 3 managers answered that it exists to a high degree, while 2 managers
answered that it exists to a very high degree.
The culture and practice at the kindergarten prior to the pilot project involves working
and learning together to a high degree or to a very high degree.
The engagement of the different professional groups is as follows:






The principal usually initiates meetings, others are responsible for their
realization
If possible, the manager always supports staff in different activities; core
practitioners are not competitive, they consult and help one another; all
assisting practitioners are ready to take up any work (to perform any task
that they are assigned)
“Climate for collaboration /a collaborative environment/is part of our vision”
All team members prepare for tasks that they are assigned

The main strengths in the teams’ collaboration, according to the managers, are:





understanding the quality of education in our kindergarten
teamwork
trust, mutual support
awareness that each individual must contribute
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According to the managers, the challenges are:




Due to the organization of work, the simultaneous participation of both parties
(core practitioner and assisting practitioner) in expert meetings is often not
possible
No suitable premises at the kindergarten for organising meetings for all staff
(instead, locations must be found in the neighbourhood)

They cope with this by:




The reorganization of work so that both core and assisting practitioner can
participate in professional meetings at the same time, because it is really
important that they both participate in such professional discussions
Active participation in activities in the local community in order to build good
relationships with local organisations that can offer free access to meeting
facilities. At the same time, managers constantly remind the municipality of
what is needed for the kindergartens in order to provide high quality ECEC.

Summing up – the Slovenian case
The managers hope that by participating in VALUE, it will be possible:










to understand that we are different, and that children and parents need
different approaches
to become aware of and confront our prejudices
to identify areas where we lack knowledge and where there is a need to
develop and participate in new professional development activities.
to ensure equal participation of all professional groups
to become acquainted with the results of the project
that all professionals become aware about the importance of cooperation
throughout the entire school year
to deepen our understanding of the importance of learning and participating
in the learning community
to deepen our understanding of the key role played by each staff member,
to develop an awareness of the importance of investing in professional
development in the safe working environment.

2.5 - Summing up the background and characteristics of pilot schools
The overview in this section provides a snapshot of the participating countries’ starting points
in terms of



School sizes,
history,
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staff: child ratios,
diversity and
background based on information provided by ECEC managers.

In addition, the composition of staff and the pedagogical visions regarding educare, parentcore practitioner partnerships, professionalization and collaboration among staff are
detailed.
Finally, we learn about the managers’ expectations concerning their participation in the
VALUE project. The aim of this section was thereby to provide a general overview of the
participating pilot schools and their national contexts rather than to compare the four
countries. These overviews will provide a background and a platform upon which to develop
the VALUE learning paths in each country.
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3 – PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY (STAFF
QUESTIONNAIRES)
In this section, we present responses to questions on the VALUE topic of professional
identity and professional identity as defined in the beginning in the report:


Professional identity is defined as the core and assisting practitioners’
experiences of feeling competent, their work being acknowledged by their
managers and colleagues, and their involvement.in decision-making. All three
elements are considered vital prerequisites for successful work with children; for
team collaboration on the tasks of educare and inclusion; and for managing the
pedagogical challenges as experiences by professionals, and perhaps
dilemmas, experienced by professionals that characterise complex everyday
ECEC contexts.

This definition is operationalised as follows:
1) the professionals’ perception of their competence in relation to their everyday work,
2) The professional’s sense that their work is acknowledged by colleagues, managers,
parents and children, 3) the professional’s sense of being included in collaborative work.
These parameters are as we shall see in the next sections understood as preconditions
for the VALUE key concepts on collaboration, exploring the strengths and challenges
involved when collaborating with colleagues and the degree of collaboration between
professional groups.

3.1 – Belgium
The staff questionnaire was filled in by one school only, and only by the core
practitioners. In total, 6 core practitioners answered the surveys. They are all female,
have the national language as mother tongue, and were born in Belgium. They all have
a bachelor’s degree. One respondent is an SES core practitioner 13 .
For 67% of respondents, their job description has not changed. 2 respondents started
as a trainee/an interim employment, and one was a core practitioner and is now a care

An SES- core practitioner is an extra core practitioner that a school can employ based on the number of
‘vulnerable’ children , by the SES resources (see above).
13
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supporter (SES core practitioner). 66.7% work fulltime. 3 core practitioners belong to a
union.
The mean amount of working experience at this preschool is 9 years (with p25 = 2, p75
= 13), with overall experience (including time working at other schools) averaging 12
years (p25 = 8, p75 = 15). None of the respondents work in more workplaces.
The respondents define their job as a core practitioner as core practitioners in a
preschool. One is the SES core practitioner and performs the role of care core
practitioner, supporting the core practitioners when working with children with difficulties.
All of them are part of the VALUE project.
Questions about professional identity
Most respondents feel competent (50%) or very competent (50%).
Table 3.1.1 Perception of competence
Not
A little
Neither
Very
competent
Competent
competent
nor
competent
at all
To what
degree do
you feel
that you are
competent
to do your
work?

%

%

%

%

%

0%

0%

0%

50%

50%

Total
%

(N)

100% 6

They also believe that their work is acknowledged, as shown in table 3.1.2 however, the
degree of acknowledgement they experience differs between groups:
- by colleagues (high degree 50%, very high degree 50%),
- by the principal (neither high nor low degree 33%, high degree 33%, very high
degree 33%),
- by parents (very low degree/not at all 17%, low degree 17%, neither high nor low
degree 33%, high degree 17%, very high degree 17%),
- by the children (low degree 17%, neither high nor low degree 33%, high degree
33%, very high degree 17%).
- This implies that all respondents indicated that they experience
acknowledgement from colleagues, and the majority by the principal. But the
results are more mixed when it comes to a sense of acknowledgement from the
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children in their care and their parents. So core practitioners feel acknowledged
by colleagues, but less so by the children and their parents.

Table 3.1.2 Perception of acknowledgement
To what degree do
you perceive that
your work is
acknowledged by?

Very low
degree/not
at all

Low
degree

Neither
high nor
low
degree

High
degree

Very
high
degree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

… your colleagues?

0%

0%

0%

50%

50%

100%

6

… your principal?

0%

0%

33%

33%

33%

100%

6

… the parents?

17%

17%

33%

17%

17%

100%

6

… the children?

0%

17%

33%

33%

17%

100%

6

Total

Most respondents state that they collaborate with colleagues (83.3%; 5 out of 6). This is
with other core practitioners and core practitioners. All respondents value this
collaboration (20% to a high degree, 80% to a very high degree).
Among the aspects of collaboration they value:
- The contacts with other preschool core practitioners and ‘hulpopvoeders’, as they
support you in difficult times and help you enjoy the moments when things are
going great.
- Your colleagues help you every day, they offer encouragement when things are
difficult and they support you. You listen to each other’s opinions, you share ideas
for activities, you can ask them what could be improved and why things go wrong
or don’t go as expected.
- You can complement each other. It is nice to achieve things together.
- We make school together. While discussing the children, we can make sure that
we have the same rules and agreements, which supports and provides clarity for
the children. We want that all children come along with each other, and that starts
with setting a good example.
- Very well-structured meetings
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Table 3.1.3 Sense of inclusion

To what extent do you feel
included in the teamwork with
other colleagues?

Very low degree

%

0%

Low degree

%

0%

Neither high nor low

%

0%

High degree

%

20%

Very high degree

%

80%

%

100%

(N)

5

Total

All respondents (n= 5) feel included in the teamwork with other colleagues (20% to a
high degree, 80% to a very high degree):
- Collaboration is crucial. Especially in schools in Brussels where the needs of the
children are so high. Flexibility is also important.
- Everyone’s opinion matters.
- We are there for each other.
- We are always together during the lunch break. Then we talk about private
issues, but also about children, questions, problems in the class. We always
support each other.
The preconditions for successful teamwork, according to the respondents, are:
- A good team
- A willingness to listen to each other, to dare to speak up when you have a
problem, to dare to give your opinion. Having a good connection with colleagues.
Table 3.1.4 Team meetings
Are there team meetings with all
types of professionals (i.e. core
practitioners and assisting
practitioners) in the preschool?

Yes

%

83%

No

%

17%

%

100%

(N)

6

Total

Most respondents stated that there are team meetings with all types of professionals
(83% yes; 17% no).
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Table 3.1.5 Perception of usefulness

How would you describe the
collaboration with all professionals
on the following scale from "very
useful" to "not useful at all”?

Very useful

%

80%

Useful

%

20%

Neither good nor bad

%

0%

Somewhat useful

%

0%

Not useful at all

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

5

Total

All respondents stated that they considered the collaboration with all professionals useful
or very useful.

3.2 – Denmark
The staff questionnaire was filled in by staff at three schools. There are a total of 55
respondents from Denmark: 31 core practitioners, 22 assisting practitioners and 2
“Other”. There are 52 female and 3 male respondents, 54 of 55 have Danish as their
mother tongue and 54 of 55 were born in Denmark. 51% have a bachelor’s degree.
For 91%, their job description hasn’t changed since they started working at the institution.
91% work part-time. The 50 part-time employed respondents work an average of 32
hours per week (with p25 = 30, p75 = 33). 87% are union members. The mean amount
of working experience at this preschool is 8 years (with p25 = 1, p75 = 8), with mean
total experience (including at other schools) of 12 years (p25 = 4, p75 = 19). 13% work
in more one preschool at the same time.
Table 3.2.1 Perception of competence
Not
competent
at all

To what degree do
you feel that you are
competent to do your
work?

A little
Very
Neither nor Competent
competent
competent

%

%

%

%

%

0%

0%

2%

42%

56%

Total
%

(N)

100% 55

Almost all professionals feel competent to perform everyday tasks. 56% feel very
competent and 42% feel competent. One person (2 %) feels neither competent nor
incompetent.

39

Table 3.2.2 Perception of acknowledgement
To what degree do
you perceive that
your work is
acknowledged by?

Very low
Low
degree/not
degree
at all

Neither
high nor
low
degree

High
degree

Very
high
degree

Total

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

… your colleagues?

0%

2%

11%

47%

40%

100%

55

… your principal?

2%

4%

13%

58%

24%

100%

55

… the parents?

0%

2%

18%

56%

24%

100%

55

… the children?

0%

0%

7%

35%

58%

100%

55

In relation to acknowledgement, small differences are apparent for the different groups
practitioners encounter in their work: 2 % perceived a low degree of acknowledgement
from colleagues and 11 % responded ambivalently. Similar was true of
acknowledgement from the preschool principal, with 6% perceiving a low or very low
degree of acknowledgment or not at all and 13 % neither nor; and from parents, with 2%
reporting a low degree of acknowledgement or none at all and 18 % neither nor.
The analysis suggests that there might be some issues that can influence the
professional’s sense of job satisfaction and self-perceived competence consisting of a
feeling of being competent to perform everyday tasks and a sense of acknowledgement
by others at the overall level. In relation to acknowledgement by the children, a different
picture was revealed, with almost all respondents stating that they perceived a high or
very high degree of acknowledgement.
Collaboration
Most of the participants express how valuable the collaboration and the general culture
of collaboration is to them in an organizational learning perspective and mentioned the
following aspects as examples of strengths:






“I can still learn quite a lot from my colleagues as I have not been in the job so
long. So just the fact that we are discussing today's planning and tasks can make
me better at my job" (individual level)
”I appreciate a good work environment, where a high level of professionalism,
commitment and constructive dialogue is paramount. I appreciate collaboration
where everyone contributes with their individual expertise, regardless of
professional group and level of education” (organizational level)
“The collaboration works if everyone is heard, can provide input and help to make
decisions. It is important to get the minutes of meetings, so you can discuss and
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reach a common solution. Also, it is extremely important that everyone in the
classroom is in agreement as to how each child must be addressed - so that we
are working in the same direction” (pedagogical – cultural level)
In the cross-table analyses, there are some indications of differences between core
practitioners and assisting practitioners.
The statistical analysis did not show significant differences. It seems that core
practitioners perceive a higher level of acknowledgement from principals compared to
assisting practitioners, but again these differences are not significant. When comparing
core practitioners and assisting practitioners in terms of perceived acknowledgement
from parents, no such differences between core practitioners and assisting practitioners
are apparent. However, as the analyses do not show strong significant evidence of
differences, such tendencies must be studied in a larger and more representative sample
before drawing conclusions.
In the open questions included in the questionnaire, we asked participants to identify the
challenges of collaboration:





It can be a challenge “that we have different perspectives on various things”.
It can be a challenge “that we as a professional group are often overly
considerate, among other things, not saying things straight out so as not to hurt
our colleagues’ feelings”
“In the bustle of everyday life, we sometimes misunderstand each other and do
not manage to talk about what it is we want to achieve during the day/week in the
different groups. When the management does not clearly express what they
want, or makes decisions at the last minute, it creates a lot of unrest in the staff
group”.

In the next part of the questionnaire, the participants were asked to express their
experiences of being included in the teamwork
Table 3.2.3 Sense of inclusion

To what extent do you feel
included in the teamwork with
other colleagues?

Very low degree

%

0%

Low degree

%

2%

Neither high nor low

%

11%

High degree

%

33%

Very high degree

%

55%

%

100%

(N)

55

Total
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As shown in the table above, the majority of the Danish staff felt included in the teamwork
with other colleagues to a very high (55%) or high degree (33%). However, almost 13%
had a more ambivalent or negative experience.
As in the above-mentioned analyses, we can see the same tendencies regarding a
difference between core practitioners and assisting practitioners in terms of their feeling
of being included. Core practitioners were more likely to experience a greater degree of
inclusion in the teamwork compared to assisting practitioners (61% of core practitioners
reported that they felt included to a very high degree compared to 41% of assisting
practitioners). But again, this is not statistically significant (tested through Chi2-test), so
’these preliminary findings should be seen as a hypothesis that can be tested in a more
extensive study’.
Table 3.2.4 Team meetings
Are there team meetings involving
all types of professionals (i.e. core
practitioners and assisting
practitioners) in the preschool?

Yes

%

98%

No

%

2%

%

100%

(N)

55

Total

In the Danish VALUE pilot schools, almost all professionals (98.2%) reported that team
meetings included both core practitioners and assisting practitioners.
Table 3.2.5 Perception of usefulness

How would you define the
collaboration with all professionals
on the following scale from "very
useful" to "not useful at all”?

Very useful

%

63%

Useful

%

35%

Neither good nor bad

%

12%

A little useful

%

0%

Not useful at all

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

54

Total

Most of the professionals value the collaboration as being very useful (63%) or useful
(35 %). Only 2 % expressed more ambivalence.
As one of the participants puts it:
“We have different backgrounds - both educational, social and family - and many different
viewpoints; when we plan and carry out activities for children, that is a key strength as
there are many different perspectives on things and we can use each other's strengths”
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Another participant makes a similar argument for involving all professionals in the team:
”By involving everyone, there will be several perspectives on a topic. It is a huge strength,
as you can arrive at solutions and ideas that would not have been possible if it had been
members of the same professional group that had looked at the topic”.
In the Danish case, the challenges that staff mentioned can be placed within three
categories: academic, personal and practical challenges.
Some staff experience a range of challenges: “Lack of expertise and understanding can
be a challenge. E.g. views on inclusion ... It can be time consuming but also instructive
to create understanding. It is a challenge if you are talking past each other and/or the
recipient is not curious and attentive”.

3.3 – Portugal
All responses from Portugal are from assisting practitioners.
A total of 19 assisting practitioners responded: 16 from APISAL (Lisbon) and 3 from EB
São Domingos (Santarém). All assisting practitioners are female and speak Portuguese:
99% (N=18) were born in Portugal and 5% (N=1) in Angola.
There is some diversity within the group with regard to their highest level of formal
education: 21% have completed compulsory (lower secondary) education; 63% have
upper secondary qualifications and 11% have a short-cycle tertiary education. Only one
of the assisting practitioners (5.3%) has a bachelor’s degree or equivalent.
For 79% of the Portuguese assisting practitioners, their job description has changed
since they started working in preschool education, coming from primary setting. For 21%,
the job description has been always the same.
20% started as an assisting practitioner without a degree and 80% started in other
conditions.
All the assisting practitioners work full-time: 35 hours for APISAL assisting practitioners,
and 40 hours for EB Santarém assisting practitioners (legal and structural frameworks
mean that there are differences in the number of working hours for assisting practitioners
employed in public and in private non-profit institutions).
Only one of the assisting practitioners (5%) belongs to a union.
The mean number of years of the assisting practitioners have been working at their
current preschool is 20 years (p25 = 14, p75 = 26). When including experience working
in other preschools, this figure rises to 21 years (p25 = 16, p75 = 26). 32% work in more
than one preschool at the same time.
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Other responses suggest they have worked mainly in one or two early childhood
education and care institution (50%) to a maximum of five ECD institutions (3%).
Table 3.3.1 Perception of competence
Not
A little
Neither
Very
competent
Competent
competent
nor
competent
at all
To what degree
do you feel that
you are
competent to
do your work?

%

%

%

%

%

0%

0%

5%

42%

53%

Total
%

(N)

100% 19

The data suggest that assisting practitioners generally perceive themselves as
competent - only 5% of the assisting practitioners state ambivalence regarding their
sense of competence.

Table 3.3.2 Perception of acknowledgement
To what degree do
you perceive that
your work is
acknowledged by?

Very low
Low
degree/not
degree
at all

Neither
high nor
low
degree

High
degree

Very
high
degree

Total

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

… your colleagues?

5%

0%

47%

37%

11%

100%

19

… your principal?

16%

37%

21%

21%

5%

100%

19

… the parents?

5%

5%

21%

47%

21%

100%

19

… the children?

5%

0%

5%

37%

53%

100%

19

When asked about their perceptions of acknowledgement from the various groups they
encounter in their work (colleagues, the principal, parents and children), the results are
mixed. While the vast majority experience acknowledgement from the children (90%
report either a very high or high degree of acknowledgement) and, to a lesser degree,
from their parents (68% very high or high), they are less likely to feel acknowledged by
colleagues (i.e. core practitioners). 48% report a very high or high degree of
acknowledgement, with 47% experiencing neither a high nor low degree of
acknowledgement.
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This suggests that many assisting practitioners do not feel their expertise and
competences are fully recognised by their better-qualified colleagues. The results are
even more striking when it comes to feeling acknowledged by the principal. More than
half (53%) report low, very low or no acknowledgement from the principal at their
preschool and a further 21% experience neither a high nor low degree of
acknowledgement. As such, only 26% experience a high or very high degree of
acknowledgement from the principal.

Table 3.3.3 Sense of inclusion

To what extent do you feel included
in the teamwork with other
colleagues?

Very low degree

%

0%

Low degree

%

10%

Neither high nor low

%

16%

High degree

%

37%

Very high degree

%

37%

%

100%

(N)

19

Total

Despite the mixed results regarding acknowledgement from colleagues, most of the
respondents felt included in the teamwork (a total of 74% equally spread between very
high and high). Nevertheless, 10% only felt included to a low degree and 16% neither
high nor low.

Table 3.3.4 Team meetings
Are there team meetings with all
types of professionals (i.e. core
practitioners and assisting
practitioners) in the preschool?

Yes

%

16%

No

%

84%

%

100%

(N)

19

Total

Meanwhile, a large majority of assisting practitioners (84%) stated that the preschool
does not hold team meetings involving both assisting practitioners and core practitioners.
In numbers only 3 respondents say that are team meetings with all types of
professionals.

45

Table 3.3.5 Perceptions of usefulness

How would you define the
collaboration with all professionals
on the following scale from "very
useful" to "not useful at all”?

Very useful

%

100%

Useful

%

0%

Neither good or bad

%

0%

A little useful

%

0%

Not useful at all

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

3

Total

Of the 3 respondents replying that such team meetings took place, all stated that they
considered such interprofessional collaboration very useful.
As keywords, the respondents named: team spirit, teamwork, collaborative work,
cooperation, sharing, and mutual help.

3.4 – Slovenia
The analysis of the background data based on the staff questionnaire showed that all 75
respondents are women, with a mean age of 42 years. The profile of a typical
professional in the Slovenian case is as follows: most professionals have Slovenian as
their mother tongue and were born in the country. 45% have completed an upper
secondary education as their highest level of formal education, while 24 % have a
bachelor’s degree or equivalent. 52% work as core practitioners, 45% as assisting
practitioners, and 3% as pedagogues for children with disabilities or school counsellors.
96% of the professionals work full-time. The mean number of years working in the field
of pedagogy is 16.
The Slovenian professionals can be characterized as a diverse group in terms of
educational background. Based on responses to open questions, their core tasks are
divided between:





work in a classroom (planning, implementation, evaluation of education and care
activities; work with children; classroom cleaning, taking care of classroom
materials; care, daily routines, ensuring security of children);
documentation of education and care activities;
collaboration with parents, staff, management, external institutions; interprofessional collaboration (collaboration with core/assisting practitioner); and
other tasks related to the kindergarten’s activities.
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Further analyses would make it possible to see if the tasks are different for core and
assisting practitioners.

Table 3.4.1 Feeling of competence
Not
A little
Neither
Very
competent
Competent
competent
nor
competent
at all
To what degree
do you feel that
you are
competent to
do your work?

%

%

%

%

%

1%

1%

3%

56%

39%

Total
%

(N)

100% 75

Most professionals feel competent to perform everyday tasks. 39% feel very competent
and 56% feel competent. 3% feel neither competent or not, 1% feel a little competent
and 1% feel not competent at all.

Table 3.4.2 Perception of acknowledgement
To what degree
do you perceive
that your work is
acknowledged
by?

Very low
Low
degree/not
degree
at all

Neither
high nor
low
degree

High
degree

Very
high
degree

Total

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

0%

1%

16%

68%

15%

100%

75

1%

1%

15%

68%

15%

100%

75

… the parents?

0%

0%

8%

61%

31%

100%

75

… the children?

0%

0%

1%

51%

48%

100%

75

… your
colleagues?
… your
principal?

In terms of a perceptions of acknowledgement from key groups, the findings show that
the respondents by large experienced a high degree of acknowledgement. Only 1% felt
a low degree of acknowledgement from colleagues and a total of 2% a low, very low or
no acknowledgement from their principal. Particularly among children, respondents
experienced a high or very high degree of acknowledgement (99%), but these figures
were above 80% in relation to all groups.
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It is interesting that a lower share of professionals perceive acknowledgement from their
colleagues and principal in comparison to from parents and children.
Table 3.4.3 Sense of inclusion

To what extent do you feel
included in the teamwork with
other colleagues?

Very low degree

%

0%

Low degree

%

0%

Neither high nor low

%

13%

High degree

%

63%

Very high degree

%

24%

%

100%

(N)

75

Total

Two thirds of the Slovenian respondents felt included in the teamwork with other
colleagues to a high degree (63%) and 24% to a very high degree. However, 13%
reported that they felt included to a ‘neither high nor low’ degree. As such, a few did not
feel fully included – a finding worthy of further exploration through both quantitative and
qualitative analysis.

Table 3.4.4 Team meetings
Are there team meetings with all
types of professionals (i.e. core
practitioners and assisting
practitioners) in the preschool?

Yes

%

97%

No

%

3%

%

100%

(N)

75

Total

This table shows that almost all professionals report that the team meetings are for all
types of professionals.
Table 3.4.5 Perception of usefulness

How would you define the
collaboration with all professionals
on the following scale from "very
useful" to "not useful at all”?

Very useful

%

49%

Useful

%

48%

Neither good nor bad

%

3%

A little useful

%

0%

Not useful at all

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

73

Total

48

Almost half of the professionals value the collaboration as very useful (49%), with a
similar number (48%) valuing the collaboration as useful. Just 3 % value the collaboration
as neither good nor bad. Arguments for involving all professionals in the team (according
to open question) include:
 “Every individual is different, but we always find a common solution, and we listen
to each other.”
 “Diverse perspectives on certain topics, different experiences, examples of good
practices and new ideas for work.”
 “Mutual support, exchange of experiences.”
In the Slovenian case, the challenges respondents identify in relation to collaboration
can be characterized within two categories: personal and practical.
Practical challenges:





“Timing of planned meetings, overloaded schedule.”
“Distribution of tasks and responsibilities among all staff profiles.”
“Everyone should participate in accordance with her capabilities.”
“Good communication is not easy to develop.”

Personal challenges:







“Cooperation and adapting to others; to allow others to be right.”
“A hierarchy, the core practitioner could give more power to the assisting
practitioner.”
“The challenge is that all professionals, especially some core core practitioners,
will find that others, with or without a degree, have a lot of knowledge that is worth
sharing.”
“Collaboration and adaptation, letting others have their right.”
“Awareness that we are all equal and that the opinion of a professional without a
diploma is equivalent to the opinion of a professional with a diploma.”

3.5 – Summing up
The overall picture of staff who are included in VALUE learning paths is that they feel
competent and acknowledged by colleagues, although very few of them feel less
acknowledged by management staff, parents and children. Another aspect of the
concept of professionalization concerns staff’s sense of being included and the value of
teamwork for participants. Interactions between staff are an important prerequisite for
VALUE’s central concept of working together to enhance quality in preschool.
Professional identity is not understood as an individual characteristic, but as located in

49

the dynamics and interactions among individual members of staff and the overall social
context. The individual’s sense of being included in the teamwork and the other
parameters related to professional identity are understood as preconditions for
strengthening collaboration and as necessary to cope with challenges within
collaboration with other professionals

50

4 – COLLABORATION (PLANNING,
IMPLEMENTATION, EVALUATION)
Collaboration is defined in relation to three dimensions: 1) planning and preparing
activities within everyday practice, 2) implementing these activities, and 3) evaluating
and reflecting on processes in relation to the pedagogical activities and their outcomes
for children.
In the following section, we report the answers only on school level. At school
level, collaboration is with professionals from the whole preschool. At classroom level,
collaboration is limited to the professionals that are connected to a particular classroom
and its therefore not included in this baseline report.

4.1 - Belgium
All 6 responses are from core practitioners.
Collaboration on planning and preparing activities
In general, the 6 core practitioners who filled in the questionnaire sometimes collaborate
with others at school level to prepare activities relating to the curriculum (e.g. visions and
general strategies):






With other core practitioners, the frequency of such collaboration ranges from
more than once per 3 months (33%), more than once per month (17%), more
than once per 2 weeks (17%), to more than once a week (17%). For one person
(17%), this question was not relevant.
With assisting practitioners, most of the respondents considered the question
irrelevant (67%), while 17% collaborate more than once per month and 17% more
than once per two weeks.
With the principal, respondents collaborate either more than once per 3 months
(33%) or more than once per month (67%).
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More than once per year

More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per month

More than once per two
weeks

%

%

%

%

%

%

X: Core
practitioners?

17%

0%

0%

0%

X: Assisting
practitioners?

67%

0%

0%

X: Your
principal?

0%

0%

0%

%

%

%

(N)

33% 17% 17% 17%

0%

100
%

6

0%

0%

0%

0%

100
%

6

0%

33% 67%

0%

0%

100
%

6

17% 17%
0%

Total

Every day

Less than once per year

%

How often do you
collaborate with X
in order to
prepare activities
in relation to the
curriculum

More than once a week

Not relevant

Table 4.1.1 Collaboration in order to prepare activities

In general, the 6 core practitioners who filled in the questionnaire sometimes collaborate
with others at classroom level to prepare activities in relation to the curriculum (e.g. to
develop practice):






With other core practitioners, the frequency of collaboration ranges from more
than once per 3 months (17%), more than once per 2 weeks (50%), to more than
once a week (17%). For one person (17%), this question was not relevant.
With assisting practitioners, most of the respondents considered the question
irrelevant (83%), while one respondent (17%) collaborates with assisting
practitioners more than once per 6 months.
With the principal, 17% collaborate less than once per year, 17% more than once
per 3 months (17%), and 33% more than once per month. 33% did not find this
question relevant.
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More than once a year

More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per
month

More than once every
two weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

X: Core
practitioners?

17%

0%

0%

17%

17%

0%

17%

33% 100%

6

X: Assisting
practitioners?

67%

0%

0%

0%

0%

17%

17%

0%

100%

6

X: Your
principal?

17%

17%

0%

17%

33%

17%

0%

0%

100%

6

How often do
you collaborate
with X in order
to effect
activities
according to the
curriculum?

Total

Not relevant

Table 4.1.2 Collaboration in order to execute activities

%

(N)

The respondents note that there is some collaboration at class level in order to execute
activities according to the curriculum (e.g. practices):





With core practitioners: 17% more than once per month, 17% more than once
every two weeks, 33% more than once a week, and 17% every day. 17% found
it not relevant.
With assisting practitioners: 17% more than once per 3 months, 17% more than
once a week. However, 67% found it not.
With principals: 50% found it not relevant, 50% more than once per month.
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More than once a year

More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per
month

More than once every
two weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

Total

Less than once per
year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to
evaluate
activities to
the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.1.3 Collaboration in order to evaluate activities

%

(N)

X: Core
practitioners?

17%

17% 0%

0%

17%

0%

17% 33% 0% 100%

6

X: Assisting
practitioners?

83%

0%

0%

0%

0%

17%

0%

0%

0% 100%

6

X: Your
principal?

17%

33% 0%

0%

17%

33%

0%

0%

0% 100%

6

Core practitioners stated that they collaborate at class level in order to evaluate activities
in relation to the curriculum (e.g. practice). The frequency of such collaboration differs:





With core practitioners: 17% found it not relevant, 17% collaborate more than
once per 6 months, 17% more than once per month, 17% more than once every
two weeks, and 33% more than once a week.
With assisting practitioners: 83% found this not relevant, 17% collaborate more
than once per 3 months.
With the principal: 50% found it not relevant, 17% collaborate less than once per
year, 33% more than once per month.

Collaboration in order to reflect on activities
Most core practitioners claimed that they often collaborate with other staff at school level
in order to reflect on their own practices: 17% do so more than once per month and 33%
more than once every two weeks. But 17% do this less than once per year and 33%
found it not relevant.
Most core practitioners claimed that they also regularly collaborate with other staff at
class level in order to reflect on the own practices: 17% do so more than once per 3
months, 33% more than once per month, 33% more than once every two weeks, 17%
more than once a week.

54

Strengths and challenges of interprofessional team collaboration
These responses stem from the following 3 open questions:
"According to you, which strengths and challenges are in collaboration with core
practitioners?”
“According to you, which strengths and challenges are in collaboration with assisting
practitioners?”
“According to you, which strengths and challenges are in collaboration with other
professionals?”
The general advantages of collaboration mentioned by the Belgian respondents are:
 Good communication
 A strong team with the same vision
 Other ideas which you wouldn’t think of yourself. You have the feeling that you
are not alone with the problems. But sometimes you also have the feeling that
you do not enough or that it can be better
 Learning from each other, helping and supporting each other
 Listening to each other’s opinions and ideas and respecting them.
The general preconditions for collaboration among professionals mentioned by the
Belgian respondents are:
 Good communication
 Strong team, same training, time
 Listen to each other’s opinions and ideas and respect them // Respect each other
// Mutual respect for each other’s possibilities
The main challenges are:
 Communication
 They don’t know what it is like to be a core practitioner with 22 children
 Listen to each other’s opinions and respect them // respect each other
 Time
Most respondents characterize the current collaborative practices as useful (66.7% very
useful, 16.7% useful, and 16.7% neither good nor bad).
3 core practitioners state that there are written visions for such cooperation; 3 state there
are not. Of the former, 2 state that they participated in the development of the vision for
the collaborative culture at their preschool.
The strengths and challenges when collaborating with other core practitioners are:
 Learning from, supporting and helping each other
 Listening to each other’s opinions and ideas, and respecting them
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Being on the same page; letting the children discover their talents
Working together, sharing a vision
Developing respect, collegiality, trust
We understand each other’s problems with certain tasks and certain children.

The strengths and challenges when collaborating with assisting practitioners are:
 The care of the class
 You can define yourself what is given in the class
 Learn from, support and help each other
 Listen to and respect each other’s opinions // respect, collegiality, trust
 Collaboration, sharing a vision
The strengths and challenges when collaborating with other professionals are:
 Everyone has an opinion. You can be strengthened in your opinion, or vice versa.
 Learn from, support and help each other.
 Listen to and respect each other’s opinions and ideas // Respect, collegiality, trust
 Collaboration, sharing a vision
 Discover the children’s strengths and weaknesses

The following closed questions describe the collaboration in further detail.
Table 4.1.4 Current collaborative practices

How would you characterize the
current collaborative practices on a
scale from “very useful” to “not
useful at all”?

Very useful

%

67%

Useful

%

17%

Neither good nor bad

%

17%

A little useful/not useful

%

0%

Not useful at all

%

0%

I do not know

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

6

Total

Table 4.1.4 shows that most respondents are positive regarding the current collaborative
practices at the preschool. 67% found them very useful and 17% useful. Only 17% found
them neither good nor bad.
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Table 4.1.5 Written visions
Do you have written visions for
cooperation between employees in
the institution?

Yes

%

50%

No

%

0%

I do not know

%

50%

%

100%

(N)

6

Total

Table 4.1.5 shows that half of the respondents don’t know if there is a written vision for
cooperation between the school’s employees. The other 50% (n=3) say that the school
has such written visions.
Table 4.1.6 Participation in development of the written visions
Have you participated in the
development of the visions for a joint
collaboration culture?

Yes

%

67%

No

%

33%

%

100%

(N)

3

Total

Table 4.1.6 shows that two of the three respondents who stated that there is a written
vision participated in its development.

57

4.2 – Denmark

Every day

%

%

%

Total

More than once
a week

More than once
per month

More than once
per 3 months

More than once
per 6 months

More than once
per year

Less than once
per year

Not relevant

Table 4.2.1 Collaboration in order to prepare activities
How often do
you collaborate
with X in order
to prepare
activities in
relation to the
%
%
%
%
%
%
curriculum?

More than once
per two weeks

The following question deals with who the respondents collaborate with at school level
in order to prepare activities relating to the curriculum (e.g. visions and general
strategies).

%

(N)

X: Core
practitioners?

4%

2%

0%

4%

9%

13% 16% 27%

25%

100
55
%

X: Assisting
practitioners?

5%

0%

0%

4%

7%

13% 18% 24%

29%

100
55
%

X: Your
principal?

5%

2%

2%

9%

25% 38% 13%

0%

100
55
%

5%

The table shows that the participants primarily cooperate with core practitioners and
assisting practitioners, with more than half doing so on at least a weekly basis – however,
collaboration with the principal on preparing activities is infrequent.
The same pattern emerges when it comes to collaboration at the classroom level on
preparing activities such collaboration is largely with core practitioners and assisting
practitioners rather than with the principal.
The frequency of collaboration to prepare activities in relation to the curriculum is more
or less the same for assisting practitioners and core practitioners.
The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to implement curricular activities (e.g. visions or strategies)
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More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per
month

More than once every
two weeks

More than once a
week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

2%

5%

2%

5%

16%

9%

40%

20% 100%
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4%

4%

2%

4%

16%

11%

38%

22% 100%

55

9%

9%

7%

22%

33%

15%

2%

4%

100%

55

Total

More than once a year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in order
to effect
activities
according to
the
curriculum?
X: Core
practitioners?
X: Assisting
practitioners?
X: Your
principal?

Not relevant

Table 4.2.2. Collaboration in order to execute activities

%

(N)

The above table shows the same pattern when it comes to executing activities at the
classroom level: Collaboration takes place more frequently among core practitioners and
assisting practitioners, than with the principal.
The respondents gave the following comments:
Reflection is part of everyday activities, as expressed below:
 “We have meetings in the team. Here, we plan, collaborate and reflect together,
both educators and assisting practitioners, during professional meetings where
staff from the whole institution take part.
 In addition, I reflect on everyday practice with colleagues when needed.
 I work with assisting practitioners in the classroom, so the reflection takes place
partly there, but I also seek the reflections of staff in the other classrooms/other
departments when possible or necessary.
 It depends where I find the relevant options, competences and knowledge”.
Three types of advantage are identified:
 Commitment and curiosity
 Adds nuance/different perspectives to the discussion
 We learn and thrive by using each other’s experiences
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Three main challenges are identified in the answers to open questions related
collaboration:
 Lack of methodology – “If the goal and the task are indistinct, it limits the reflection
and preparation”
 Lack of time – “That there are often external meetings etc., which impede the
meeting structure”
 Disagreement about the important decisions – “That we all need to learn every
day and that we can all be better in our professional work”

The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to evaluate activities in relation to the curriculum (e.g. visions and strategies).

More than once per 3
months

More than once per
month

More than once every
two weeks

More than once a
week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

2%

2%

2%

7%

16% 33%

4%

0%

2%

7%

15% 29% 16% 15% 13% 100% 55

5%

4%

4%

9%

35% 31%

9%

7%

Total

More than once per 6
months

X: Assisting
practitioners?
X: Your
principal?

More than once a
year

X: Core
practitioners?

Less than once per
year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to
evaluate
activities in
relation to the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.2.3 Collaboration in order to evaluate activities

%

(N)

18% 11% 100% 55

5%

0%

100% 55

As the table shows, such collaboration is more frequent with core practitioners (71%
collaborating once a month or more frequently) or with assisting practitioners (73%
collaborating once a month or more frequently) than with the principal (43% collaborating
once a month or more frequently).
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Table 4.2.4 Current collaborative practices

How would you characterize the
current collaborative practices
on a scale from “very useful” to
“not useful at all”?

Very useful

%

33%

Useful

%

58%

Neither good nor bad

%

5%

A little useful/not useful

%

2%

Not useful at all

%

0%

I do not know

%

2%

%

100%

(N)

55

Total

The majority of the staff characterize the current collaborative practice as ‘very useful’
(33 %) or ‘’useful’ (58%) – only a few (5 %) characterize the current collaborative practice
as ‘neither good nor bad’ or as ‘a little useful/not useful’ (2 %).
In the following tables, the participants are asked if their institution has written visions or
not (table 4.2.5) and to what extent they participated in the development of such visons
(table 4.2.6).
Table 4.2.5 Written visions
Do you have written visions for
collaboration between employees in
the institution?

Yes

%

65%

No

%

4%

I do not know

%

31%

%

100%

(N)
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Yes

%

75%

No

%

25%

%

100%

(N)

36

Total

.
Table 4.2.6 Participation in development of the written visions
Have you participated in the
development of the visions for a joint
collaboration culture?

Total

65 % report that they have written visons – and 31 % report that they do not know. Only
4 % report that they do not have written visions for cooperation between employees at
their institution

61

Of the 36 respondents stating that there are written visions at their institution, 75%
participated in their development. Further analyses can shed light on which professional
groups are involved in the development of visions and on whether the VALUE project
will have any effect in this regard.
The overall types of visons that the staff reported focus on respect, valuing each other’s
competencies and strengths and trust:
 “Everyone has a voice, everyone is responsible for good communication”.
 “Everyone has a responsibility to meet each other properly”.
 “That we must bring our competences into the pedagogy”.
 “That we must show respect for each other’s competencies and strengths”.
 “That we should appreciate what we can each contribute with in the collaboration”
And further




“Common tasks must be solved in groups”.
“That we see and talk about each other’s strengths with respect”.
“Ownership and responsibility are important. Trust means that we are open and
say things honestly to each other”.
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4.3 Portugal
All respondents were assisting practitioners detailing their experience of collaboration
with their colleagues (core practitioners, other assisting practitioners and the principal).
The following question deals with who the respondents collaborate with at school level
in order to prepare activities relating to the curriculum (e.g. visions and general
strategies).

More than once per 3
months

More than once per
month

More than once per
two weeks

More than once a
week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

0%

0%

0%

16%

0%

0%

37% 100%

19

0%

0%

0%

21%

5%

5%

21% 100%

19

5%

11%

5%

0%

0%

0%

11% 100%

19

Total

More than once per 6
months

Less than once per
year

Not relevant

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in order
to prepare
activities in
relation to the
%
%
curriculum?
X: Core
37% 11%
practitioners?
X: Assisting
37% 11%
practitioners?
X: Your
58% 11%
principal?

More than once per
year

Table 4.3.1 Collaboration in order to prepare activities

%

(N)

37% of the Portuguese assisting practitioners collaborate every day with their team
colleagues (core practitioners, other assisting practitioners and the principal) in the
preparation of activities. 11% indicate this type of collaboration occurs less than once
per year while 16% collaborate with core practitioners more than once per month. 37%
don’t consider it relevant.
Collaboration between assisting practitioners takes place every day for 21% of
respondents. For 11%, the frequency is less than once per year and for 31%, somewhere
between one a month and more than once a week. 37% do not consider it relevant.
Only 11% of the respondents collaborate with the principal on the preparation of activities
on a daily basis, with 58% not considering it relevant. For the remaining 32%, such
collaboration is infrequent.
The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to implement curricular activities (e.g. visions or strategies).
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More than once per 3 months

More than once per month

More than once every two
weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

37%

0%

0%

0%

0%

5%

16%

42% 100% 19

47%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

11%

42% 100% 19

53%

5%

16%

5%

5%

0%

0%

16% 100% 19

Total

More than once per 6 months

X: Core
practitioners?
X: Assisting
practitioners?
X: Your
principal?

More than once a year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to effect
activities
according to
the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.3.2 Collaboration in order to execute activities

%

(N)

Once again, the results show that many of the Portuguese respondents did not consider
the question relevant. Where regular collaboration does occur, it is most likely to be with
core practitioners (58% reporting either weekly or daily collaboration) or other assisting
practitioners (53% % reporting either weekly or daily collaboration) than with the principal
(16% % reporting either weekly or daily collaboration).
The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to evaluate activities in relation to the curriculum (e.g. visions and strategies).
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More than once a year

More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per month

More than once every two
weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

Total

Less than once per year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to
evaluate
activities in
relation to the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.3.3 Collaboration in order to evaluate activities

%

(N)

X: Core
47% 11%
practitioners?

0%

5%

5%

5%

0%

16% 11% 100% 19

X: Assisting
58% 11%
practitioners?

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

11% 21% 100% 19

X: Your
principal?

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

11% 16% 100% 19






63% 11%

The responses from assisting practitioners indicate that such collaboration is
somewhat infrequent. With core practitioners: 47% found it not relevant, 32% do it
once a month or more frequently.
With assisting practitioners: 58% found this not relevant, 32% do it once a month or
more frequently.
With the principal: 63% found it not relevant, 37% do it once a month or more
frequently.

Table 4.3.4 Current collaborative practices

How would you characterize the
current collaborative practices on a
scale from “very useful” to “not useful
at all”?

Very useful

%

37%

Useful

%

26%

Neither good nor bad

%

32%

A little useful/not useful

%

5%

Not useful at all

%

0%

I don’t know

%

0%

%

100%

(N)

19

Total

37% of respondents characterized the collaborative practices at their institution as very
useful and 26% as useful. However, 32 % characterized the collaborative practices as
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neither good nor bad. For 5% (N=1) is the collaborative practices only somewhat
useful/not useful.

Table 4.3.5 Written visions
Do you have written visions for
cooperation between employees in
the institution?

Yes

%

10%

No

%

16%

I do not know

%

74%

%

100%

(N)

19

Yes

%

0%

No

%

100%

%

100%

(N)

2

Total

Table 4.3.6 Participation in development of the written visions
Have you participated in the
development of the visions for a joint
collaboration culture?

Total

Only two respondents (10%) stated that there are written visions for cooperation between
employees at their institution (Table 4.3.5), but neither of them participated in the
development of said visions.
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4.4 - Slovenia
Introduction
The following question deals with who the respondents collaborate with at school level
in order to prepare activities relating to the curriculum (e.g. visions and general
strategies).

More than once per year

More than once per 6
months

More than once per 3
months

More than once per month

More than once per two
weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

0%

0%

3%

23% 25% 16% 16% 16% 100% 75

3%

5%

7%

9%

8%

20% 19% 23% 13%

X: Core
1%
practitioners?
X: Assisting
5%
practitioners?
X: Your
11%
principal?

24% 16%
1%

Total

Less than once per year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to
prepare
activities in
relation to the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.4.1 Collaboration in order to prepare activities

%

(N)

9%

21% 100% 75

3%

3%

100% 75

The table shows that respondents generally collaborate most frequently with core
practitioners and assisting practitioners (respectively 73 % and 70% reporting such
collaboration more than once per month while the corresponding figure for principals is
just 20%).
The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to implement curricular activities (e.g. visions or strategies).
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More than once per 3
months

More than once per month

More than once every two
weeks

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

1%

1%

9%

31%

24%

8%

8%

17% 100% 75

1%

5%

7%

29%

19%

7%

12%

20% 100% 75

15%

31%

17%

25%

7%

3%

0%

3%

Total

More than once per 6
months

X: Core
practitioners?
X: Assisting
practitioners?
X: Your
principal?

More than once a year

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to effect
activities
according to
the
curriculum?

Not relevant

Table 4.4.2 Collaboration in order to execute activities

%

(N)

100% 75

The results show less frequent collaboration at school level when it comes to the
execution of activities according to the curriculum (e.g. visions or strategies).
Collaboration exists among core and assisting practitioners (more than once per 3
months and more than once per month). Collaboration with principal is infrequent (more
than once per 3 months or less frequent).





Staff reflect on their practice with: a colleague from the same group; team members
responsible for a certain task/event (e.g. afternoon activities with parents); the
principal (during annual career interview)
Staff reflect on their)
Staff reflect on their practice: after peer-observation activities; at evaluation
meetings; at staff meetings.

Three types of advantages of collaboration are identified:
 Exchange of experiences, good practices
 Better school climate, improved staff well-being, stronger connections between staff
 Professional growth, higher quality
The following main challenges of collaboration are identified.
 Accepting all opinions equally, regardless of a colleague’s level of education or
professional experience
 Diverse personal characteristics that bring diverse views
 Lack of time
 Ensuring appropriate and respectful communication
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The following question deals with who respondents collaborate with at school level in
order to evaluate activities in relation to the curriculum (e.g. visions and strategies).

More than once a week

Every day

7%

9%

4%

100% 75

8%

4%

15%

7%

100% 75

3%

0%

0%

100% 75

%

%

%

%

%

8%

0%

7%

X: Assisting
11%
practitioners?

3%

4%

X: Core
practitioners?

X: Your
principal?





24% 25%

20% 11% 25% 21% 16%

4%

Total

More than once every two
weeks

12% 24% 29%

More than once per 3
months

%

More than once per 6
months

%

More than once a year

%

Less than once per year

%

Not relevant

How often do
you
collaborate
with X in
order to
evaluate
activities in
relation to the
curriculum?

More than once per
month

Table 4.4.3 Collaboration in order to evaluate activities

%

(N)

The responses indicate that such collaboration is fairly frequent with core
practitioners and assisting practitioners but rare with the principal: With core
practitioners: 8% found it not relevant, 49% do it once a month or more frequently.
With assisting practitioners: 11% found this not relevant, 51% do it once a month or
more frequently.
With the principal: 20% found it not relevant, 7% do it once a month or more
frequently.

Table 4.4.4 Current collaborative practices

How would you characterize the
current collaborative practices on a
scale from "very useful" to "not useful
at all"?

Very useful

%

28,0%

Useful

%

66,7%

Neither good nor bad

%

5,3%

A little useful/not useful

%

0,0%

Not useful at all

%

0,0%

I do not know

%

0,0%

%

100,0%

(N)

75

Total
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The majority of the staff characterize the current collaborative practice as ‘very useful’
(28.0 %) or ‘’useful’ (66.7%) – only a few (5.3 %) characterize the current collaborative
practice as ‘neither good nor bad’.
Table 4.4.5 Written visions
Do you have written visions for
cooperation between employees in
the institution?

Yes

%

18,7%

No

%

34,7%

I do not know

%

46,7%

%

100,0%

(N)

75

Total

The table 4.4.5 shows that only 18.7 % of the participants report that there is a written
vison for collaboration between employees at their institution. 34.7% of the participants
report that there is no such vison and 46.7 % state that they do not know.

Table 4.4.6 Participation in development of the written visions
Have you participated in the
development of the visions for a
joint collaboration culture?

Yes

%

64,3%

No

%

35,7%

%

100,0%

(N)

14

Total

Of the 14 reporting that such visions existed, 64.3% had participated in their
development.

4.5 – Summing up
The VALUE learning paths aim to strengthen the collaborative practices in each of the
participating countries. As shown in the presentations of data in this section, participants
have different patterns of collaboration at school level in relation to the three aspects:
collaboration to prepare, execute and evaluate activities, as well as reflection in their
teams.
In Belgium, the six core practitioners who completed the questionnaire sometimes
collaborate with others to prepare activities related to the curriculum at classroom level
(e.g. to develop practice):
The respondents note that there is some collaboration to execute curricular activities at
classroom level. The core practitioners also stated that they collaborate in order to
evaluate activities in relation to the curriculum at class level. The pattern and frequency
of collaboration with regard to the evaluation of activities varies. While the major part of
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the core practitioners claimed that they often collaborate with other staff in order to reflect
on their own practices at the school level (17% do so more than once per month and
33% more than once every two weeks), some (17%) do this less than once per year and
33% found this collaboration not relevant.
Most respondents characterize the current collaborative practices at their preschool as
useful - two-thirds as very useful and one-third as either useful or neither good nor bad).
In Denmark, the responses show that most participants cooperate with core practitioners
and assisting practitioners more than once a week or every day in preparing activities at
the school level– however, the degree of collaboration with the manager is low. The
same pattern emerges when it comes to preparing activities at the classroom level collaboration is for the most part among core and assisting practitioners and not with the
principal. Assisting practitioners are more likely to indicate that they collaborate on a
daily basis – whether with core practitioners or other assisting practitioners.
The collaboration to prepare activities in relation to the curriculum is at more or less the
same level for assisting and core practitioners. The same pattern can be seen when it
comes to executing activities at the classroom level: Collaboration is primarily among
core and assisting practitioners, rather than with the principal, and occurs more than
once per month.
Core and assisting practitioners stated that they collaborate in order to evaluate activities
in relation to the curriculum. With core practitioners: 2% found it not relevant, 71% do it
once a month or more frequently, with assisting practitioners : 4% found this not relevant,
73% do it once a month or more frequently, With the principal: 5% found it not relevant,
43% do it once a month or more frequently. The majority of the staff in the Danish pilot
schools characterize the current collaborative practice as ‘very useful’ (33 %) or ‘’useful’
(58%) – only a few (6 %) characterize the current collaborative practice as ‘neither good
nor bad’ or as ‘of little use/not useful’ (2 %).
About a third of the Portuguese assisting practitioners collaborate every day with their
team colleagues (the core practitioners, other assisting practitioners and the principal) in
the preparation of activities. 11% indicate this type of collaboration occurs less than once
per year and 16% more than once per month. 37% don’t consider it relevant.
Collaboration between assisting practitioners happens every day for 21%. 11% replied
that this type of collaboration happens less than once per year; 21% more than once per
month; 5% more than once per two weeks; and 5% more than once per week. For 37%,
it is not relevant.
In Slovenia, the presentation shows that the participants mostly collaborate with core
practitioners and assisting practitioners more than once per month. The number who
collaborate with the principal on preparing activities is low; however, almost a quarter of
participants responded that they collaborate with the principal more than once every 3
months.
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The results show even less frequent collaboration when it comes to the execution
of activities according to the curriculum at school level. Collaboration exists among core
and assisting practitioners (more than once per 3 months and more than once per
month). Collaboration with the principal is rare (more than once per 3 months or less
frequent).
Core practitioners and assisting practitioners in Slovenia stated that they collaborate at
school level in order to evaluate activities in relation to the curriculum, with 49% doing
so once a month or more frequently. With assisting practitioners: 11% found this not
relevant, 51% do it once a month or more frequently. With the principal: 20% found it not
relevant, 7% do it once a month or more frequently. The majority of the staff characterize
the current collaborative practice as ‘very useful’ (28%) or ‘useful’ (67%) – only a few
(5%) characterize the current collaborative practice as ‘neither good nor bad’.
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5 – EDUCARE
The aim in this section is to investigate to what extent the ECEC pilot schools from the
four participating countries work with education and care as separate aspects and/or
employ an integrated approach to education and care – that is, a holistic
understanding of the role of ECEC in relation to children’s well-being and their learning
and development. In addition, we examine participants’ opinions with regard to parental
involvement.

5.1 – Belgium
All 6 responses are from core practitioners at one pilot school who filled in the
questionnaire.
Most respondents do not see care as a hindrance to learning activities (totally disagree
17%, disagree 33%, neither agree nor disagree 50%).
The answers to the question of whether care and learning can be separated are more
mixed: 17% totally disagree and 17% disagree that the two can’t be separated, whereas
33% agree and 33% strongly agree.
Some respondents state that they lack the necessary time to combine care and learning.
33% are neutral, and 17% strongly disagree with the statement.
Table 5.1.1 Connection between care and education
1

2

3

4

5

Totally
disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

Care can sometimes
be a hindrance to
learning activities.

17%

33%

50%

0%

0%

100%

6

Children’s care and
learning can never be
separated.

17%

17%

0%

33%

33%

100%

6

I lack time to
combine care and
learning.

17%

0%

33%

33%

17%

100%

6

Total

73

On the questions concerning early childhood education, pedagogical inclusion and care,
all respondents state that their work involves each of these three elements to at least
some degree.

Low degree

Neither high nor
low degree

High degree

Very high degree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

To what extent do you
work with early
childhood education?

0%

0%

0%

67%

33%

100%

6

To what extent do you
work pedagogically
with inclusion?

0%

0%

17%

83%

0%

100%

6

To what extent do you
work with child care?

0%

0%

33%

17%

50%

100%

6

To what extent do you
work with education
and care as
integrated aspects?

0%

0%

17%

33%

50%

100%

6

Total

Very low
degree/not at all

Table 5.1.2 Education, care and inclusion

All respondents state that they collect information on child outcomes and children’s views
on everyday practice and include parents’ views in the evaluation on a regular basis,
implying that there are structures in place governing such practices.
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More than once per
year

More than once per
6 months

More than once per
3 months

More than once per
month

More than once a
week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

How often do you
collect information
about child
outcomes
(wellbeing,
development,
learning etc.)?

0%

0%

0%

17%

50%

33%

0%

100%

6

How often do you
collect information
about the children’s
views on everyday
practice
(participatory
approach)?

0%

0%

0%

0%

33%

33%

33%

100%

6

How often do you
include parents’
views and
experience in your
evaluation?

0%

0%

33%

0%

33%

33%

0%

100%

6

Total

Less than once per
year

Table 5.1.3 Collection of information

Strengths and challenges regarding parental involvement mentioned by the Belgian core
practitioners include:
 Involving parents in everyday activities to highlight that these activities are important
for the children’s development. It is a challenge to get parents really involved. Often,
they don’t realise how important the preschool is. We show them what we do/make
in the classroom, talk about how their children are developing. Often, they are
surprised that they must do that at such a young age.
 It is a challenge that parents should not tell you what to do in the classroom.
 It is important that parents are involved and feel heard
 It is always the same parents who respond to the notes
 Children feel good when parents are highly involved. Making school together with
children and parents.
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Monthly coffee mornings with different activities. There is a room for parents who
want to talk in private, and all core practitioners are at the school gate when the
parents and children arrive.

5.2 – Denmark

2 - Disagree

3 - Neither agree
nor disagree

4 - Agree

5 - Strongly agree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

Care can
sometimes be a
hindrance in
learning
activities.

35%

25%

18%

22%

0%

100%

55

Care and
learning of
children can
never be
separated.

5%

9%

15%

35%

36%

100%

55

I lack time to
combine care
and learning.

5%

47%

25%

16%

5%

100%

55

Total

1 - Totally disagree

Table 5.2.1 Connection between care and education

Most participants don’t see care as a hindrance to learning activities, with 60 %
disagreeing that such hindrances or obstacles are present, while 40 % agree or neither
agree nor disagree.
71% agree or strongly agree that education and care can never be separated, while 21%
agree or strongly agree that they lack the time to combine the two.
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Low degree

Neither high or low
degree

High degree

Very high degree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

To what extent
do you work with
child education?

0%

0%

20%

51%

29%

100%

55

To what extent
do you work
pedagogically
with inclusion?

2%

2%

11%

51%

35%

100%

55

To what extent
do you work with
childcare?

0%

2%

2%

33%

64%

100%

55

To what extent
do you work with
education and
care as
integrated
aspects?

0%

2%

15%

36%

47%

100%

55

Total

Very low degree/not
at all

Table 5.2.2 Education, care and inclusion

The work with children’s education, care and with both care and education as integrated
aspects represent the general tasks in the participating Danish ECEC institutions.
However, 20% report ‘Neither high nor low degree’ to the question of whether they work
with children’s education (Table 5.2.2).
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More than once per
year

More than once per 6
month

More than once per 3
month

More than once per
month

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

How often do you
collect information
about child
outcomes
(wellbeing,
development,
learning etc.)?

2%

4%

2%

16%

18%

36%

22%

100%

55

How often do you
collect information
about the
children’s views
on daily practice
(participatory
approach)?

4%

0%

5%

9%

16%

38%

27%

100%

55

How often do you
include parents’
views and
experience in your
evaluation?

7%

2%

13%

7%

24%

38%

9%

100%

55

Total

Less than once per
year

Table 5.2.3 Collection of information

Collecting information on child outcomes in terms of well-being, development and
learning is shown to be a common and frequent task, as is collecting information on
children’s views on everyday practice. Information on parents’ views and experiences,
meanwhile, were not collected as frequently.
In terms of parental involvement, there is a broad consensus that this is a strength –
however, it can also be experienced as a challenge. This divergence is evidence in the
experiences of two participants who express some experiences with parental
collaboration in response to the open question “Please describe strengths and
challenges in relation to parental involvement”:
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It is a strength to establish good co-operation with parents.
It provides transparency and supports child well-being, development and learning.
It is also an advantage if there is an issue with a child that there is trust between us
and the parents.

In addition, participants expressed that





Most parents would like to get involved, are interested and participate at the level
they are able to.
Learning and well-being are increased by parental involvement, a common focus and
efforts on several fronts. It is a challenge to adapt expectations according to parents'
abilities.
There is a risk that some parents may be made to feel inadequate if there is not an
honest dialogue about expectations and assumptions.

5.3 – Portugal
All respondents are assisting practitioners at the two Portuguese pilot schools: APISAL
and EB Santarém.

2 - Disagree

3 - Neither agree nor
disagree

4 - Agree

5 - Strongly agree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

Care can sometimes
be a hindrance in
learning activities.

16%

42%

5%

26%

11%

100%

19

Care and learning of
children can never be
separated.

5%

0%

5%

47%

42%

100%

19

I lack time to combine
care and learning.

53%

21%

5%

21%

0%

100%

19

Total

1 - Totally disagree

Table 5.3.1 Connection between care and education

Throughout the analyses of the three questions above, it becomes evident that a large
number of respondents (42%) disagree and (16%) totally disagree with care being a
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potential hindrance to learning activities. In terms of care and learning being inseparable,
the vast majority either agree (47%) or strongly agree (42%).
It is also relevant to mention that 53% of respondents strongly disagree that they lack
the necessary time to combine care and learning in the course of their everyday practice.
A further 21% state that they disagree while 21 % agree.

Low degree

Neither high nor low
degree

High degree

Very high degree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

To what extent
do you work with
child education?

11%

5%

32%

37%

16%

100%

19

To what extent
do you work
pedagogically
with inclusion?

16%

5%

26%

37%

16%

100%

19

To what extent
do you work with
childcare?

5%

0%

21%

42%

32%

100%

19

To what extent
do you work with
education and
care as
integrated
aspects?

5%

0%

21%

42%

32%

100%

19

Total

Very low degree/not
at all

Table 5.3.2 Education, care and inclusion

Only a small minority state that they do not or only to a low degree work with children’s
education (16%), pedagogical inclusion (21%), childcare (5%) and education and care
as integrated aspects (5%). This indicates that, at least to some degree, an educare
approach would seem to be present in the Portuguese pilot schools.
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More than once per year

More than once per 6 months

More than once per 3 months

More than once per month

More than once a week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

How often do you
collect information
about child outcomes
(wellbeing,
development, learning
etc.)?

21%

5%

0%

5%

11%

5%

53% 100%

19

How often do you
collect information aout
the children’s views on
daily practice
(participatory
approach)?

32%

5%

0%

11%

5%

16%

32% 100%

19

How often do you
include parents’ views
and experience in your
evaluation?

37%

11%

16%

11%

5%

5%

16% 100%

19

Total

Less than once per year

Table 5.3.3 Collection of information

%

(N)

While a considerable number of respondents state that they collect information on child
outcomes (53%) and children’s views on everyday practice at the preschool (32%) on a
daily basis, there is also a considerable number who do so less than once a year (21%
and 32% respectively). The inclusion of parents’ views and experiences generally occurs
less frequently, with a high number (37%) stating a frequency of less than once a year.
Answering open question 3.4, respondents highlighted communication as a key aspect
when working with parents. A shared awareness of the prime purpose of early child
development is also mentioned, as well as active participation in children’s school
activities by parents.
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5.4 – Slovenia

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

Care can sometimes be a
hindrance in learning activities.

23%

35%

20%

17%

5%

100%

75

Care and learning of children
can never be separated.

3%

7%

16%

41%

33%

100%

75

I lack time to combine care
and learning.

23%

39%

29%

8%

1%

100%

75

Total

5Strongly
agree

2Disagree

%

3Neither
agree
nor
4disagree
Agree

1Totally
disagree

Table 5.4.1 Connection between care and education

Most participants don’t see care as a hindrance to learning activities, with 23 % totally
disagreeing, and 35% disagreeing that such hindrances or obstacles are present, while
20 neither agree nor disagree.
41% agree and 33% strongly agree that education and care can never be separated.
39% disagree, 29% neither agree nor disagree, and 23% totally disagree that they lack
the time to combine the two.
The results suggest that the ideal of educare is a reality in the Slovenian case.

Low degree

Neither
high or low
degree

High
degree

Very high
degree

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

To what extent do you work
with child education?

0%

3%

8%

64%

25%

100%

75

To what extent do you work
pedagogically with inclusion?

1%

1%

17%

68%

12%

100%

75

To what extent do you work
with childcare?

5%

4%

12%

51%

28%

100%

75

To what extent do you work
with education and care as
integrated aspects?

3%

5%

12%

57%

23%

100%

75

Total

Very low
degree/not
at all

Table 5.4.2 Education, care and inclusion
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From the results we can see that care and education are intertwined in Slovenian
kindergartens.

More than once per
year

More than once per
6 month

More than once per
3 month

More than once per
month

More than once a
week

Every day

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

(N)

How often do you
collect information
about child
outcomes
(wellbeing,
development,
learning etc.)?

1%

1%

0%

8%

35%

20%

35%

100%

75

How often do you
collect information
about the
children’s views
on daily practice
(participatory
approach)?

1%

1%

1%

9%

23%

40%

24%

100%

75

How often do you
include parents’
views and
experience in your
evaluation?

4%

3%

5%

35%

36%

15%

3%

100%

75

Total

Less than once per
year

Table 5.4.3 Collection of information

Collecting information on child outcomes in terms of well-being, development and
learning is shown to be a common and frequent task, as is collecting information on
children’s views on everyday practice. Information on parents’ views and experiences
are also collected frequently, however not as frequently as the views and experiences of
children.
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In terms of parental involvement, there is a broad consensus that this is a strength (see
Q 3.4) – however, participating staff also expressed some challenges in terms of parental
involvement:




“It can lead to a great deal of interference in your work.”
“The challenge is the increase in the number of parents who are less involved in
the kindergarten due to their personal and, to a large extent, job duties.”
“The challenge, however, seems to me, first of all, to involve parents in such a
way that they do not force our work (in the sense that they think they know more
than we do) by their opinions and ideas.”

5.5 – Summing up
The analysis of an integrated approach to education and care – that is, a holistic
understanding of the role of ECEC in relation to children’s well-being and their learning
and development - is summarised below. In addition, we provide an overview of the
participants’ experiences with parental involvement.
The answers from Belgium to the question of whether care and learning are inseparable
are split, with 17% strongly disagreeing and 17% disagreeing, while 33% agree and 33%
strongly agree. Some respondents state that they lack the time to combine care and
learning (33% are neutral and 17% strongly disagree with the statement). Almost all
respondents work with inclusion as a part of ECEC. They all include inclusion in the work
(ranging from neither high nor low degree to high degree nor very high degree). In terms
of the strengths and challenges in relation to parental involvement, the respondents
claim that involving parents in everyday activities at the preschools is seen as important
for the development of the children. However, “it can be a challenge to get parents really
involved”. According to the respondents, parents often don’t know how important the
collaboration with the preschool is for their child’s future development. In response, “we
show them what we do/make in the classroom and talk about their children’s
development”.
In the Danish case, most participants don’t see care as a hindrance to learning activities,
with 60 % disagreeing that such hindrances or obstacles are present, while 40 % agree
or neither agree nor disagree. 71% agree or strongly agree that education and care can
never be separated, while 21% agree or strongly agree that they lack the time to combine
the two. The results suggest that the ideal of educare is more or less a reality in the
Danish case, and that it is understood in relation to ‘Ny Styrket Læreplan’ (the new
Danish national curriculum). The work with an integrated approach is implemented at the
participating Danish ECEC institutions - for 29% to a very high degree and for 51% to a
high degree. However, 20 % report ‘Neither high nor low degree’. Collecting information
on child outcomes in terms of well-being, development and learning is shown to be a
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common and frequent task, as is collecting information on children’s views on everyday
practice. Information on parents’ views and experiences, meanwhile, was not collected
as frequently.
In terms of parental involvement, there is a broad consensus that this is a strength –
however, it can also be experienced as a challenge.
In Portugal, it becomes evident that a large part of the respondents disagree or totally
disagree that care is occasionally a hindrance in learning activities. In terms of care and
learning being inseparable, the opinions are divided between assisting practitioners
stating agreement (47%) and strong agreement (42%).
However, it is relevant to mention that 53% of respondents totally disagree that they lack
time to combine care and learning during their everyday practice. 21% state that they
disagree that they lack time to manage care and learning during their daily routine while
21 % agree that they lack time. A number of respondents (32 %) stated that they to
neither a high nor low degree work with child education, pedagogical work with inclusion
(26%), child care (21%) in an integrated approach (21%), Less than once per year,
assisting practitioners collaborate in the collecting of information about child outcomes
(21%), children’s views on everyday practice (32%), and the involvement of parents in
evaluation of activities and child outcomes (37%). Answering the open questions,
respondents identified communication as a key aspect when working with parents.
Shared awareness of the prime purpose of early childhood development is also
mentioned, as is parents’ participation in children’s school activities.
In Slovenia, most participants don’t see care as a hindrance to learning activities, with
23 % totally disagreeing and 35% disagreeing that such hindrances or obstacles are
present, while 20 % agree or neither agree nor disagree. 41% agree and 33% strongly
agree that education and care can never be separated. 39% disagree, 29% neither agree
nor disagree and 23% totally disagree that they lack the time to combine the two. The
results suggest that the ideal of educare is a reality in the Slovenian case.
Collecting information in Slovenia on child outcomes in terms of well-being, development
and learning is shown to be a common and frequent task, as is collecting information on
children’s views on everyday practice. Information on parents’ views and experiences is
also collected frequently, albeit not as frequently as the views and experiences of
children. In terms of parental involvement, there is a broad consensus that this is
strength– however, participating staff also mentioned certain challenges in terms of
parental involvement.
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6 – EXPECTATIONS REGARDING
PARTICIPATING IN THE VALUE
LEARNING PATHS
In the final part of the questionnaire, staff were asked what they hope to get out of
participating in the VALUE project.

6.1 – Belgium
What do they hope to get out of the VALUE-project?
 Better collaboration when teaching together; more time for care and mealtimes with
children.
 More understanding for each other’s work to help the children.
 More freedom in deciding what to do, without rules dictated by the government, so
we have more time to take care of the children, without stress. Create more time for
the children and be more involved with them.
 Discuss all “VALUE labs” at the end and see what we did, what where the changes.
The labs make you think.

6.2 – Denmark
Four overall expectations regarding participation in VALUE that are representative:
 That experiments can help to change everyone's perception of what inclusion is and
how it must be incorporated into everyday life in all situations. I hope that the
experiments will create more reflection on what you can do differently or modify.
 Improved workflows. To see new opportunities and, if necessary, to facilitate
procedures that make it possible for the staff group to become even more aware of
each other's strengths than previously.
 More knowledge about inclusion. And to get the personnel more included in the
activities so that they are in front of the children. I also hope that it will help to shed
light on some simple everyday problems.
 That we get some good discussions in our ECEC institution which will enhance our
inclusive pedagogical work. To be able to contribute to innovation and involvement
in the daily work and distribute it to the team.
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6.3 – Portugal
The respondents (assisting practitioners) consider collaborative practices as highly
relevant, expressing high expectations of achieving many gains by participating in
VALUE:





Teamwork is very important because work flows much better and that perpetuates
on the children and their families;
Without teamwork, everyday activities aren’t as significant and rich; we can enhance
our everyday performance!
Teamwork has to incorporate communication, support and respect among all team
members.
In order to achieve success, there must be a collaborative effort.

6.4 – Slovenia
These overall expectations regarding participation in VALUE are representative (based
on core and assisting practitioners’ answers):





Better collaboration among staff
Open and respectful communication, considering diverse opinions equally
Professional development and professional growth
Improve reflection about practice

The managers hope that by participating in VALUE, it will be possible:










to understand that we are different, and that children and parents need different
approaches
to become aware of and confront our prejudices
to identify areas where we lack knowledge and where there is a need to develop
and participate in new professional development activities.
to ensure equal participation of all professional groups
to become acquainted with the results of the project
that all professionals become aware about the importance of cooperation throughout
the entire school year
to deepen our understanding of the importance of learning and participating in the
learning community
to deepen our understanding of the key role played by each staff member,
to develop an awareness of the importance of investing in professional development
in the safe working environment.
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7 – CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES
The professionalization topic concerns the professionals’ perceptions regarding their
own competence to perform their job and of their work being acknowledged by other
professionals, managers and parents, as well as children.
The baseline study indicates considerable variations in professionals’ responses.
Collaboration among professionals is explored in terms of collaboration to prepare, to
execute and to evaluate activities. The main impression is that, in the majority of cases,
both core and assisting practitioners collaborate with one another, but without involving
the principal/manager, in relation to the planning and execution of activities; however,
when it comes to collaboration on the evaluation of activities, the principal is mentioned
as a part of the team. This is especially true regarding school-level (as opposed to class–
level) evaluation.
In terms of strengths and challenges in relation to collaboration, several issues are
mentioned – for instance regarding the development of written visions for everyday
tasks. A large share (over a third) do not know if such written visions exist at their
workplace and of the remainder, 25% do not participate in the process of developing
such visions.
The collaboration among professionals is highly valued by most of the participants in
terms of giving and receiving feedback, sharing knowledge, sparring and inspiring each
other. The study also provides examples of challenges, such as a lack of curiosity and
openness among colleagues– however, many of the participants mention that they don’t
see any challenges at all in such collaboration.
In relation to the more concrete tasks concerning educare, inclusion and evaluation, as
well as parental involvement, some reservations and barriers are mentioned, such as
language barriers that can make parental involvement difficult.
Collaboration and degree of involvement might be changed over the course of the
VALUE project through the development of a shared framework for working innovatively
with educare, inclusion and parental involvement through professional learning
communities. The goal is to change practices through collaboration at three levels: a
content level, a relational level and an experimental process level.
Almost all participants (core practitioners and assisting practitioners) value collaboration
as very useful or useful; however, some challenges can be identified (both personal and
practical). Collaboration among professionals is explored in terms of collaboration in
order to prepare, to execute and to evaluate activities.
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Summing up and overall conclusion
VALUE focuses on strengthening the collaboration between all ECEC practitioners
involved in the care and education of young children, while valuing their diverse
backgrounds and experiences. We explore the question: How can all professionals be
involved in professional development and the planning of activities? Special attention is
paid to the role and position of assisting practitioners and how to strengthen their
professional role and identity.
In other words, VALUE is all about valuing diversity in care and education: Valuing
diversity in the collaboration between ECEC practitioners will help us to better address
the diverse learning and care needs of children, families and communities.
The specific objectives of the VALUE project are:


Gain a detailed understanding of the situation of assisting practitioners who work with
preschool core practitioners and of the collaboration between both groups in
addressing the diverse care and learning needs of children and families in the
countries involved.



Develop, test and implement innovative professional development pathways for the
whole teams within ECEC centres that (1) support a collaborative approach to
address the diverse learning and care needs of children and families and (2)
strengthen the role and position of lower-qualified ECEC practitioners.



Raise awareness among policymakers and organizing bodies in the ECEC field
about: (1) increasing visibility of the role played by lower-qualified practitioners; (2)
the importance of a collaborative approach in the context of complex and diverse
societies; (3) the working conditions needed to strengthen the position and agency
of lower-qualified practitioners and to enable a collaborative approach

This baseline study contributes to the project’s knowledge base concerning the profiles
of the participating professionals in the four countries. The report is therefore divided
according to the three VALUE topics: professional identity, collaboration and educare. In
addition, the report provides insight on the ECEC context in the participating pilot schools
– presenting overall data on the schools (managers’ questionnaire), descriptions of the
staff’s educational and professional backgrounds, and outlining expectations concerning
participation in VALUE. The baseline study is intended to be descriptive. Questions were
selected to give a picture of the main topics, based on quantitative data supplemented
by analysis of open texts related to selected questions.
We have seen how the topics are understood and perceived by participants in the four
countries.
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The baseline study will be followed by process evaluations in each country. Process
evaluations will build on selected follow-up questions after the pilot schools have finished
the VALUE learning paths, and with qualitative studies of how the participant perceived
the VALUE learning paths and what they experienced as benefits of being involved in
the VALUE learning path.
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