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Transnational Report

“Competency Based Training and Simulation in
healthcare education”, with the acronym CBTS, is an
Erasmus project with the duration of two years, from
September 2023 to August 2025, involving six european
countries (two from southwestern, two from
southeastern and two from northern Europe).
Endowed with 250 000 euros, aims to increase quality
in education by mainstreaming simulation, e-portfolios
and the 17 SDGs, while fomenting university
partnership to cooperate at transnational level.

Figure 1 Map of countries partnership
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Figure 2 Students selection criteria

Turkey configures an exception to university, selecting senior students from last year of technical
education, within 17-18 years old. Students from Spain were also selected from one single study
year, the first; while romanian and belgian were selected from two years, both the second and
the third, presumably older students than previous. Portugal and Denmark do not give
information about students’ ages in their national reports.

Concerning characterization of teachers, we are confronted to similar limitations, scarce
information in national reports, with half the countries providing no details. We just know that
applying simulation was criteria of selection for danish teachers, while turkish are 15 or more
years experienced volunteers. The criteria for selection of belgian teachers was to equilibrate
representativeness from all five years of the course. We may presume all respondents are female
in Portugal, while Turkey declares explicitly one male and nine females.

Initial contact of teachers and students with project was token through an on-line google forms
questionnaire, set by default to non-obligatory answering. Some countries changed all questions
to mandatory (some respondents making use of subterfuges to elude that obligation, like
answering “xx” or simply using space key “ ”); other countries, more reasonably, exempting
open-ended questions. An effort of standardization seems needed, to prevent methodological
discrepancies among countries that could affect an accurate comparability between them.

National reports summed up the answers to the questionnaires, making use of automatically
generated statistical graphics. Data processing will apply to teachers and students, first to open-
ended and after to close-ended questions, implying different approaches and issues. The main
goal of this global report is to synthetize the data from the six countries, under an optic of
comparability. For this we processed and analysed the main data of the national reports handled
in english but also the row material in national languages, using Google Translator.



One critical methodological option on statistical processing should be clarified: while the
distribution of teachers between countries is almost balanced around ten, diverging only by plus
one or minus one; the distribution of students varies almost from single to double, creating a
distortion on percentual national contributes. We decided that the comparability between
countries was more relevant than respecting the proportion of respondents, what means the
mean displayed represents the average of the six means from each of the countries.

All national reports widely fulfil the apparent main purpose of the questionnaire, confirming the
adhesion of scholar community to all three topics, even if at different levels, both between
countries as between topics. Open-ended answers generally confirm or even reinforce those to
previous close-ended question. “Surprisingly”, states belgian report, “three students indicated
that they see little benefit in integrating simulation into the learning experience”. Effectively,
none of the 27 portuguese or the 41 romanians show negativeness. Both Belgium and Denmark
present two outsiders, while Spain and Turkey just one.

Turkey reports simulation “is not included in the health education curriculum of our country (...)
Despite this, almost all of our teachers think that the application methods they use are
simulations”. About the adherence of simulation to curricula, national reports from Portugal,
Spain and Belgium utter a common discrepancy of about 30%, teachers showing more generous
than students in their statements. Portuguese report “apparently, one teacher admits not
following her curriculum” and danish “peculiar, that one teacher denies having standards”.

About the use of portfolios, Portugal and Belgium reports also emphasize discrepancies between
teachers’ and students’ statements, but on the contrary of simulation, in the opposite direction:
while 93% of portuguese students assume to be using them, teachers’ perception
underestimates it by one third, to 60%; while less than 50% of belgian students currently state
using portfolios in their courses, 91% of the teachers mention current use of portfolios. Belgian
report talks about mal conformity, both reports concluding by the need of delving the matter,
clarifying concepts and defining consensual issues.

Romania report considers, about use of portfolios, that “students didn’t understand properly the
question”, later justified in conclusions by “students who answered they use only electronic
portfolio might have been (...) not thinking of the clinical practice portfolios and that might be a
matter linked to the clarity of the question”. Not only the students, but teachers are also in the
crosshairs, upon belgian report: “suspect that the teacher who answered ‘no” misunderstood”.
In Spain, portfolio turned into equivoque, fully dissenting with other countries statistics.

Facing dissonances listed, suggestion to densify the concept uttered by spanish report “there is
a need to clarify among the educational community what a portfolio is”, seems consensual and
obviously also appliable to simulation, to avoid misunderstandings and confusion about these
two focal topics. Anchoring a lexicon with good definition for operating concepts and
contextualization for modalities of use, understanding user patterns within scholar community
and discussing actual tendencies, may probably generate value added to this project.

“An interesting idea was ...” Romanian project team seams strongly motivated about issues,
being the only reflexive national report offering creative and innovative hints about project
continuation. The idea is an inter-active e-portfolio, incorporating different layers, including
simulation practice, functioning like a CV, allowing to permanently contact responsible teacher
and to be monitored by them, beyond other functionalities, like accreditation into official pool
of professionals, associated to feedback and evaluation, marking personal evolution.



SDGs clash to two other focal topics acceptance, as a relatively fresh and transversal subject.
Danish partner is an SDGs school, in the vanguard of academic implementation, and its national
report associates interdisciplinarity to one of the topics, simulation, but it seems easily
extensible to all other focal topic. More philosophic and based on volunteering and good will,
SDGs clearly worst performer of the three topics in terms of acceptance upon questionnaire
answers, both for teachers as for students, danish rapport stating: “This is thought-provoking”.

The challenge about SDGs appears to be, for most of the countries, about curricula compliance
and integration. Romanian report reveals: curious surprise from teachers, when realizing “we
were doing it without knowing”; continued proactivity connecting topics, advancing the “idea of
introducing SDGs in e-portfolios as standards of practice”. Even if resistance is detected (spanish
teacher perceiving SDGs somewhat “intangible and inapplicable” and two danish students as
“irrelevant”), consolidated finding of connexion between topics emerges.

The vision seems about a student sharable electronic portfolio, including simulation practice,
linking educational instances, allowing official validation, incorporable into future CV as
accreditation, meta morphing links into professional references, therefore granting continuity
and sustainability of lifelong learning, integrating theory and practice, but where global concerns
and citizenship are present, as a passbook collecting points for SDG, related to coted activities,
encouraging authentic professionals to diversify their specializations.

Whether the apparent disconnection between the three topics may be felt as a weakness of this
project, it should be taken as a challenge, an opportunity given to creativity, for mining and
refining the connexions between concepts and pointing the way to integrated issues as
applicable and useful models. Portuguese report defends as “crucial that project partners share
and compare their documents and practices to develop common tools and standards”, romanian
teachers the need for defining “standards” and “specific theory”.

Student close-ended questions

Number ofrespondents Romania is the country who collected more
42 answers to questionnaire, with 41, almost
the double of Belgium, with 21, soon
followed by Spain, with 22. Turkey, Portugal

and Denmark got respectively 26, 27 and 28
- answers. Questionnaire was applied to 165
14 students, within less than a month,
. between the end of year 2023 and the
. beginning of 2024.

Portugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

~

Figure 3 Number of respondents Students Duration in days

First respondent, from Belgium, submitted form 19
December 2023; last respondent, from Denmark, 15
submitted form 16 January 2024. All turkish answers
were submitted within less than five minutes. Belgian
took less than five hours, while romanian a little more ~ °

than eight hours. Danish, portuguese and spanish I —_ l -
lasts 4, 5 and 23 days respectively. Pougel - Span  Romania  Denmark - Turkey - Belgium

Figure 4 Duration of Student questionnaire in days



Simulation
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Figure 5 Participated of simulation in %
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Figure 6 Would like more simulation in % of Students

Potential benefits

Belgium

In Denmark, where simulation is part of
the curriculum, all students mark
affirmatively. Romania with 90% and
Turkey with 85% stand above european
mean (red line) of 75%. At the contrary,
student participation in simulation for
Portugal, Spain and Belgium, is clearly
weaker, even below 60%. Contrast is
screaming between the three western
countries and the other three.

When asked if they would appreciate more learning
activities including simulation, only eight students,
out of 165, give negative answer. Even if romanian
and portuguese are more enthusiastic of simulation

than danish and belgian,

european countries

average (red line) for this project of 95% means no
doubt about its good acceptance among students.
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Figure 7 Potential benefits of simulation scaled 1 to 5

Like previous graphic, this one confirms
the adhesion of students to simulation,
with a general mean of 4,2 in the scale.
About benefits expected, more than
half the students (90) points the
maximum 5 of the scale, while just two
of them signal, at the opposite, the
minimum of 1. Belgians are the most
sceptical about simulation, consonantly
with the answers to previous question.



Portfolios

Turkey assumes the pole position of the
european ranking, with 93% of
portfolio users, while Belgium is the
last, with 57%. With an average of 82%
for the six countries, portfolios seem
already vastly expanded among
students. Eventually profitable to dress
supplementary questions necessary to
clarify the concept, enriching data with
patterns of utilization.

Portfolio format
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Figure 8 Declared portfolio users in % of Students

Considering the set of six countries, with 21 students that fail to

respond, the distribution of the 144 answers by the three options,

Electronic
Fapers "

30%

Both

Figure 9 Portfolio format in %

about the modalities of use for portfolio, are relatively
equilibrated. But this mean masks distinct behaviours.

Portfolio format by country

While Portugal leads the green change of mind set, 15

step beyond, against 23 keeping physical format.

favouring electronic version and abandoning paper print;
Turkey, on the other hand, shows only two students that
5
in i W
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Figure 11 Value added of portfolio in %
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Figure 10 Portfolio format by country in number of Students

A marked contrast also appears when
asking perceptions about value added of
portfolios. Beyond the mean of 65%:
Turkey and Belgium, with respectively
1/4 and 1/3 of their students, impute
little value; while the other countries
scores above 2/3, Portugal on the top,
with all students confirming the value to
the learning process. 22 nonresponses,
most of them (18) turkish.



About the openness to incorporate portfolios, a
group of five countries scores above the project
average of 3,9 and present relatively small variance
between them. Belgium, with only 2,9 on the scale,
stand out clearly from this group, distancing even
below indecision point (3), suggesting some slight
scepticism. Curious climb of Turkey, comparing to
previous graphic.

Opento incorporate
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Belgium

Figure 12 Openness to incorporate portfolios scaled 1 to 5

Sustainable Development Goals

Familiarity with SDG

4

This graphic shows a configuration like previous, about
positioning of Belgium, related to completely different
matter. The pattern is consistent with teachers’
responses, denoting belgian lack of familiarity with
SDGS, taking distances from other countries, even if

3
2,9 I
2
1

FPortugal

their students are not too familiar, not passing much
further than indecision point.

Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 13 Students familiarity with SDGs scaled 1 to 5

The students’ perception of curricula compliance with
SDGs, with a global mean of 3,1 is not particularly
high, but it is consonant with teachers’ responses,
scoring 2,9 for the same question (see figure 29).
Despite negligeable gap, it allows students to stand
out from teachers and shift from negative to positive
field. Half the countries (3) are under neutral line on
the scale, the other half is above.

Curriculum adherence
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Figure 14 Curriculum adherence to SDGs scaled 1 to 5

Belgium



Signalling a little more than 13 SDGs, danish make
noticed by marking off from other countries

students, all above the mean of 7,6 SDGs per capita;
" not so generous as teachers, who score almost two
o more SDGS in average, with 9,5 (see figure 31). From

37 A all 165 respondents, eight did not signal none, and
e

4

2

0

nine signal just one SDG, while 26 (from which 17
FPortugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

SDG by student

from Denmark) point all 17 SDGs. We present the
top 7.

Figure 15 Average number of SDGs marked by Student

Just like teachers, the SDG signalled by

- ~Y  [Health and wellness] 121
students as the most relgvant to project is [Gender equality] 107
“Health and wellness”, with 121 responses o
out of the 165 respondents, and the least, [Eradication of poverty] 98
with 39, is “Industry, innovation and [Clean water and sanitation] 92
infrastructure”. First eight SDGS have 713 [Quality education] 88
markings against only 495 the last eight. [Zero hunger and sustainable agriculture] 86
“Peace, justice and effective institutions” is  [Peace, justice and effective institutions] 73

the only from the last half on top 7.
Figure 16 Student’s TOP 7 SDGs

Gender Equality SDGs in % However, the originality is that, curiously
and unexpectedly, “Quality education” is
relegated to the fifth place on top 7

, SDGs. Sparked by curiosity, we
66 investigate the contributes by country to
that unexpected but relevant issue. With

40 88% of gender equality SDG marking,
o Portugal is in the lead (closely followed
> by Denmark); with the double of

Romania, scoring 44%; for an average of

66%, i.e. about 2/3 students.
Figure 17 Gender equality SDGs in % of Students

The last close-ended was not accurately formulated inducing error in graphic, as noted by
national reports. Due to this, respective graphic is not displayed.
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Teacher close-ended questions

Duration in days
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Figure 18 Duration of Teacher questionnaire in days

Simulation

Belgium

100

A large majority of 54 from the 61
teachers (89%) confirm the practice of
simulation. All teachers from three of the
countries answered yes to this question.
Romania presents the lower level of
implementation, with only six in ten
teachers. In a smaller scale, Belgium is
also under that global average of this
European project.

Potential benefits

5
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Portugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Bel

Figure 20 Potential benefits of simulation scaled 1 to 5

About one third (20) of the respondents feel
maximum readiness to apply simulation. An
average of 4,1 signifies teachers mostly
unstuck in this matter. Belgium is the
country where teachers confess lower level
of preparation to deal with simulation. The
only teacher feeling less confident about
preparation, scaling 1 to this question, is
belgian. In this case, it can also be humility.
Romania and Turkey lead the ranking of
preparation level.

gium

Common questionnaire was applied
during less than a month to 61 teachers,
9 from Spain, 11 from Denmark and
Belgium, and 10 from other countries.
First respondent, from Belgium,
submitted form 14 December 2023; last
respondent, from Denmark, submitted
form 12 January 2024. Turkish answers
were submitted within about two
minutes, belgian within about eight.
Romanian answers last about six hours,
while danish almost 24. Portuguese and
spanish remain for more than two and
three weeks, respectively.

Practice of simulation in %

89
80
60
40
20
0

FPortugal

Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 19 Practice of simulation in % of Teachers

With an average (line in red) of 4,6 in the
scale from 1 to 5, the expectable benefits
seem unanimously fruitful to teachers, with
small dispersion of data. Portugal and
Romania account eight teachers signalling
the maximum of the scale. Spanish and
belgian teachers seem to be a little less
optimistic, in their expectations, than
others.

Preparation level

5

4,1

4

| I I I
2 I

1

Portugal

Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 21 Assumed preparation for simulation scaled 1 to 5
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Integration of simulation in %
100

Portugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey

Figure 22 Integration of simulation in % of Teachers

The dominant perception seems to be that
simulation represents a great value added
to health care, with a global mean of 4,5 in
the scale from 1 to 5. With small variance,
teachers from Romania and Turkey are the
most favouring, while teachers from
Denmark and Belgium are not so
consensual about the great simulation
contribute to health care learning.

Simulation modelsin %
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5

A large majority of the 61 respondents, as
much as 53 (87%),
simulation in their courses, including the
totality of both spanish and turkish teachers.
Three out of ten romanian teachers do not,
consistently with previous data (see figure
19). Portugal and Belgium are also under the
european mean of this project, both with
two teachers not applying.

already integrates

Value added
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Figure 23 Value added of simulation scaled 1 to 5
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Figure 24 Access to simulation models in % of Teachers

The following graphic, reporting to specific
training in simulation, is very similar to the
previous (figure 24), with the ascension of
Romania to the positive side of european
ranking, what may imply a gap between
training and means for implementation. A
little more of two thirds of respondents, 42
out of the 61 teachers (69%), got training
for applying simulation to health care
teaching.

Belgium

[

0

0

A majority of 35 respondents (57%) confirm
access to simulation models and patterns,
but this mean hides contrasting behaviours:
Denmark and Turkey, both with nine
affirmative answers, compute an almost
universal access; while, at the opposite,
Spain and Belgium, where only one third of
the teachers or a little more, are in the same
situation.

Specific training in %

| | I |

Portugal

Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 25 Specific simulation training in % of Teachers

12



Portfolios

Almost the totality of teachers except spanish answered affirmatively to the question “Are
portfolios currently in use in your institution?”. Question may have been misunderstood in Spain.
Noting the dissonance between teacher’s and student’s answers, spanish national report
imputes such situation to students, who are in line with other countries trends, at the contrary
of teachers. Due to this and to avoid consistency breaks in project, statistical graphic is not

displayed.

Value added in %

A vast majority of 56 out of 61
respondents (92%) find added value of
portfolio to student’s learning process,

Figure 26 Value added of portfolios in %

Teachers are generally greatly open to
incorporate portfolios in their practices,
with an average of 4,2 in the scale. The
romanian and portuguese (in a lower
degree) seem more voluntarist to
incorporate portfolios in practice, than
danish and, above all, belgian teachers,
whose score is not far from the
indecision point of the scale (3).

Sustainable Development Goals

Familiarity with SDG
5

92 ]
60
40
20
0

Portugal Spain Romania Denrmark Turkey

Belgium

4,2

with three countries performing the
totality (100%) of the teachers. Belgian
teachers are those perceiving less value
added (73%) associated to the use of
portfolios.

Opento incorporate
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Belgium

Figure 28 Teacher’s familiarity with SDGs scaled 1 to 5

13

Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 27 Openness to incorporate portfolios scaled 1 to 5

The global result evaluating UN sustainable
development goals (SDGS) is near to neutral
position of the scale (3). Little above, a
mean of 3,4 suggests light familiarity or
even little knowledge. Belgium, with 8
teachers noting the minimum and a
national mean of 1,6 in the scale, is the
country revealing less familiarity with SDGs.
At the opposite side, Romania leads the
european ranking, with a mean of 4,3.



Close to the indecision point, with mean
2,9 on the scale, teacher’s opinion, at
contrary of students (see figure 14),
denies the title, showing more divergence
than adherence to curricula. Defining
compliance criteria could help deepen the
question. Teachers from Spain better
comply with SDGS, posting 3,3 in the
scale; on the contrary, in Belgium, a mean
of 2,4 display the sensation of a certain
SDGs curricula incompliance among
teachers.

SDG implementationin %
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Curriculum adherence
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Figure 29 Curriculum adherence to SDGs scaled 1 to 5
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Figure 30 SDGs implementation in % of Teachers

About the relevance of each particular
SDG, danish teachers signal in average 1
13 SDGs, almost the double of spanish. 12
In average, each teacher points almost  ,;
ten SDGs. One turkish and one
portuguese teacher did not signal any
SDG, one portuguese and one spanish
signals just one, all the others signalling
three or more. Nine teachers, of which
four from Romania, answer all 17 SDGs.

=]

m

%]

Belgium

Most backward country concerning
implementation is Portugal, with only
one teacher out of ten confirming using
it in her lessons. On the opposite, half of
the ten teachers from Romania indicates
the way and assumes SDGs concerns in
their actual pedagogic practices. There is
a need for boosting incorporation of SDG
philosophy into curricula.

SDG by teacher
9'5 I I [
Portugd Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Begium

Figure 31 Average number of SDGs marked by Teacher

[Health and wellness]

[Quality education]

[Gender equality]

[Clean water and sanitation]

[Eradication of poverty]

[Zero hunger and sustainable agriculture]
[Clean and affordable energy]

Figure 32 Teacher’s TOP 7 SDGs

51
48
47
45
a4
39
35

14

The SDG signalled as the most related to
project is “Health and wellness”, with 51
responses out of the 61 respondents, and
the least, with 18, is “Industry, innovation
and infrastructure”. We present the top 7
SDGs. We note that the first SDG after the
two directly related to project, is gender
equitaly.



Student open-ended questions

Open-ended differs from close-ended questions, once they are not associated to any statistical
processing quantitative method, thus ignoring graphic output. Data processing is consequently
gualitative and subjective, essentially consisting of successively aggregate categories to produce
relevant sense. If from numbers we can identify tendencies and compare quantities, from words
not only we can better understand those numbers, but also infer between the lines a
psychological dimension of the individual actor facing the subject and its circumstances.

Simulation

The first open-ended question, asking for impact on learning, was dependent on assertive
participation in simulation (see figure 5).

13 non-responses from 128 students who
answered “yes” vary from maximum of
four for Portugal and minimum of one for
Spain and Romania. In average, belgian

Number of characters in answer
500

400

300 students are those who type longer
200 answers, with a mean of 115 characters,
- even if at the top of the six countries
62 —l l - maximums is a romanian student, with
0

502. All turkish students, not exceeding
the maximum of 52 characters, are less
expansive with words than the european
mean of 62.

FPortugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

mllean = Maximum

Figure 33 Average of characters in Students answer Simulation

Neutral or negative feedback

Different activities served as pretext to *

present simulation: for example, VR

glasses simulatorin Denmark. Answersare l
absolutely praising for Portugal, Romania, -

and Turkey; and generally, for the three
other countries, all with two students
showing some reservation. Belgium

presents one student showing opposition, Porugal - Spain Romania - Denmark
Denmark two. Restrictions = Opposition

Turkey Belgium

Figure 34 Number of Students neutral or negative feedback

The most frequent relevant word is experience/experiment, or related, with 16 occurrences, of
which eight from Romania. Creative belgian student coin the motto for simulation propaganda
“experience from life makes it educational”. A danish student emphasizes experience as making
“sense to have hands on” while a romanian synthetizes “experience helps to understand
accumulated information and makes much better the connections”. Another student states
“experience helped me put the theory into practice and | think that is very important”.

Most cited idea within 115 responses turns precisely around the dilemma / connexion between
theory and practice, with 14 references, of which eight from Romania, one stating “such
simulations would be more necessary than the eternal theory. | believe that it familiarizes us and
develops our communication and teamwork skills” reinforced by another “I was able to put into
practice what | learned during courses, the techniques were better fixed in my mind and the
experience was beautiful because | collaborated with my colleagues and helped everyone”.
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Linked to previous idea is the perception that practice allows to “fix” (2); to “consolidate” (3); to
better “understanding” (13) of theory: “I fixed the theoretical knowledge accumulated during
the course” or “practical simulations help me consolidate the things learned in class”: A spanish
student realizes “If | put into practice what | have learned, it becomes much easier for me”, while
aromanian speculates “made me understand certain things faster and without theory”, a belgian
resumes “better learn this way than just sitting in your chair and listening”.

In Spain, reservations to simulation were formulated as possibility of improvement; in Denmark,
both restrictions point simulation as “far from reality”; in Belgium, consonantly with respectively
teachers’ concerns, the two reservations focus some “chaos” affecting simulation seriousness.
Opponent from Belgium: “Role playing in communication, to be honest, you don't learn
anything. You can't play a situation that isn't really happening.” Denmark sceptics note: “couldn't
use that for anything” and “lack of connection between presentation and simulation”.

The two danish students justify their opposition. One of them states “I don't think | was given
the space to demonstrate my professionalism.” Seems recommendable for project goals to
implement the concern of preventing the risk of infantilizing simulator user. Maybe should
teacher assume also patient role to give the example and show the way. The other student
reports “difficulty assessing whether there was enough theory in our simulation”, highlighting
the need to keep an accurate scientific level, namely connection between theory and practice.
The two belgian students justify their reservations “there was some chaos in the class” and “I
can't take it seriously”. Appreciations from students using adjectives like “funny” (1) or “exciting”
(3, of which 2 romanian) in this question reinforce the reservations of certain teachers (see page
21) about simulation. This concern shall inform project development about the need for a
serious approach posed as armillary principle, avoiding the risk of staging to become clownery
and the lesson chaotic.

A danish respondent suggests to teachers “concrete task description would be a great
advantage” when preparing simulation activities, giving students time to internalize the role and
anticipate behaviours. Use of portfolios may serve as an initiation to practice milestone. A
romanian student shares benefits: “l gained courage, confidence in my own strength”. Three
students refer future active life, anticipating themselves operating reality they are presently just
simulating. A portuguese student uses the word “Unavoidable” showing clear adherence.

Asking if simulation improves learning when compared with traditional teaching, and adding to
justify, it’s not one, but two questions. The ambition turned into ambiguity, resulting on some
demotivation: in an universe of 165 respondents, beyond the 22 non-responses, 23 respondents
answered just “Yes”, thus ignoring open-ended component. This not dependent question is very
similar to previous and someway function as confirmation or validation.

As previous question, belgian students Number of characters in answer
are those who type longer answers, with 50

a mean of 116 characters, even if the six

countries maximum is danish, with 466.

These two countries include the most

expansive respondents, but also most 2%
challengers. The student performing the 1w
maximum is  precisely challenging 7;1 .

300

simulation improvement5: we may Fortugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium
constat that to contest does not forcely milean = admum
mean lack of involvement. Figure 35 Average of characters in Students answer Simulation
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Neutral or negative feedback From 120 valid answers (165 minus 45

5 invalid or non-response), a crushing
majority of 96% of the students consents
. . about relevance of simulation to learning

process, with half the countries positively
unanimous. Five respondents (of which
three from Denmark) answer “no”, seven

1
B other “yes, but..”. Categorization is
o . .
Partugal Spain Romania  Denmark Turkey Belgium essentlally the same as the previous open-
Restrictions  m Oppasition ended question, as expectable, attending

Figure 36 Number of Students neutral or negative feedback to similitude between them.

Let’s quote longest answer: “Not as | have tried it now. | think it is very vague and imprecise. Our
education includes long periods of practice, where reality provides useful experience, it is ok in
my view to focus on theory when you are at school. Simulation can be useful in a professional
and concrete situation, as an aid to resolve a conflict, work on understanding the various
relationship mechanisms in a team, or simply to work on a change of perspective.”

The belgian student who manifests opposition concludes in the same sense: “No, but it does
help to better understand the people around you”. Two romanian respondents explicit the ideia:
“because we can work in a team and express our own opinion depending on how we acted
during the simulation”; and “learn more easily in a team, | find that in the group we talked a lot
about the theory behind our simulation. We had discussed in detail why we did what we did”. In
all, there are five references to relevance of teamwork.

Comparing with previous question answers, the occurrence of the word “experience” or related
falls down by one half, from 14 to seven, while the dilemma theory / practice almost triples to
36, relatively balanced between countries. To “fix” / “retain” / “got printed” (6), to “consolidate”
/ “making permanent” (12) and consequently better understanding (14) the theory, are in line
with anterior answers. Increasing “self-confidence” got five occurrences, ludic perspective got
four (two spanish and two romanians), anticipation for active life got 17.

Two students share the appeal of simulation: a portuguese classifying it “captivating”, a
romanian considering “improves learning because it captures us strongly, and being directly
involved in the scenario, we retain information better”. Romanian student illustrates with an
analogy: “I think that these simulations help a lot because the theory can be considered ‘a
diamond in the rough’ and through simulations we give it the intended shape”. A danish wrote
the same belgian student did for previous question: “better practice than just sit and listen”.

Processing the answers to this question conducts to the finding that the need for judicious choice
of activities may be crucial. Reservations from three belgian students’ explicit interest of
simulation “depends”: one of them “on method used”, another “on what type of simulations are
given”; and one last “on what the simulations are about. Because don't think everything is
equally useful”. This conclusion is reinforced by two danish students: “some tasks make more
sense to include simulation than others” and “some exercises may seem a bit unnecessary".

The general consonance between this and previous question is redundant: many respondent
answers are very similar, or approximately the same, as does danish who insists on associating
the concept “hands on” to simulation. A romanian student notes the repetition, saving words
and limiting the answer to a meta-reference: “the same justification as question number 2”.
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Simulation is clearly the most consensual of the three focal topics. A great enthusiasm from
certain students can be noted by favourer adjectives connected to “yes” (as “categoric da” in
romanian), confirming superlatives, or even simple punctuation symbols like “1”; it does not
cover all the statistical universe in study, but even small minority of declared opposition is not
radical, substantiating concerns of quality and improvement. One of the danish opponents’

answers “no”, comma, and adds a significant dash of humour: “but that doesn't bother me”.

Portfolios

This open-ended question, asking for main goals of portfolio, generates intricated output from
respondents, due to its structural construction. Not only it depends on “yes”, but it’s also the
second dependent question from the same yes, what may be a little confuse to articulate in a
linear and sequential virtual environment as google forms, once application does not display
previous questions, therefore visual contact is lost. The first dependent from mother question
was close ended about format options of portfolios.

Within those 27 (16%) students who respond “no” to the use of portfolio, 15 did well while not
answering to the two dependent questions, but 12 mistaken, half of them wrongly responding
to both questions depending on “yes”, another half to only one of them. All questions in
Denmark being compulsory, it turned dissonant: noted by two students, with snappy answers
like: “No. Not using it”. From those 138 “yes” to mother question, about one third (45) of the
students did answer to first dependent close-ended, but not to this second open-ended.

Records from irrelevant answers were not statistically processed or considered. Not being a
valuating question, as previous, the graphic of negative or neutral feedback does not apply. Two
respondents, confused with question chaining, did not answer to the question posed, but to
previous close-ended, about format, both expressing the same idea: “find convenient to have
the documents on paper so | can use them further as a tool” and “easy to make it on the
computer, but | personally prefer paper so that you can put it next to you during work”.
Respondents are much less expansive than Number of characters in answer
for the two previous open ended questions,
about simulation (see figures 33 and 35).
Leading, with both the mean (78) and the =

maximum (253) of characters in answer,

belgian students confirm their involvement, .

even being those with weaker use of 44 _. I . .

portfolio (see figure 8). At the opposite, o Span  Romsns ek nT Belgium
turkish students show diminute mlean =Maximum

colaboration by writing.

500

Figure 37 Average of characters in Students answer Portfolios

Textual answers to open-ended questions are somewhat shaped by country, signalling different
scholarship rules but surely also the cultural environment, student interaction and the way the
project and its global goals were presented to students by teachers. When to be or not to be
part of curricula is not clear even to teachers, a certain maze could have contributed to students’
inhibition. It reminds us of the need for a good mesh of conceptual definition with legal and
curricula framework.

Simply, contribute to “learning” is the most quoted, with 31 occurrences, one third of 93 valid
responses to the question. The next is document sharing (24), within those namely assignments
(10, five from Portugal and five from Denmark) and three responses referring up-to-date benefit.
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One portuguese student, maybe thinking about that interactive issue, gives as displaced
response just “Moodle”. “Evaluation” or exam preparation (12); “supervision” or “feedback”
(10); “summary” or “overview” (10); “structure” or “organize” have 8 occurrences.

The dilemma theory / practice is clearly least used than in previous answers, with just four
occurrences. Connecting all similar words applied to knowledge, like to “fix” (3), “retain” (3), and
with single occurrences “assimilate”, “capture”, “withhold”, “type” and “sedimentation”, there
are eleven responses characterizing learning as more sustainable. Two students refer appeal to
visual memory, one as “pleasant”, and another to “paper saving”. It still seems curious that none

associates portfolio to curriculum vitae, as teachers do.

Nurmber of characters in answer Being valuative and not dependent, this

500 open-ended question asks about portfolio
benefits, coming after two close-ended

about portfolio acceptance. Number of

non-responses (mainly turkish) is higher

than previous (52 instead of 45 in 165) but

100 l I availability from students to answer,
53 measured b average number of
' _p&m Spain  Romania  Denmark TE Belgium characters, is yhigher (5g3 instead of 44).

miean mMadmum Belgium shows the highest mean (76),
Figure 38 Average of characters in Students answer Portfolios Romania highest maximum (340).
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One romanian student radically sustain Neutral or negative feedback
“none”, while an even more laconically s

danish states just “no” benefits. It's . I
reasonable to conceive this confined .

attitude to be a reaction to perception of
being manipulated when tendentiously 2
asked for “added value” or “benefits”, at |
the contrary of favourable and

Conformable predisposiﬁon Signa“ed by Portugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium
portuguese report. A suitable hint may be Restrictions  ® Opposition
to adopt a less normative approach. Figure 39 Number of Students neutral or negative feedback

A danish student adverts to generational technological lag, with advantage to students, inverting
roles: “supervisor had complications getting started”, what is likely to generate some resistance
from older teachers, feeling unqualified in terms of technology, thus hindering their good will for
dissemination of e-portfolios. One other danish student warns against invasion of personal
sphere “limitations to individual ways of structuring one's tasks”, signalling the need for flexibility
of portfolios, allowing liberty, own creativity, personalization, structuring options.

Own experience leads a romanian student to longest answer: “the electronic portfolio is helpful,
however, if we strictly refer to the courses posted by the teachers and the way they are posted
(a teacher teaches several subjects and a subject has several teachers, we must ‘guess’ whose
course is and from which subject) it makes everything a bit difficult...”. This kind of objections
may become a development challenge to project, as a reflexive contribute to design of good
solutions for topic applications, models and patterns.

The electronic / paper format dilemma, shaping nuance between this and previous open-ended
question, counts six occurrences: only a belgian respondent objects that even being “easier
online, prefer to work on paper”; while a danish student sustains to be glad avoiding “to print
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and have it lying around”; an argumentative romanian adopts the opposite stance, defending
that “cutting of so many forests would be abandoned”; three respondents, all of them belgian,
refer also to environmental concerns to justify their support for e-portfolios.

As the pair of open-ended questions for simulation, this last portfolio pair suffers from the same
similitude in formulation, being somewhat redundant, with many respondents giving similar
responses. In general, attitudes and opinions manifested in open-ended questions are quite
coherent with positioning on close-ended questions: as example, the romanian objector from
this open-ended question marked the minimum of the scale from 1 to 5 to previous close-ended
(see figure 12), categorically denying openness to adopt e-portfolios.

With 22 occurrences in 113 answers, the most frequent word is “learning”. Document sharing
counts only five but can be associated to “easy access” and “storage”, both with 12, and to an
amalgam of “summary”, “highlighting essentials”, “insight”, “overview”, with six occurrences.
Five students from four countries value portfolio as content “organizer”; also four refer to
content “consolidation”, “structuration” or “understanding”, and four others to “remember

later” or content “continuity”. Three students refer “handling” contents or assignments.

“u

n u n u

Six students refer to tracking “growth process”, “annual evolution”, “follow progress”, “eye-view”
or “self-evaluation”, and three, all of them belgian, to “self-knowledge”. Four spanish refers to
“portability” and three respondents from different countries the advantage to centralize tasks,
even if a romanian sceptical student restricts to this aggregate as the only benefit of portfolios:
“Just gathering information in one place. Learning is still done with pen and flashcards.”
Vulgarization of digital devices certainly changed things.

Adjectives “quickly” or “faster” access were used by seven students, all of them romanian; also
seven, and all of them danish, refer to teacher or supervisor connexion or feedback. Danish
project partners seem to already have portfolio use institutionalized. A belgian student seems to
synthetize an exemplar attitude pattern: “At first, | thought | hardly would find time for that. But
now that | have progressed in my training, | believe that you should make time for this and that
it has many advantages for later in getting a job” making an implicit connection to CV.

Being in general a little less consensual than simulation, the topic "portfolio" invocated some
conceptual dissonances and may sustain the change of old educational paradigm, which
establish the teacher as owner and dispenser of knowledge. Ideally, change should empower
student into a more participative and interactive appropriation of contents, more as a peer to
teacher than in position of inferiority. A stance of resilience could be strategic for the
accomplishment of project goals, facing resistance to change and learning from it.

Sustainable Development Goals

Following SDGs choice one by one, the question, asking to choose two of them, intended to
function as confirmation of previous close ended. Supposedly a close-ended question, so
generated graphical output, as result of statistical processing. But in fact, structured in google
forms as a textual answer, it depends on formulation: even if two different respondents choose
the same two SDGs, and even assuming they adopted the same designation for SDGs (far from
data reality), it’s enough they change SDGs order to differ. Reclassifying allows to display top 7.
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Excepting 37 non-responses and eight irrelevant answers, within 120 valid, SDG “Health and

[Health and wellness]

[Quality education]

[Clean water and sanitation]

[Gender equality]

[Reduction of inequalities]

[Zero hunger and sustainable agriculture]

[Eradication of poverty]
Figure 40 Student’s TOP 7 SDGs

wellness” unquestionably leads the ranking
81 with 81 occurrences, more the double than the
34 second SDG, “Quality Education”, with just 34.
26 Compared to correspondent close-ended
15 results (see figure 32), “Gender equality” falls
13 to fourth: “Clear water and sanitation” emerge
as a more pressing SDG for 26 students (17 of
them turkish or romanian), almost the double
of gender concerns. At the bottom, “Life in
water” got not marked, “Clean and affordable

9

energy” collects just one preference, and “Action against global climate change” two.

Curious irrelevant answers are for instance: “Medical waste sorting, asepsis”, while “combating
loneliness” seem to suggest existence of 18th SDGs. Two portuguese students typing just the
acronym of World Health Organization (OMS) were not considered as Health SDG marking. Two
danish respondents deny relevance, but it is not clear if they are referring to SDGs or to the
choosing of two SDGs. Also danish student who kids with formulation “could you mention two
SDGs?”, answering wittily “2 or 3”, but does not specify any.

This open-ended question, the last of questionnaire, asks for the existence of specific initiatives
Existant SDG activities ~ ©OF Projects with potential to achieve SDGs in curricula. 59 non-
responses were registered, and 106 valid answers. Even if implicitly

Don't know

1%

= Mo

nYes

this question can be understood and limited to a simple close-ended
guestion “yes/no”, 42 in 62 respondents answering “yes” went
further, denoting their collaborative predisposing and adding their
perspective: 12 of them specify SDGs related to activities. SDG
“Health and wellness” is the most quoted, with six occurrences,
followed by “Reduction of inequalities” with four, “Gender equality”
with two, “Quality education” and “Clean water and sanitation” with

Figure 41 Existant SDGsin % just one. Turkish students refer Erasmus (10) or Tibitak (6) projects.
Various activities are mentioned, as for example, blood donation.

Teacher open-ended questions

Simulation

First open-ended question for teachers
was dependent from integration of
simulation. From the 61 teachers, those
53 responding “yes” to previous close-
ended question, were asked for
modalities of that integration, but one did
not respond. Danish teachers are those
who, in average, type longer answers,
with a maximum of 377 and a mean of
156 characters, while belgian teachers’
mean little exceeds one third of that
value, with just 55 characters.

Number of characters in answer
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Figure 42 Average of characters in Teacher’s answer Simulation
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Looking at density of answers by country in some open-ended questions, it’s possible to constat
those answers, mostly from teachers, are somewhat moulded by national academic culture,
pedagogical models and methods. This question is exemplar: five danish teachers’ answers on
how simulation is integrated makes use of the word “interdisciplinarity”, not in use by any
teacher from five other countries; five turkish teachers are lonely users of the word “workshop”,
not in use by any other teacher; no more than four romanian use “scenario”.

Eleven teachers, from only three countries, share using role play, some detailing procedures.
Four respondents, from Spain, Denmark and Belgium, mention students acting as their patients,
but none otherwise: maybe rotating could enhance results, allowing students to demonstrate
their professionalism. Another four, from Spain, Romania, and Denmark, state the use of
mannequins in simulation practices. Two teachers report use of real clinical cases. Various
practical activities (10): nursing, pharmacy, laboratory, first aid, breathing and massage.

It seems a distinction must be operated between effective practice and “communicational”
simulation, as suggested by the belgian student opposing to simulation (see figure 34). A
romanian teacher, not participating simulation, asks students “to solve given situations according
to a scenario, in the position of either patient or belonging” and danish a teacher “to assume
the role of an assistant in practice facing a citizen in practice”. The critic apparently alerts to the
risk of simulation turning more into imagination than consistent practice.

Anyway, even in the role of patient, we must consider, upon a turkish teacher, that students’
“sense of empathy developed thanks to putting themselves in the patient's shoes, that they
understood what kind of difficulty the patients were in, and that from now on they would be
more careful and kinder towards patients”.

A romanian teacher explains how “challenges in maintaining scenario realism include adequacy
of scenario representation and available materials, created based on real situations from
experienced nurses, the need for high-fidelity mannequins in some speciality like obstetric”. A
belgian teacher uses the same word for the same concern: “It is and remains a challenge to
ensure that simulation activities reflect reality”.

Spanish report expresses some teacher concern about simulation: “It is sometimes a challenge
to get students involved, especially those who play the role of patients, as they often do not take
the practice seriously and have fits of laughter, absent-mindedness and so on.” Belgian reports
“playful attitude of the students sometimes makes it difficult to do simulation teaching justice.
Especially the lower modules don't always take it seriously”.

Portfolios

The open-ended question asking about main goal of portfolios is similar to students one, once
being second dependent, after a first “If yes”. Like for students, question mother asked for
portfolios use in scholar institution. The same kind of inconsistences occur, as those already
signalled for students, even if on a lower scale. Within teachers who answered “no”, five keep
errantly answering as they conformed with yes to ascendent question, from which: two
responding both descendent questions, and three just to this second question.

There are three non-responses within the 45 teachers that answered “yes”. The most expansive
answers belong to turkish teachers, with a mean of 119 characters; the inmost mean of 16 for
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the two only spanish answers, one
displaced (platform EVGD) and other
misplaced (responding “don’t know”

Number of characters in answer

400 after answering “no” to question
200 mother), may indicate a certain
discomfort. Graphic with statistics of
200 .
close-ended ascendent question was
n _l I not displayed, to avoid discrepancies
. — and preserve integrity of project
Portugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium tendencies.

mMean mMaximum

Figure 43 Average of characters in Teacher’s answer Portfolios

The most frequent word in teacher answers, with 13 references, is “reflective” or “reflection” is;
four of them, all from belgian teachers, preceded by “self”. Just following, with ten occurrences
both, comes “evaluation” (including “exams”) and “evolution” (includes also “growth process”,
“realization of gains” or “achievements”). With nine occurrences, eight of them turkish,
“development” or “progress” / “chart” or “table”. With seven references, “compilation of” or
“collection of” or “insight to” or “support for” or “handling of” / “...documents” or “...materials”
or “...assignments”.

“Learning” counts six occurrences (one of them from a belgian teacher preceding it with
“lifelong”), and the dialectics theory / practice four. Within four occurrences of interactivity, one
refers “tracking” and two “monitoring” students. Also with four occurrences, three of them
danish, “connecting” or “making the bridge” between school and internship. While all three
responses referring the use of “checklist” come from Turkey, the two referring “challenges” and
“coaching” come from Belgium and give extensive and reflexive answers.

Let’s quote both belgian teachers: “First, they [students] map out their personal development
plan based on self-reflections, then they choose challenges they want to work on. After that,
coaching is provided”; and “The goal is to stimulate self-reflection and thus lifelong learning.
Students are assigned a portfolio coach who will guide them throughout their training. We meet
(at least) twice per semester to work on self-reflection and on challenges that are tackled from
there”. Belgium seems to be in the vanguard for implementation of e-portfolio.

Two platforms are quoted, EVGD from Spain, and EBA from Turkey. A danish teacher also refers
to acronyms “On GF2 it is used in conjunction with company-sponsored teaching, where
students get to know DU-IT and start using it.” Maybe the sharing with partners of this kind of
institutional / business experience could add value to project. Highlighting relevant objectives
for the use of portfolios, a romanian teacher focus “discussions in working groups to build trust”.
There is a single reference to self-study, by a portuguese teacher.

The next open-ended question, about expected benefits of portfolios, continues to suit the same
structure than students equivalent: valuative and not dependent; following two close-ended
questions (the first asking to confirm added value and the second to scale openness to
incorporate in own courses) measuring portfolio acceptance among teachers. With a total of four
non-responses (Spain and Belgium tied with two each), the number of teachers answering to
this question was reduced from 61 to 57.
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Curiously with the same transnational
mean of 79 characters per answer than
previous open-ended question (see figure
43), the distribution of national means is
300 quite different: falling to 90, Turkey cedes
leadership to tied Denmark and Romania,

. I I_ both with 104 (and both also with best
79 -l . . maximums), while Portugal replaces Spain
D bl Span  Romsna  Denmak Tuker  Belgum at the bottom of the scale, with less than a

lean wWaximum half (49) that performance.

Number of characters in answer

Figure 44 Average of characters in Teacher’s answers

At the opposite of students, teachers
show more conciliatory, with no direct
opposition to recognition of portfolios
benefits, being in general positive, with
only six neutral feedback, including two
teachers stating “don’t know”. One
romanian teacher considers portfolios
“less useful in students' practice”, but not
specifying if the comparison was made Potugal  Span  Romana  Denmark  Turke,  Belgum
between topics or between portfolios Dont knaw = Restrictions

format.

Neutral feedback

[
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Figure 45 Number of Teacher’s neutral feedback

The core of subject is effectively about format and focus the nuance "electronic", prefixing
portfolio, abbreviated “e-“, like email or ebook. A belgian teacher resumed implicit dilemma: “I
think that there is no pedagogical and didactic difference between using a paper or electronic
portfolio. It is of course useful to collect everything digitally”. Indeed, who has an electronic
portfolio, can anytime spend paper and ink, invest effort and printer, to materialize snapshot,
wasting virtual and dinamic format into real and static.

The most frequent word is the recurrent “learning”, with eleven occurrences. Just following, tied
with ten occurrences, are two antagonist visions for portfolio. On one side, Portugal and Belgium

”, u

with prefix “self” applied to variety of words: “accountability”; “management”; “knowledge”;

", u ”, u », u ” o«

“study”; “expression”; “reflection”; “confidence”, “evaluation”. On other side, mostly from Spain
” “ ” i« ”n “

and Turkey, words like “following”, “monitoring”, “tracking”, “assessment” or “control”. If we
consider “student centred” and “auto-learning”, the tie is broken.

With nine occurrences, of which six from Turkey, “easy access”, “facilitation” or related, or
“availability”. Tied with eight, are the dialectic “theory / practice” (that five danish teachers insist
to connect) and “evaluation”, most of them from Turkey. All six occurrences of “achievement”,
both singular and plural, come also from Turkey, in general connected to evaluation. Follows

three sets of three occurrences each: “reflexion” or “reflective”; “overview” (all from Denmark);
and “evolution” or “progression”.

With two occurrences: “presentation”, “CV”, “user friendly”, connection between school and
“internship”, “adjustable”, both from Belgium, “real-time”, both from Romania; “strategy”,
singular and plural, both from Portugal, and “coherence”, both from Denmark. Some single
words can show relevance to the topic: “convenience” and “comfort” (Belgium); “visibility”
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(Denmark); “objectivity” (Romania); “creativity”, “order” and “discipline” (Spain); “continuity”,
“efficiency” and “memorable” (Turkey).

Sustainable Development Goals

Only open-ended question about SDGs, asking for implementation modalities, collected all 17
legal answers, once dependent from previous assent to previous close-ended question, asking
for teacher’ implementation of SDGs in their own courses, to which 44 of the teachers answered
negatively. Anyway, even after answering “no” and being discharged, a spanish teacher shared
this contribute: “Some [SDGs] are incorporated, like control of terrestrial ecosystems in waste
management”. If answer relevance does not exceed 28%, intrusive response is absolutely
relevant.

Number of characters in answer This open-ended “if yes” was geminated
500 with a closed-ended “if not”: brother
400 guestion allowing to detect opposition (4)

from teachers, but therefore, majority of

oppinion (39) was unluckly not polled: an

open-ended question could have been of

100 good help. The transnational mean (85) is

805_. I . I l [ ] greater than portfolio topic (79), but is

Portugal Spain Romania  Denmark  Turkey Belgium under simulation (102) Spain leads (118)’
= ean = Haximum but maximum is danish (183).

Figure 46 Average of characters in Teacher’s answer SDG

Belgian only non-response to brother Neutral or negative feedback
guestion, in 44 dependent answers,
was classified as “restrictions”. The
possibility that eluding the question
may had resulted from a transnational

o

()

corporative reaction should not be ?

excluded. Challenging visions about - .

SDGs reception into academy seem to ; .

reach climax at Denmark proscenium: Portugal Spain Romania  Denmark Turkey Belgium
“not everyone is equally suited to my Restrictions = Opposition

profession”, insinuates a teacher. Figure 47 Number of Teachers neutral or negative feedback

The core of disagreements seems whether to assume already be implementing SDGs in a lower
or greater scale; or to conceive them as something new, with need for training, etc; those who
respond belonging to the first ones. The attitude is expressed by a neutral danish teacher “all
goals are included in the teaching plan in one way or another” and legitimated by another:
“Elements from several world goals are included both in the non-fiction literature and in tasks
students are given in class. Some world goals are worked more intensively than others”.

As pretext for introducing SDGs: “events”, “anniversaries”, “colloquiums”, “examples”,
“situations” and “practical cases”; no reference to eventual presentation as a matter itself. As
implementation methodology: “mobilization”, “analysis”, “reflection”, “conversation” (2),
“discussion” (3), “curricula incorporation”. Three answers specify SDGs related to activities
invoked. Project includes a volunteering dimension and should avoid breaking ties inside
academic community over minor questions, which must be taken advantage of diversity.
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Teacher interview

Different procedures were adopted by countries on applying interview. Focus group was
introduced by Denmark, but unfairly punished by the only four non-responses to this question
within the universe of 61 teachers. On a parallel collective approach, in Spain was implemented
a round table, “where everyone could express their own opinion about each question and a
summary was done”. Only these two countries presented structured interviews in their national
reports; all other presenting just topic assemblage of individual opinions.

Orality was conserved in Romania, by using Zoom audio-visual platform, in one-to-one
interviews, but thus losing the collective dimension. In Belgium, teachers gathered at school but
responded individually by writing. In Portugal, a link to a Google form was sent, to be filled by
writing. In Turkey, “forms in which the questions would be answered were distributed to all
teachers as printed paper” and “data were collected by the project teachers”. Project teams,
shaping statistics national contribute, are therefore accountable for data accuracy.

Simulation

Both dialectics theory / practice and word “scenario” figure on all six national interview reports.

The word “experience” occurs on five, except spanish. Words “motivation”, “challenge” and
“feedback” were identified on four reports each, and “decision” on three, either preceded by
“critical” or “faster” or succeeded by “making”. Within two reports, counted “monitoring” or

” u ” o u ” u ” o«

“assessment”, “playful” or “fun”, “debriefing”, “reflection”, “effectiveness”, “empathy” and “real

” o

self-confidence”, “stress management”.

” u ” o«

life”. Single “real time”, “permanent”,

Great variance between countries, with the heaviest interview report about simulation being
turkish and weighting 4868 characters,
while the lightest, scoring one fourth
that value, is danish, with 1214.

4000 Transnational meanis 2591, but half the
w0 countries are under 1500. Four of the
2501 six countries begin their statement with
2000 “All  teachers”, Turkey continuing

I I I “agreed”, Denmark “emphasise”,

Number of characters in report
5000

1000 Portugal and Romania “mentioned” the

“benefits of simulation”. Implicitly,
FPortugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium Spain assumes it when beginning ”|t
Figure 48 Average number of characters in report Simulation makes them more aware of the real”. In

Belgium, simulation benefits question was unanimously summed up: “Absolutely!”.

0

Portuguese report excels on improvements: “always collect student feedback on their simulation
experience, albeit informally, using it for continuous improvement”; simulation allowing
“improvements of clinical judgement, decision-making, confidence, application of theory to
practice", anticipating a “significant improvement of learning in a fully integrated future reality”
or “in the future, healthcare professionals will seek competency development in these formats”,
apparently making the bridge between both topics, simulation and portfolios.

Spanish report simulation “awakens empathy, professionalism and motivation. It also improves
decision making by offering realistic scenarios that challenge students to make critical decisions
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in real time and therefore improving their ability to think quickly on the spot and provides them
with greater security”, with feedback in both senses “opinions are taken into account”.

Romanian report expresses same concern about importance of “clarifying with students the
importance of approaching the role seriously (not fun)”, sharing with portuguese and belgian
report the relevant finding that “teachers always collect student feedback on their simulation
experience, using it for continuous improvement”. The slogan “Help us to improve!” connects
teachers to students: everybody learns “and sometimes very good ideas” germinate, once
“simulation can confront directly with problems that need more skills than theory”.

Danish report as “mandatory part of the curriculum, simulation activities are integrated into the
different subjects where it makes the most sense and where a clear link to practice can be
created” allowing students to “familiarise themselves with simulation as a method before
performing it”. Interdisciplinarity potential is highlighted: “Some simulation scenarios combine
more than one subject to create a cross-disciplinary learning experience”.

Turkish reports how “simulation will make learning permanent and electronic portfolios will
make it easier to evaluate”, connecting both topics. An “effective learning, problem solving
becomes easier, theory-based applications can be blended”. It’s really rewarding that “students
are happy that they chose health services as a profession” after simulation practices, even
warning against “too many distracting and concentration-reducing factors”.

Belgian report transmits future perspective, in conformity with portuguese: “highlight the
importance for future professionals' training, significant improvement in learning, and a fully
integrated future reality (...) in the future, healthcare professionals will seek competency
development in these formats”, but also “teachers collect student feedback on their simulation
experience using it for continuous improvement”. “It is and remains a challenge to ensure that
simulation reflect reality”, even if “playful attitude of students sometimes makes it difficult”.

Portfolios

While danish report suggests “no actual
improvements to existing portfolios, but
rather getting good use of them”;
approximately half the romanian teachers = 4*°
interview report is about innovative and
creative issues, being the only country
with reflexive contribute, what justifies 2%° I

i 0

Number of characters in report
5000

3000

1653
the prominence of its content, with 4523 I
D .

characters. Topic mean (1653) falls almost
a thousand, compared to the previous
topic of simulation.

FPortugal Spain Romania Denmark Turkey Belgium

Figure 49 Average number of characters in report Portfolios

Within romania report: “interesting idea was to build a portfolio that could be like a CV for the
student: (...) all the information, gathered in a portfolio, having it in electronic format is also like
a business card, prove what done during school, employer's access to internship portfolio could
make the trainee responsible. A good portfolio should allow real-time monitoring and evaluation
of the activities carried out during practical training (...) have a very good layout, be friendly,
accessible, and understandable to all.” An appeal to “ingenuity and creativity”.

In Spain, answering to question on how electronic portfolios help students showcase their
progress effectively, got a laconic response: “It doesn’t apply.” The intriguing attitude and
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parsimonious contribute to portfolios report may be related to the same malaise in first open-
ended question about portfolios (see figure 49).

On ten turkish teachers answering to the same particular question about portfolios benefits,
seven did not respond effectively to the question but just electronic portfolios not being in use,
with one of the three others trying to make the bridge: “I think it will be effective in evaluating
the development level of students. | cannot evaluate the results if it is not used in our school”.
The project team should clarify the statement “it’s not legally possible to use electronic portfolios
in our system”, substantiating rules and legal framework, for resistance analysis.

Danish reported experience in using portfolios: “Practice is very far ahead with use of e-
portfolios, we are starting to increase the use of DU-IT at the school. On the basic programme, a
template for an e-portfolio is used (...) better transitions between school and internship (...) Most
students think DU-IT is user-friendly. Vast majority of counsellors use DU-IT actively. DU-IT
benefits study. A DU-IT working group has been created to set guidelines for curricula. In DU-IT,
students must relate to their own progression, although without an actual taxonomy”.

Quoting portuguese report: “there is a need for improved and more intuitive computer
resources. Teachers express a desire for electronic portfolio tools, citing Moodle as a tool and
highlighting existing tools as well as those not yet available, such as Miro.” Acknowledging
project goals, it seems justified not only danish partners share their pilot experience, but also
the transnational involvement of academic communities on defining terms of reference for a
cross-cutting universal application, combining both topics simulation and portfolios.

Sustainable Development Goals

The transnational mean for SDGs report

of 2043 characters is between those of

two previous topics: interview reports

4000 are, in average, more extent for
simulation and less extent for

Number of characters in report
5000

3000

portfolios, compared to SDGs. Turkey

200%043 leads with a national mean of 3618,

while Belgium performance (925) does

1000 not exceed one fourth that number.

; I I Reports format differs from country to
Portugal Spain Romania  Denmark Turkey Belgium Country, addressing various issues.

Figure 50 Average number of characters in report SDGs

Belgian report focus on actual activities related to SDGs, and despite being the smallest, is quite
extensive at this purpose: blood day, gift bottles so students can fill them for free, waste sorting,
CO? meters, ventilation, cheap school - no registration fee, bring your own bowl - food is
affordable, free sanitary towels on demand, computers available to students, print less paper
because it’s digitally available, reuse as much material as possible in practice, learn to work with
adapted or expired material from hospital, less plastic in refectory, spoons made of wood.

Spanish teachers argue “the work with the SDGs is already implemented in the teaching”, taking
position on core dilemma about SDGs implementation (see page 24), suggesting “teachers must
be trained on how they could apply SDG in the classroom, as it is often perceived as something
intangible and inapplicable. In fact, although related activities are often applied, teachers
perceive that they are not doing anything related to the SDGs when they are actually doing so.
And something similar happens with students.”
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Belgian “impression that the students do not pay much attention” and portuguese “regarding
student engagement with SDGs in and out of class, teachers note limited involvement” reports
express concerns to be addressed, about preventing careless reception and improving
immaterial perception of SDGs, finding ways to promote their operational and transversal utility
within socializing young student contexts, by posting volunteering and mobilization as a valuable
culture appealling subject, somehow associating prestige to those mastering issues.

Turkish teachers weave a web, linking all the three topics: “stated that they found sustainable
development goals important in the simulation scenarios applied in health services courses and
that these goals should be used” and “that students' sustainable development goals should be
evaluated through electronic portfolios”, sustaining that enables “more realistic and sensitive
feedback, and that students exhibit innovative approaches to environmental health and
education issues”. The national report also suggests rewarded projects to be carried out.

Expanding pedagogic experience with SDGs in Spain, school's own cross-cutting project Innova-
Canarias is cited, including infographics, talks, workshops, and exhibitions. It’s important to
remember that it is “not a question of telling what SDG are theoretically, but rather, when
mentioned, related actions or activities come to mind”. It’s more a matter of feeling than a matter
of knowing. Teachers conclude they “expect that more and more of this cross-cutting content
will be included in classroom reality through different activities and initiatives”.

Conclusions and Recommendations

All countries vastly report as achieved the apparent main purpose of the questionnaire,
confirming the adherence of scholar community to all three topics, not only justifying the
project's need but further providing indications for its design and development. Based on its
findings, this report recommends the mobilization of teachers and students to fix concise,
objective, and exclusive definitions for three topics, associated to the use of creativity on
connecting them into innovative models and standards.

“Creating educational resources that goes beyond a scholastic context and builds bridges to the
healthcare sector and the surrounding community” is a desideratum from danish report that can
be extended to entire project. Given the familiarity acquired by project with google forms, it
seems practicable to use regular questionnaires as development interaction, linked to a virtual
transnational discussion forum, for information, feedback and decision-making about fixing
concepts, designing taxonomies, structuring modalities, generating terms of reference for the
creation of a new application model crosscutting all three topics: simulation, portfolios, SDGs.
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