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In the Information society huge amounts of information is accessible nowadays by the
Internet, television, magazines, books, papers, radios, pod casts, Wiki’'s, You tubes, mobile
and I-phones, electronic news boards on airports, airplanes, trains, busses, train and metro
stations. Information is everywhere but knowledge is less available. However education tries
to support the infusion of sense, the elaboration and transformation of information into
knowledge. Not only the awareness and knowing of facts, but understanding the
relationships, the impact, chances and dilemma’s for practice of the facts. The culture of
‘true’ didactic was long time one of the one directional narrative and habit formation. Telling
stories to pupils about the scientific knowledge, explaining to them the rules and procedures
and drilling it into their memory by exercises. But learning and thinking are always situated in
a context, cultural setting and education provides the tools for the mind by the didactics. The
different didactical praxis makes a difference as make the hammer, a ballpoint or a laptop
makes a different for hand what a human constitution can perform. Problem of the ‘drilling’
pedagogy (Bruner, 1996) is that people can rehearse information and to lesser extent own
their knowledge as a tool for performance more than rehearsing. More popular said by many
employers when recent graduated enter the world of working: They know a lot but they don’t
use it. In the transformation form information to knowledge society and the that the world is
more and more becoming an open global market, human kind, individuals and communities
as well as big and small enterprises and their employees, are confronted with complex
problems and continue changing worlds. Problems and chances where ‘knowing a lot’ is not
sufficient any more to work to solutions or to survive. Working is not only a matter of doing
but of thinking. People need to be competent and especially knowledge competent: e.g. able
to construct knowledge instead of rehearsing knowledge and drilled procedures. Society
need doer’s who think. Although the latter may be a basis for thinking too. Solely one
directional narrative education does not equip students with the tools for competent
knowledge workers. The issue that constructivism has made explicitly is that the ‘reality’ that
we imput to the ‘worlds’ we work and live in, is a constructed one. Reality is constructed by
every individual. It is made not told. And reality construction is a process of meaning making,
shaped by tradition, culture, politics and religions. It makes education and learning to add
students tools of meaning making and reality construction in order to be more competent in
work and private contexts by active contributing to and find themselves in the process of
change as is required to survive; e.g. to live. A second issue constructivism explicated is that
knowing is not a matter of objectivity but of intersubjectivity. By interacting with others, with
the body of knowledge, with the practice, by making use of the richness of these multiple
perspectives, knowledge is created in a meaning oriented process of negotiation. One
directional narrative education hardly does justice to importance of construction and
intersubjectivity, a multi directional narrative, e.g. interactivity does. In searching to bridge the
gap between knowing a lot and also using what you know, constructivism became a layer in
the Stoas Professional University competence directed education approach where
knowledge, skills and attitudes are approached integral from the dilemma’s of professional
situations where in aspirant employees has to work.

However, the case that on paper such competence directed education is worked out,
theoretically well underpinned and implemented managerial does not means teachers find
themselves in and constructed themselves a new didactic reality. Most of them are still
searching how to do this new educational approach. How to connect workplace learning,
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school learning and the scientific body of knowledge. It is a searching where the present
reported action research is about.

Stoas Professional University is the bachelor in education university for agricultural education
in The Netherlands. In 2005 it started with a four year lasting competence-based curriculum.
After two years of research and development by our own staff and in cooperation with the
‘work field’, e.g. teachers and managers in secondary vocational agricultural schools, as well
as agricultural employers a curriculum was constructed that was based on critical work
situations. These are called Professional Situations (PS). A few examples: PS 2 Learning
situations with practical instruction; PS 5 Coaching situations of students; PS 12 Situations
with learning and behavioral problems; PS 17 Management situations in the Land based and
Nature based sector (the green sector).

This research concerns a research on the topic “the role of supportive learning in
competence-based education”. The underlying problem for this research is the changing
position of the education that is given by the teachers of the university and the changing role
of the teachers themselves in competence based education. A great deal of experiencing,
learning about and building the competences that are required in a Professional Situation
takes place in the workplace. That is the reason why all students are three days a week at a
workplace, mostly the schools, coached by an experienced professional, and two days at the
university for supportive learning. The role of the supportive learning is no longer “putting
knowledge in the heads” and hoping that students have some profits in their teaching
practice, e.g. the old, teacher centered curriculum, but to make profit of the input from
student’s workplace-experiences. Doing so causes the fear of teachers that the level of
knowledge, what they think that students need to know, is vanishing. Simultaneous their own
role seems to change from professional expert to walking encyclopedia or a kind of
knowledge oracle. Reasons enough to research the institutional part of the competence-
based curriculum, supportive learning in the sense of trying a to find an adequate active
didactic or better a learning approach that connects student’'s knowledge experiences while
working and with those during the ‘supportive learning’ at the university. Or starting point in
this developmental directed action research is that:

- supportive learning is momentarily not enough connected with the students

workplace experiences;
- supportive learning is momentarily not bringing enough quality-improvement of
students’ conceptual knowledge as basis for their practical performance.

In other words our research is a searching towards improving the bridge between practical
knowledge experiences and theoretical concepts.

We introduced the approach of ‘idea centered learning’ (de Jong, 2006) in our teacher
education class. The approach is based on knowladgfging theory of Carl Bereiter and
Marlene Scardemalia (OISE/IKIT Toronto, 2006, 2004iom in our approach is that as
human beings we are being genesis, we are alwagaromay to become what we are not yet
(Heidegger, 1977). In this becoming we act in tiweelds of knowledge (Popper, 1963):
Working at school as a teacher we experiencertaipal knowledge, strongly connected to
the situations, embedded in the tools and the ravg®use. This constitutes knowledge world
1, a being-in-the-world of practical environmentwiools and materials, where knowledge
relations develop form working, doing. Where splegal knowledge and social relations
develop from craftsmanship. Where is learned inraraunity of practice. Where jargon
creates its own social reality en perspective efvtlorld. It is the world oDOING.

In school we ‘learn’ to believe in the school kneddje derived from theoretical concepts.
Students reproduce as if it where their ideas sty feeling them as external enforced and
far a way from the practice they experience. Thisstitute world 2, a being-in-the-world of
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schooling. Where one get to hear about theorigs;aqus, logical reasoning. This all in a
atmosphere of knowing, of information, but not aflerstanding. It is a learning which
realize a ‘believing in what is read or taught alfaats, definitions, procedures. It is the
world of LEARNING

The third world is the knowledge setting of theg'lileas’ like Vygotsky’s idea of ‘zone of
approximate development’ Bereiter's and Scardansaiidea of Knowledge Building,
Pavlov’s idea of and Skinners positive reinforcem&wocial constructivism, Independent
learning etc. This world three constitutes of glideople created independent and objective
structures in order to solver their problems. Lieinstance language, ethics, laws, religion,
philosophy, science, art, dance, music, the whalddnof culture. Thebjective character
makes it possible to inspect, to value, to crigdia research, to extend or to change and
discover new issues in it. So you can work witivhiich can have impact on and
restrucutering of the practical world, the worldB®ING. It is the world of
UNDERSTANDINGof knowledge creation, it is thevorld of the MINDin contrast to the
world of memory of information.

These worlds of learning and knowledge is notpattite. Not in the classroom and not in the
student. The three worlds are together in the sitigl&leas. It are moods of a knowledgeable
being. So in the workplace learning, but also m¢lassroom, a teacher-student can try just to
get more skillful in presenting theoretical ideasis pupils and focus on constructing and
handling his PowerPoint sheets. Of course in theyimée learns about teaching and the
topic he presents. An other teacher-student cadrbgibusy to met the assessment criteria of
being competent to present and focus on the viddoaleks of his performance as evidence
input for his portfolio. He is not acting towardsilding new insights but only to get
certificated. A third teacher-student is personaltgrested how he can guide his pupils to
learn to think in the topic he is presenting. Hatsrested in the learning process involved
and want to deepening his insight by trying out twaarks of his idea of constructive
education. Apparently he also learns how to present

The nowadays frequently posed question to studemas their learning questions is, is
misleading in the sense that is looks like if shidavork on ‘their’ questions. Facts however
shows more that they work on questions copied fnom they are stated in the curriculum
description as formulated by teachers and educataevelopers of questions they derived by
the described assessments they have to fulfilutdidea centered’ approach students work
on the questions what works and doesn’t works @if ildeas. They work on the questions that
evolves of these practical-theoretical experiermrestheir search for answers in ‘the big
ideas’ and if the latter works perhaps for themsThight even result in modification of
existing ideas or may even lead to new big ideapoltant is that students experience that
ideas are constructed and build and there foregdadie, even the big ideas. In that sense
their own ideas are as seriously as the big thieatetieas. Maybe their ideas or even more
important because they can work from it and orrtben ideas, change them and maybe
even let them grow out to an other big idea, &goty, conceptual artifact. The latter student
is in a kind of ‘design mode’ of creating insigimoeknowledge. (Bereiter and Scardemalia,
2003). The first and second students are morebeliaf mode (Bereiter and Scardemalia,
2003). Questions that would be asked in design mapleestions that would be asked in a
real-world knowledge-based organization— are qaastlike the following:

What is this idea good for?; What does it do afiddado? ; How could it be improved?

So for us it means that our students on their wadyetome a professional teacher use and
builds on his or her own ideas about teachingniegr education embedded in a critical
professional situation. This means we are workmgfstudents ideas about a topic or a
classroom or workplace activity students build logirt conceptual knowledge in a knowledge
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community by interacting with each other and buitdup on each others knowledge ideas.
Students work on their ideas by testing them oratwinorks for me?’, * what future does this
theory have?’. The students’ knowledge creatiagugorted by the software environment
Knowledge Forum in which the didactical principtee embedded in functions like ‘build-
on’, rise-above’, scaffolds, etc. Knowledge Forenaicommunal database in which people
contributes to a community knowledge. It is a textbgy designed specifically

to support knowledge building, has these requiredipions and scaffolding supports for idea
development, graphical means for viewing and retcoasng ideas from multiple
perspectives, means of joining discourses acrassmmities, and a variety of other functions
that contribute to collaborative knowledge buildi@pntributions to a community knowledge
base serve to create shared intellectual propantygive ideas a life beyond the transitory
nature of conversation and its isolation from oftfiscourses. The environment supports
sustained collaborative knowledge work, integrahi® day-to-day workings of the
community. A shared workspace for knowledge buddimables a self-organizing system of
interactions among participants and their ideashatgls to eliminate the need for externally
designed organizers of work (see fig. 1). Thisantcast to discussion forums that serves as
an add-on to regular work or study
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Fig. 1: screen dump from a Knowledge Forum dialogue view.

It was a challenge for us to do an action research with our students. Our hypothesis flowing
from above stated theoretical perspectives was that using ‘idea centered learning’ in
combination with Knowledge Forum in our lessons could cause a paradigm shift on
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supportive learning, and thereby a valuable contribution to our knowledge of how to
strengthen the bridge between theory and practice.:
» idea centred education a better connection between workplace learning and
supportive learning
* leads to quality-improvement of knowledge on conceptual level
Besides the hypothesis we where curious if we get more insight in following dilemmas:
1. Understanding Knowledge Building and Knowledge Forum
2. Deeper understanding in learning processes
3. Deeper understanding of competences
4. Deeper understanding of the changing role of the teacher

Method and procedure

A group of sixteen students was put together ad random and at a regular way that groups are
formed in our curriculum. 7 of them did a shorter teacher education schooling because of
their pre-achieved competence (education)’. There was also a control group of thirty students
that was not going to work with knowledge building (KB-group). The students were in their
third year of study of teacher education and had different specializations (recreation animals,
animal husbandry, horse keeping, special education). All groups were working on PS 5:
Coaching situations with secondary (agricultural) vocational school students. For both groups
and randomly over the groups workplaces were different: e.g. pre-vocational and vocational
education at agricultural schools. The project was implemented in a weekly 75 minute
session during 15 weeks. Beside these sessions the supportive learning for PS 5, Coaching
situations of students, also existed of a weekly 150 minutes college (activating lessons,
workshops and practical training) and weekly two days workplace learning.

For the KB-group we focussed on our 75’ session idea-centered knowledge building, and
considered the colleges as the possibility to get introduced and informed by external sources
(e.g. lessons and teachers). During the 75’ session the control group worked as normally on
assignments that were given by the teachers during colleges.

To introduce the idea of idea centred learning a start-up meeting was organised. Two
principles were put in the centre: the idea-centred approach (Scardamalia, 2001, de Jong
2006) and the difference between belief mode and design mode (Bereiter, 2006). We used
the metaphor of driving a car and looking in the rear-view mirror for learning to illustrate the
belief-mode of learning e.g. learning about the things that are already known (see fig 2).
Looking through the windscreen for learning illustrates more the design-mode, as looking
forward in the ‘to design’ world, in the being to become what you are not yet. In that kind of
learning you use the rear-view mirror when it's useful. The parking side along the road can
be used for reflecting on what knowledge is build and is space to ‘rise above’ what we know.
The metaphor caused the first enthusiast reactions of discovering something new.



Belief Mode Design Mode
“This is the way it is” “This is the way it can be”

Fig. 2: belief mode and design mode learning metaph with a cars’ driving mirror and looking through
the front screen

Later on in the process, when the notion of idea-improvement and designing new ideas
about coaching were evaluated and discussed, students remembered this metaphor. “Ah,
you mean looking through the windscreen, but now | need to look in the rear-view mirror to
get some support by (authoritative) sources”.

On the level of learning results we had different assessment variables. A first set of data
concerns the learning progress. For the current PS of ‘coaching of students’ besides the
overall assessment judgement (competent or not competent) four assessments where
available: conversation skills; recognizing learning and behavioral problems; treatment
classplan, relation to the content guidance. We also used the assessment results of the PS
‘special , innovative, educational situation’ which was given during the same semester
before: learning theories, teacher-as-coach skills.

A second set of data consist of knowledge building parameters of log file analyses by the
analytic tools of Knowledge Form: amount of new contributions; amount of build ons, amount
of readings, the use of scaffolds, network analysis.

A third set of date concerns the students answers on a questionnaire about their feeling and
experience working with idea centred learning and Knowledge Forum.

Results
Learning results

There where no difference between the students of different content disciplines of study.

If we look to the learning results we see that in comparing the idea working group with the
control group in a MANOVA with the competence 5 assessments as dependent variables
and group as between factor. No multivariate effect could be determined. In a between factor
analysis corrected (Bonferroni) it turned out that only the assessment part ‘learning and
attitude problems’ was significant different between experimental en control group (F=4.79;
DF 1,37; P=0.035; Power 0.57). This is in favor of the idea centered group (Xexp=2.0; Xcontr =
1,70).

Looking to difference in students according to a shorter or longer teacher education route the
following results turned up.
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If we take in consideration the difference in short and regular learning route students we see
that the regular experimental students achieve their assessment part ‘conversation skills’
more often than the short route experimental students (F=0,714; DF 3,34; P=0,44)
(Xregular=1-7; Xshort) = 1)

The short route experimental students achieved the assessment part of ‘recognizing
recognizing learning and behavioral problems; more often than regular experimental students
(Xreguiar=2; Xshory = 1.7) (F=4.198; Df= 1,34; P= 0.48; Power 0.51)

Knowledge building activity

What happened in the Idea working group. Student contributed about 175 notes with an
average of 14 (table 1). They read about 209 notes. And they builded-on 37 times on some
already contributed note. The patron you see in fig. 3 is there is high activity in the beginning
in a phase of social and exploring the subject. This is followed by a more lower activity where
students are more studying and close to the assessment the activity is rising again.

Table 1: descriptive statistics of Contributed notes; Buildon notes and use of scaffolds.

groepnr Mean Std. Deviation N

Notes contribute short 7,50 3,000 4
regular 17,38 6,545 8
Total 14,08 7,305 12

buildon short 5,00 1,414 4
regular 14,25 6,182 8
Total 11,17 6,753 12

scaffolds short 7.75 2,062 4
regular 19,63 7,029 8
Total 15,67 8,172 12
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In comparing the regular and short route experimental students we see significant difference
on all three knowledge creation indices, e.g. contribution of new notes, build-on notes, use of
scaffolds. The regular students contributed more notes (F=7.95; P= 0.018; Df 1,10; Power
0.72), build on notes (F=8.34; P= 0.016; Df 1,10; Power 0.74) and used more scaffolds than
the short route students (F=10.48; P= 0.009; Df 1,10; Power 0.83) (table 1)
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Fig 5: number of build on notes during the experimatal period.



The different scaffolds that were used mainly consisted of ‘| need to understand’ followed by
‘New Information’, ‘My theory’, ‘Opinion’ and ‘a better theory’ (table 2).

Table 2: Types of scaffold use in percentage of the total used number of scaffolds (theory
plus opinion).

Theory building Opinion
My Theory (my idea) 13,5 % Opinion 13,0 %
| need to understand 24,0 % Different opinion 6,3 %
New information 14,4 % Reason 1,4%
This theory cannot explain 1,9% Elaboration 7,2%
A better theory 10,1 % Evidence 0,5%
Putting out knowledge together | 1,9 % Example 3,4%
Conclusion 24 %
Sum % of total scaffold 65,8 % 34,2 %
Vocabulary

Looking at the growth in vocabulary we see that there are big difference in the experimental
group. Some of the students show a grow of more then to almost 500 words where others
only reach a use of 50 words (fig 6).

fig 6: grow of vocabulary indicated by the number é words used



The group as a community

If we consider the results of a network analysis of reading each others notes at a level of 1
times a quite tight picture appears (fig 7). Even with a threshold of 10 times reading some
one’s notes we still see a tight group of 11 persons (fig 8). 15 persons at least build on an
other ones note. 13 person build twice on each others notes and with a threshold of 3 build-
ons still a group of 7 exist. 4 builds-on still is between an interaction of 6 persons. 2 pairs
have a build-on threshold of 5 build-on.

Students did not refer a lot to each other explicitly. Only a group of 5 students referred
explicitly to each others notes in their own note by making use of this knowledge building
facility.

fig 7: strength iof the learning community indicated by reading each others' notes with a threshold of
reading once



fig 8: strength of the learning community indicatedby reading each others notes 10 times.



fig. 9: : strength of the learning community indicaded by number of build on notes at a level of 1 bld on



2fig 10: : strength of the learning community indicded by the explicit refering to somebody note at th
level of 1 reference

Interviews and evaluation with students

The evaluation with the students resulted in the insight that there were three phases in the
whole process. Each phase had his own character and his own emphasis on knowledge
building principles (Scardamalia 2001).
Phase 1: enthusiasm and uncertainty
In the first period students where motivated for the new approach (idea centred learning)
and the appealing software (Knowledge Forum in enhanced mode). A the same time they
also became uncertain about if they should reach the goals, the asssessment the
competences they have to acquire of this professional situation, So actually the where in
a world 2 as belief mode of learning. However by researching the sources that are
available in the curriculum they got a better idea about ‘coaching students’. It means that
In this phase the following principles of knowledge building turned up.:
real ideas, authentic problems
improvable ideas
democratizing knowledge
knowledge building discourse
Phase 2: influence and responsibility
In this phase the students’ got control over their fear for the assessment.. Students
constructed in cooperation with each other their own assessment schedule. They
constructed rubrics for each part of the assessment. The result was:
- acollective responsibility for the assessment
- deeper and more fundamental knowledge of the competences to acquire



- meeting the needs of learning people: relation, competence, autonomy (Stevens,
1996)
- extending the effective use of Knowledge Forum.
In addition to the principles of phase 1, students started with:
community knowledge, collective responsibility
epistemic agency
embedded and transformative assessment
Phase 3: recognition and development
In an oral evaluation halfway the process students emphasized the wish to strengthen the
relation between supportive learning (including knowledge building and Knowledge
Forum) and their workplace-learning. To improve the ideas of coaching we decide
together with them to use the notes and build-on’s they already contributed in Knowledge
Forum, put it to clusters of interest (by keywords) and organize face to face (f2f) sessions
to improve the ideas that are already known. Every f2f session led to one or more rise-
aboves. This is experienced by students as the most successful part of the whole period.
The objects of interest were close to coaching questions like group behavior and
coaching, coaching of students with a weak self-esteem, coaching under the waterline,
a.0. Subjects that are more fundamental discussed then is offered in the regular
supportive learning. The result of this period is that students are recognized in the real
needs they have in the workplace context.
In addition to the principles of phase 1 and 2, the students also used:
knowledge building discourse
constructive uses of authoritative sources
rise above
After all we can conclude that during the whole period the focus of the students is shifted
from individual to community knowledge, from supply to demand and from university-
knowledge oriented to deeper workplace oriented knowledge.
The students evaluated the experiment as useful and interesting. Their opinion was that they
had learned a lot about coaching students (PS 5), and also about the possibilities of
Knowledge Forum. In a final inquiry that also asked for the thoughts they had about
knowledge building and knowledge creation were a couple of answers:
“Our results are useful to develop”, “The knowledge building discussions gave me better
understanding of coaching”, “Our ideas are improvable”, “I'm proud of what we achieved”.

Conclusions and discussion

We where interested if a different kind of supportive learning would have a positive influence
on the learning of students. Although it is not quite strong we see at least at one of the
assessments that the idea centered didactic group has a better learning result. There some
difference within the experimental group but this is not really having a consequent direction.
On the whole students do not perform worse and even a bit better.

The question if we can talk about a knowledge building community as indication of realizing
the new idea centered didactic to which the above mentioned effect can be described is not
fully answered with a yes. On the activity of the students, the use of the knowledge building
facilities in Knowledge Forum, the grow of vocabulary and the strength of the learning group
shows that a community was getting develop but it can be stronger. After some months it
can be concluded that the Knowledge Building group and the teacher-researcher achieved
the following levels of deeper understanding.

1. Understanding Knowledge Building and Knowledge Forum
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Students were easily motivated to work with the Knowledge Building approach and
the Knowledge Forum facilities. Working and discussing together we discovered the
difference between shallow and deep constructivism and working in design mode
instead of belief mode (Bereiter, 2006).

Quote of students A and B

“By reading the notes and opinions of others we are able to review our opinion
and we can try out another approach. It enriches our possibilities and we become
more expert on coaching pupils”.

2. Deeper understanding of learning processes
Although “learning processes” was not the subject of the students attention (that was:
coaching pupils in vocational education), we developed a different approach of
competence based education. In the Knowledge Building time the issue was
improving ideas of coaching as experienced by students during three days a week at
schools. The learning process shifted from task- and activity-oriented to idea-
improvement and cognitive responsibility (Scardamalia, 2001).

Quote of student E:

“Working with Knowledge Building changed my attitude from ‘what do they want
me to do for school?’ to ‘how can | be a better coach for my pupils and what do |
have to learn for that?"

3. Deeper understanding of competences
Competences to build (i.e. recognize problems from child-behavior; coaching
dialogue; professional distance; building and keeping a good relation with a child;
etc.) are rather vague described in levels to achieve. Working with the idea of
coaching and the need to make clear what these competences are about, gave
students a deeper understanding of the competences.

4. Deeper understanding of the changing role of the teacher.
Competence-based education is a new way of learning. It requires a different role of
the teacher. It seems that the teachers role is besides being the expert, also the
facilitator and stimulator of the learning-process. Working with Knowledge Building it
became clear, in the beginning, that students are still expecting tasks and activities to
fulfil. Strange enough students still show a dependency in their behavior on teacher
regulation by obligated learning task assignments. Even although in our competence
directed educational process we assume a student directedness. During the process
it became clear that my teacher behaviour should change from a type A or B teacher
(giving explicit or implicit no strategic cognitive activity to the students) to a type C
teacher. At the end of the process students became more and more responsible for
their own learning. An attitude achieved by a process that we discovered together:
students, teacher-researcher and lector.

Although the researcher can find the results positive the students did not have the idea that

they created something themselves when it was asked in the final oral evaluation. There are

two options two explanations for this feeling:
the first explanation is the way that students worked with ideas. This is visualized in the
kind and number of scaffolds they used. Most of the input is formed by notes and build-ons
about theory building in the knowledge building category (65,8%), however these
messages contain mainly own ideas and theory, questions (I need to understand) and new
information. A real dialogue about these questions and ideas did not happen, nor did they
put their individual knowledge together. In phase 3 some of such a dialogue is taking place



and as a consequence some rise above notes were placed, but the students did not
recognize this as knowledge building.

The second explanation relates to the cognitive responsibility and the role of the teacher.

The students we speak of are third year bachelor of education students. Teachers consider
them to be self-responsible learners. And the most of them are. They come to college, do
their assignments and are concerned about their results. That is why students in phase 1
asked teachers for an assignment, a task to do. Their implicit theory (...... ) was that learning
follows naturally from carrying out learning activities and completing tasks (Scardamalia).
The responsibility of the cognitive activity however is delegated to the teacher. When
theachers should have put themselves in a teacher A position (giving more assignments and
tasks to do and fully taking over the responsibility of their cognitive development) the
students had reacted satisfied. In order not to loose the students in their and the teachers’
developing process, students where stimulated to put together their own task (phase 2).
Actually this is more a teacher B position, where already more strategic cognitive activity is
turned over to the students. The problem is that students are not enough aware of this
change. Making them responsible for their own learning means more attention for community
knowledge, collective responsibility and own cognitive responsibility. More coaching and
reflective activities on cognitive responsibility can bring the teachers to a C position. Striking
is that what students gave back in the final evaluation. “When we do this next time, please
coach us more directly on the knowledge building process”.
A useful help should have been the analyses tools in Knowledge Forum. These tools were
not available for at the time that the project did run, but only later on in the final evaluation. It
can be a strong to use these analytic tools to coach the process and make the contributions
and progresses visible.

It is possible that the students’ satisfaction of phase 3 is the strongest in the relation with the
workplace. A relation with the level of feeling responsible. In the workplace students are
three days a week directly appealed to the competences they need in that context (coaching
of students). It is a authentic situation. Pupils expect a good lesson, good coaching in their
learning process, a reliable teacher, and workplace coaches expect an interested and
serious junior-teacher. Teacher-students feel more responsible for the workplace
performance then for their own cognitive development. Here lies an opportunity to link the
supportive learning of the competence-based curriculum with knowledge creation and
cognitive responsibility.

Working with knowledge building, knowledge creation and Knowledge Forum has the effect
that more colleagues of Stoas Professional University are getting interested in working with
this idea centered didactic. Next course more teachers and going to use KB and KF. Also
one of the secondary schools, Centre of Agricultural Education is interested. This is a
promising development for doing more research and developing a strong didactic towards
knowledge competence directed education.
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