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1. Introduction: early education, gender and care
More than a century ago, Emile Durkheim rejected the idea that education could be the force to
transform society and resolve social ills. Instead, he argued that education “is only the image and
reflection of society. It imitates and reproduces the latter…it does not create it” (Durkheim, 1951, pp.
372–373). While it is a rather radical view and current scientific thought is more inclined to see the
relationship between education and society as more nuanced and reciprocal, the notion of societal
reflection is still important when talking about gender sensitive education. Ethnographic and
qualitative research on students’ experiences in education in a variety of contexts and across different
levels of education shows how schools socialise students into gender norms, just as they socialise
them into society in general (Bray, Adamson, & Mason, 2014). Moreover, education does not exist
in a vacuum – students have been observed to teach each other stereotypical gender norms without
adult guidance and even despite alternative messages from adults(Thorne, 1993) even before the rise
of children-aimed marketing campaigns and popular culture that both teachers and educators have to
contend with.
It is important to note that early education and care comprises both education and care and the two
elements are not necessarily equally represented. While in some Nordic countries, the term ‘educare’
has been coined to show this junction (Hedlin, Åberg, & Johansson, 2019), in Lithuania, for instance,
the official documentation refers only to ‘early education’ (ankstyvasis ugdymas). This absence helps
to contextualise ECEC services both in terms of gender and care. As Warin and Gannerud (2014)
observe, historically, care has been understood as a female-coded activity that women are ‘naturally’
inclined to perform and excel at. Given the gender order in the Western society, this historical link
between care and women's work simultaneously devalues the nature of care. That may as well be one
of the reasons why care is only implied in the term for early education in the Lithuanian context.
Nonetheless, this implication is obvious when we look at the professionals working in the field, 99
% of which are female. This makes early (pre-primary) education possibly the most feminised
profession in Lithuania. Warin and Gannerud (2014) argue that there are two kinds of ‘feminised’
that are often at play when we look at early education: a numerical disproportion as the one we quoted
above, and instances where ‘feminised’ comes with a dismissive and pejorative undertone. It is
important to note that often only the first is perceived as a problem on the policy level, even though
the two are intrinsically linked.
One example of such linkage is the gender pay gap. While it was one of the smallest in education1
(the Lithuanian Statistics Department does not provide more detailed data) at 2.4 % in 2019, it was
the third largest in healthcare and social work at 26.8 % (almost twice as big as the national average
at 12.4 %) (Lithuanian Statistics Department, 2021). In the latter, women comprise approximately 86
% of those employed in the sector (Lithuanian Statistics Department, 2021). According to the Gender
Equality Index, the gender gap in earnings is almost twice as high between couples with children than

1

It is crucial to mention here that education here includes all levels of education, and while women dominate in all levels
(it is almost equal in tertiary education), the disproportion of 99 % is only in pre-primary and primary level. Also,
educational professionals are often based in the public sector where the pay is more regulated by the state and, therefore,
potentially less influenced by stereotypical attitudes.
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those without. In couples with children, women earn 27 % less than men (European Institute for
Gender Equality, 2019).
The historical coding of care as female is also represented in the private domain. Gender inequalities
in the distribution of time spent on care activities have increased from 2005 to 20172. Women are
more likely to spend time caring for their family than men (41 % of women and 24 % of men spend
at least one hour per day on care activities). Significantly more women (79 %) than men (29 %) spend
at least one hour every day on cooking and housework. This gender gap is even wider among couples
with children (GEI, 2019). According to OECD Time Use Database, Lithuanian women spend3
almost twice as much time daily on unpaid work (292 minutes compared to 152 minutes for men).
The unpaid work includes routine housework, shopping, care for household and non-household
members, childcare, volunteering and travel related to household activities (OECD, 2021).
Following the binary distinction of gender, masculinity historically has been conceived as something
inherently opposite to femininity. Further, varying forms of traditional masculinities in the present
understanding are also constructed based on their differentiation from different forms of femininities
(Connell, 2000). Research in other European countries has shown that men working in the early care
and education sector often have to contend with the dual expectations levied against them: as those
working with children they are expected to have a certain amount of empathy and be caring, yet, they
also need to be a ‘role model’ for the boys (for a detailed study on the positioning of men in ECEC
see Hedlin et al., 2019). That leads to personal negotiations of masculinities (Heikkilä & Hellman,
2017) and performance of stereotypically masculine acts (playing with children rather than caring) to
meet the expectations (Hedlin et al., 2019). In some cases, men working with children need to ascribe
to a certain form of masculinity to be perceived as less of a threat: heterosexual (married) men with
children are considered to be ‘safer’ than those that do not fit this description (Hedlin et al., 2019;
Hjalmarsson & Löfdahl, 2014).
Given this, merely employing more men in early education would not be a suitable solution. Since
gender construction and gender stereotype reproduction occurs from an early age, early care and
education is a field full of possibilities for positive development. The aim of the project Early Care
and the Role of Men (ECaRoM) is to overcome gender stereotypes and strengthen caring
masculinities in early age. That is achieved via exploration of pedagogical practices in early education
which influence the formation of gender stereotypes about care work and caring, and to develop and
disseminate gender-sensitive materials and tools focused on caring masculinities4, gender sensitive
education and self-reflection. Equal division of care work presupposes a change in existing gender
roles and social norms, for both women and men. In the ECaRoM project, we use the term caring in
a rather broad sense. It includes the following aspects:



Individual: taking care of oneself, one's personal health and well-being.
Relational: rejection of hierarchical, dominating and privileged relationships between
people and rejection of violence.

2

Most recent available time use data for Lithuania in the Gender Equality Index.
Lithuanian data in the OECD Time Use Database has not been updated since 2003.
4
“Caring masculinity” is based on caregiving roles instead of breadwinner roles. Caring masculinity is increasingly
realized in the everyday lives of men but it is still an ‘alternative’ masculinity that needs to be fostered by well-informed
and knowledge-based policies (Scambor et al., 2014).
3
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Family and social networks: care work necessary to ensure the daily physical, social and
emotional well-being of family members and other close relatives; care for people in need
(children, elderly, sick, people with disabilities), household maintenance (cleaning,
shopping, cooking).
Occupational: occupations in education, health and social care (early carers and educators,
primary school teachers, nurses, carers, social workers).
Social solidarity: concern for the community and society in general (e.g. voluntary work,
participation in social movements, empathy and solidarity towards excluded and
marginalised social groups).
Ecological: care for nature and the planet.

This report presents the findings of a research on the current state of early education in relation to
masculinity and care in Lithuania. In the first part, we discuss how relevant national policies in the
field of education and gender equality address this topic, what findings are present in the current
national research, and what good practices have already been employed to improve the situation. The
second part presents the results of a qualitative research of data obtained in interviews and focus
groups with early educators and experts in the fields of early education as well as gender and
education. We finish the report with recommendations to improve early education based on the
conclusions of our research.
This report not only adds to the limited research of gender stereotypes and masculinity construction
in early education but also informs the development of didactic tools, guidelines and educational
content that will enable educators to work with gender stereotypes related to care, men and
masculinities in a gender-sensitive way. In the absence of clear guidelines and gender-sensitive
didactic tools and content, teaching staff may inadvertently develop approaches that can reinforce
stereotypes. The report therefore addresses the questions: whether and to what extent official and
hidden curricula break with stereotypical images of men and women; whether they go beyond
'common sense' assumptions about gender; whether they are self-reflexive, including in terms of
going beyond gender stereotypes associated with masculinity and caring work; and whether they are
proactive in the direction of gender equality.

2. State of the art on gender sensitive education in ECEC services
2.1. Policy context
Early education system in Lithuania

Early education and care (ECEC) is included in the Lithuanian education system, however, only some
parts of it are compulsory. ECEC provision is divided into two parts. The first part is non-obligatory
pre-school education (which can be obligatory in exceptional cases to ensure the child’s wellbeing).
Pre-school education is designed for children from birth (in reality, most children join ECEC centres
at around 1.5 years after the end of state-funded maternity leave (1-2 years)) until they begin attending
pre-primary education programme (at around 5-6 years). The second part of ECEC provision is a
compulsory year of pre-primary education. Pre-primary education lasts for one year and aims to
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prepare children for primary education, therefore, is compulsory. Primary education is included in
the broad understanding of early education and is provided until age 11 (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Lithuanian education system. Source: Eurydice (European Commission, 2021).

There are state, municipal and private ECEC institutions in Lithuania. All receive state funding,
however, to a different degree. While state and municipal institutions are fully funded, part of the
costs of private institutions need to be covered by parents. This means that the state allocates funds
based on the number and size of children groups in pre-school and pre-primary education as well as
certain expenses of each child. These are, in principle, funds linked with the implementation of
education content and are allocated to state, municipal and private ECEC settings. The housekeeping
funds are covered by the owner of the institution. In private ECEC institutions, these funds are
included in the fee paid by parents (guardians). As it is not compulsory, pre-school placement is not
guaranteed. However, municipalities aim to ensure that as many children as possible are in some form
of formal pre-school education. For example, in a rapidly growing city such as Vilnius (the capital of
Lithuania), parents whose children were not accepted in municipal pre-school setting are reimbursed
an education fee of 100 EUR per month. This is provided for children who go to a private ECEC
centre and for children from the age of 2 who are cared for by nannies at home.
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Early education and gender: disproportion and political issues
As already mentioned in the introduction, early education professionals in Lithuania are
overwhelmingly female. According to Eurostat data, in 2019, 99.2 % of early childhood educators
were women, 99.0% in pre-primary education and 96.7 % in primary education. These numbers have
changed only by several 0.1 points since 2013.

Figure 2. Percentage of early childhood care and education professionals in Lithuania from 2013 to 2019. Source: Eurostat.

According to the data in the Education Management Information System, in October 2020 there were
36 male pre-school or pre-primary employees in Lithuania compared to 11,765 female employees.
Nearly half of them (15) were employed in Vilnius, the capital city.
An important contextual note needs to be provided with regards to the political weight that issues of
gender have in Lithuanian (educational) policy. On one hand, in Lithuanian there is only one word to
refer to both gender and sex, and merely talking about gender (which is inevitable when tackling
gender stereotypes) is sometimes considered radical. The Lithuanian term for sexuality education 5
lytiškumo ugdymas also observes the sex/gender dichotomy and the field has become a battle arena
for politicians who claim to defend ‘traditional values’ and perceive sexuality education as a threat to
their anti-gender agenda. On the other, a very limited understanding of sexuality education as
essentially, explaining the mechanics of sex, leads to refusal to include it in the education curriculum,
especially at early age. One of the greatest battles in this arena happened in 2016 when the integrated
programme for Health, Sexuality Education and Preparation for Family was confirmed by the
Ministry of Education, Science and Sport. The process of its conception was fraught with scandals:
some liberal groups were denied participation, some people were not invited to the meetings, multiple
representatives of the official Christian doctrine were present and so on. Even though, experts, NGOs
and students themselves severely criticised the programme for its narrow and regressive views (for
example, teachers were explicitly forbidden to suggest contraception as a viable alternative to
abstinence), it was confirmed and is currently active. Recently, it has been announced that the
programme will be discontinued and a broader Life skills programme should be introduced in 2022.

While the term ‘sex education’ can also be used in this case, we are choosing to follow the term proposed by the World
Health Organisation.
5
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Based on claims in the press6, it seems as if the new programme should be more open to disrupt
traditional gender norms, however, the draft of the programme has not been published and we cannot
do more than speculate.
Education providers, therefore, have to contend with both the requirements of the Ministry and
parents’ expectations (which do sometimes coincide in terms of avoiding gender issues altogether).
The national research that we discuss below also points to the fact that teachers do not feel sufficiently
prepared to tackle such complex issues in their daily work both due to lack of competence as well as
the skill to manage their interactions with parents. Gender issues at large and projects related to gender
stereotypes in Lithuania mostly come from the Ministry of Social Security and Work and are nearly
invisible in the national educational agenda.
Strategies, laws and national programmes in gender and education
The Law on Equal Treatment of the Republic of Lithuania (Republic of Lithuania Law on Equal
Treatment, 2003/2019) states that “Educational institutions, other education providers as well as
higher education and research institutions must ensure equal conditions for persons irrespective of
sex, race, nationality, citizenship, language, origin, social status, belief, convictions or views, age,
sexual orientation, disability, ethnic origin or religion” in the process of admission to education,
scholarship and study credits, design, development and selection of training programmes and
assessment. Furthermore, they must “ensure that education programmes, textbooks and teaching aids
do not contain or promote discrimination on grounds of sex, race, nationality, citizenship, language,
origin, social status, belief, convictions or views, age, sexual orientation, disability, ethnic origin or
religion.” (Article 6). The more specific Law on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men (Republic
of Lithuania Law on Equal Treatment for Men and Women, 1998/2016) confirms the above and also
adds protections against sexual harassment and protections for those that speak out (Article 5).
The Law on Equal Treatment is also one of the documents referred to in the National Education
Strategy 2013-2022 (Valstybinė švietimo 2013-2022 metų strategija, 2013). In discussing the first
aim of the strategy to improve the professionalism of educators, the strategy claims that "there is a
lack of positive male role models in the comprehensive education of children and young people, and
this gap could be filled by male teachers" (p. 9, 14.2). One of the objectives for this aim is to ensure
“a gender balance among general education teachers that meets the psychological needs of students”
(p. 9, 15.1). The lack of male educators is only seen as a numerical problem. There is the assumption
that having a male teacher is a ‘psychological need’ for students. As the Strategy pertains to all
education, no specific goals for early education are provided. The notion of gender is not discussed
in the Strategy.
National Programme for Equal Opportunities for Women and Men 2015-2021(Valstybinė moterų ir
vyrų lygių galimybių 2015-2021 metų programa, 2015) (which will be discontinued in 20227), also
tackles gender issues in education. The fourth aim of the programme is to promote gender
mainstreaming. The following objectives are listed in the field of education and science: “encourage
girls and boys to take up 'non-traditional’ courses of study and professions; encourage men to pursue
(Murauskaitė, 2021) Available at: https://www.lrt.lt/naujienos/lietuvoje/2/1488749/apie-i-mokykla-besiiriantilytiskumo-ugdyma-ankstyvu-lytiniu-santykiu-seksualines-orientacijos-temos-vis-dar-yra-tabu
7
The current government announced that the Programme will not be renewed and the objectives will be integrated
horizontally across all ministerial plans. Gender equality experts maintain that it is a very grave step back and an immense
threat to any progress in the field of gender equality in Lithuania.
6
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higher education; promote non-discriminatory treatment of women and men in textbooks and other
learning material” (p. 12, 61.1). Early education in particular is not given any specific attention in the
programme.
Curriculum, guidelines and recommendations
There is no national curriculum for pre-school education. The education provider is free to shape its
curriculum according to the needs of children and families in the region. The curriculum is created in
accordance with several methodological recommendations, descriptors and guidelines provided by
the Ministry of Education, Science and Sport (discussed in more detail further on). As education
becomes more formalised, the level of control is increased. Pre-primary education is based on the
General Curriculum Framework for Pre-primary Education which came into force in 2015. Primary
education curriculum is implemented in compliance with the Description of the Primary Education
Curriculum, General Curriculum Framework for Primary Education and General Teaching Plans
approved by the Minister for Education and Science. The teacher still has the prerogative of creating
and implementing their own teaching plans, but there are more regulations and constraints on the
primary education level compared to pre-primary or pre-school.
The Methodological Guidelines for Pre-school Education (2015) state that educators should create
“an appropriate ethno-cultural environment based on warm communication, tolerance towards people
of a different gender, race, nationality and religious beliefs” (p. 9). This document also goes into more
detail about the need for girls and boys to be able to freely choose their own toys to suit their
individual needs. Pre-school teachers should collectively create the widest possible range of choices
for all children. Each children's activity area should have tools and toys that are of interest to both
boys and girls. The guidelines also include a description of the different “needs of girls and boys from
different cultural backgrounds, gifted, bilingual, migrant, socially excluded and other special
educational needs” in order to better understand the needs of different children (p. 1). Stereotypes are
addressed in terms of labour division: children should be taught that both boys and girls can be doing
household work such as dusting, tidying, cooking, etc.
Guidelines also address implicit stereotypes that teachers might have towards different genders. It is
claimed that female educators do not sufficiently understand boys and, therefore, boys tend to be
more criticised in early education settings because the way education is organised does not meet their
needs. Girls, on the other hand, are expected to be obedient, subservient and calm. Teachers are
encouraged to reflect upon and amend their attitudes and behaviours in regards to children of different
genders. However, no tools for reflection are provided in this or other documents aimed at early
educators. It is claimed that in the absence of more male teachers, female educators should ensure
that children can talk and do activities with male employees of the ECEC institution, for example, a
carpenter or a janitor. Volunteer dads, students, artists and other men can be invited so that children
have the opportunity to observe “models of male behaviour” (p. 6).
Some material in the guidelines, though, seems to be perpetuating gender stereotypes. For instance,
a table denoting physical differences between boys and girls and their implications for development
in early age is provided (Figure 3). It includes scientifically debated statements such as “Girls are
better than boys at overcoming physical, emotional and mental stress”, “Girls can do several activities
at once”, “Boys can concentrate on one thing at a time”. While these are just overwhelmingly
generalising, some of the differences do not have any impact on education altogether, for example,
9

“Boys’ brain weight and volume is approximately 10-15% bigger than girls’” (p. 4) (which is easily
explained by the fact that boys’ bodies are statistically bigger than girls’, though, we still fail to see
the use of this information in an ECEC setting).

Figure 3. Differences between boys and girls. Methodological Guidelines for Pre-school Education, 2015.

The previously mentioned integrated programme Health, Sexuality Education and Preparation for
Family (Sveikatos ir lytiškumo ugdymo bei rengimo šeimai bendroji programa, 2016) is applied from
primary education onwards and should be integrated in all study subjects in the primary curriculum.
The programme maintains that people of both genders are equal and that people of one gender are not
superior to the other. The programme states that in grades 1 to 2 (children aged 7-8), the child should
learn and know that there are no ‘male’ and ‘female’ jobs in the family and that everyone in the family
is responsible for the family's well-being. In addition, upon the completion of primary education, a
child should be able to explain how responsibilities are agreed upon and shared in the family and how
this contributes to inner harmony (Annex 1, p.1).
Advice for Teachers on Sexuality Education and Preparation for Family in Primary Education (2017)
were designed for the successful implementation of the Programme. It identifies sexuality as an
important part of a person's well-being, a way of being in the world that encompasses the physical,
mental, social and spiritual aspects of being human. Sexuality is shaped by personality traits, values,
beliefs, behaviours and the development of socialisation. The guidelines contain specific topics (e.g.
10

(heteronormative) family concepts, sexual maturation, self-control, etc.), each of which is
accompanied by ideas on how and what to talk to children about, what activities to organise, what
tools to use and, in general, the purpose of talking about each topic. The teachers are expected to
include these topics into their own teaching plans in accordance with the needs of their students.
An example of how the guidelines perceive gender identities is the way teachers are encouraged to
tackle gender stereotypes. It is suggested that teachers should discuss “whether we can tell a person's
gender from their hairstyle, style of dress, interests, toys or names” (p. 40). The document clarifies
that “from an early age, the clothes we wear and the toys we play with often tell us what gender we
are. However, this does not mean that a boy can't like the colour pink and girls can't play football.
Students need to know that they should not feel uncomfortable about their hobbies, inclinations and
interests. It is normal to be different” (p. 40). While the words are encouraging, the examples provided
present a binary and very rigid understanding of gender and its markers. This rigid understanding,
unfortunately, is often further reflected in the results of national relevant research that we provide in
the following section.
2.2. National Research
A thorough look at Lithuanian research databases showed a very limited number of studies on early
education that in some ways approach the subjects of gender and gender stereotypes. To our
knowledge, there are no Lithuanian research articles or studies that discuss overcoming gender
stereotypes in pre-school in particular. The five articles reviewed below focus on other aspects of
early education or in some way apply (or attempt to apply) a gender perspective. Three of the articles
(reviewed first) are closest to the focus of the ECaRoM project, while two others (reviewed last) are
slightly less relevant topic-wise or less up-to-date. Some of the studies focus on slightly older
children. None of the studies discuss the teachers’ role in eliminating gender stereotypes in greater
length at all.
There could be several reasons for the lack of research on preschool children and gender stereotypes
in Lithuania. First, Lithuanian gender research tends to focus on other areas, for example, inequalities
in adult employment. There is also a widespread understanding of gender as something belonging to
and experienced by teenagers and adults rather than young children. Some of the research reviewed
here therefore takes gender in consideration only as a statistical variable that eventually falls outside
the discussion itself. Finally, there is a lack of interdisciplinary projects that would unite researchers
in education and gender studies in order to produce relevant scholarship. It is also obvious from the
reviewed articles that there is an interest in and a willingness to apply gender perspectives in studies
on (early) education, but the lack of knowledge and skills in gender-related subjects among the
scholars from educational sciences does not allow for critical discussions on education and gender.
Brandišauskienė, Agnė and Maslienė, Danguolė. An Overview of Developed Forms of Pretend Play
Situation in ECEC Institutions in Lithuania (Žaidimo situacijos apžvalga ikimokyklinio ugdymo
institucijose) (2014).
The article analyses how children play at preschool institutions with a focus on play situations and
game types. The study builds on the understanding of play as a crucial tool for children’s socialisation
and learning and is based on research conducted in 2013. The research is of comparably wide scope
and analyses children’s play in 64 kindergartens in the 3 biggest Lithuanian cities. In total, 161 school
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groups including around 3400 children participated in the study. The data was gathered by surveying
preschool teachers using a questionnaire. It can be inferred from the grammar use in the text that all
the participating teachers were female8. The research, among other things, aims to analyse the
differences of pretend play between genders (p. 195). However, gender perspective in the article itself
is only mentioned in a short comment, where it is stated that 76,1% of the teachers claim that girls
and boys play different games, while half of the teachers also claim that girls and boys often play
together (p. 196). It is then concluded that children prefer playing in mixed gender groups, but games
in single-gender groups tend to be gender-specific. What such gender-specific games look like is only
implied in the list of different types of games, where roleplay games are noted in respective
grammatical genders (for example, “firemen” or “[female] fairies”). In the conclusion, it is also
mentioned that such gender differences in game types most probably build on stereotypical gender
roles (p. 200). The article thus claims that stereotypical gender roles in the games of preschool
children exist, but the methods of eliminating stereotypes or the teachers’ role are not discussed in
the article. In general, gender is not thoroughly applied in the study, but only used as a statistical
variable. The meaning of the observed differences between girls and boys is not examined from a
gender perspective.
Grigaliūnienė, Monika and Rutkienė, Aušra. Comparative Analysis of Mathematics Textbooks for
the 5th Graders from a Perspective of Gender (Penktos klasės mokiniams skirtų matematikos
vadovėlių lyginamoji analizė lyčių aspektu) (2020).
This study analyses gender bias in mathematics textbooks for fifth-grade students (usually aged 10–
11). In the study, four different most commonly used textbooks are compared. Three of the textbooks
are older and date back to 2005–2008, while the fourth is from 2016. The research builds on the
understanding of gender identity as a socially-constructed process (p. 133). It is also noted that fifthgrade students, as young teenagers, experience an especially pliant and important stage of child
development and are particularly susceptible to negative stereotyping (p. 134). The study analyses
the textbooks’ contextual content, illustrations as well as the wording of the exercises and
explanations that include human characters. The overarching result of the analysis is that all four
textbooks are extremely gender-biased. Most characters in the exercises or problem descriptions are
male. Some categories, for example, exercises about transport, describe almost only men driving
various vehicles, while female characters are referred to as passengers (p. 139). A clear gender
segregation is noticed in exercises about work or free-time activities, where men are described as
professionals, while women are placed in the private setting as housewives or carers (p. 139). In the
exercises where both genders are present, male characters are always descripted as smarter, stronger
than and generally superior to female characters (p. 143). The study concludes that, even though some
textbooks include more norm-breaking contextual material than others, all of them express strong
gender stereotypes. In the final section of the article, it is noted that all the analysed textbooks should
be re-edited. It is also suggested that teachers should be critical not only of the factual academic
content of the textbooks, but also of the underlying contextual information. That is, the authors of this
article see the teacher’s personal involvement and critical sense as one of the solutions. The authors
of textbooks, on the other hand, are encouraged to portray different genders in equal proportion and
in varying, non-stereotypical settings. The recommendations are thus directed to the individual
8

Lithuanian language has a grammatical gender that is denoted both in nouns and in verbs, i. e., the grammatical form
of the verb indicates the gender of the subject.
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teacher or author, while the lack of official regulations concerning negative stereotyping in teaching
material is not commented on. Such fixation on the individual is problematic, as it is unlikely that
most teachers and authors are able and/or willing to identify and correct gender bias. Even though the
study treats negative gender stereotyping as a widespread and serious problem, the tone of the
recommendations considers it as more of a private matter, that has to be solved in classrooms or at
the author’s desk.
Raižienė, Saulė et al. Gender Differences in Early Literacy, Mathematical, and Self-regulation Skills
in Pre-school (Besiformuojantis raštingumas, matematikos ir savireguliacijos gebėjimai
priešmokykliniame amžiuje: lyčių skirtumai) (2019).
This study analyses literacy, mathematical and self-regulation (emotional self-control, ability focus,
etc.) skills among preschool children. It is part of a collaborative research project between Mykolas
Romeris University (Lithuania) and Jyväskylä University (Finland). According to the authors, early
literacy, mathematical and self-regulation skills are crucial for children’s later success in school.
Some previous research shows that girls of preschool age statistically do better at reading, writing
and are better at self-regulation, whereas boys tend to achieve better results in math (p. 176). Other
studies do not find tangible differences between girls and boys (p. 177). In the current study, the data
is gathered from direct, one-to-one tests with 229 children whose average age is 6,83. The tests were
carried out by psychologists working in the institution. The results show that girls score better at early
literacy skills than boys. No substantial difference between genders in solving math exercises was
found, but most children with top scores in math exercises were boys. However, girls surpassed boys
in showing better self-regulation. The study concludes by suggesting to pay better attention to such
gender differences and adjust teaching methods in order to tend to children’s individual needs
despite/according to their gender. It is also noted that future research should take societal gender
differences and gender-based expectations into consideration. Even though the current article finds
slight gender variation in children’s skills, it does not attempt to explain those differences. The
method of adjusting teaching methods to equalize the skills of both girls and boys would pose a risk
of unnecessarily segregating children in the teaching process or reinforcing gender bias in general.
The article does not mention possible gender bias in the test that was used to evaluate children, or
whether the bias of school employees conducting the tests could have influenced the results.
Vaišnoraitė, Jurgita. Socialization of Preschool Children and Gender Role Stereotypes
(Ikimokyklinio amžiaus vaikų socializacija ir lyčių vaidmenų stereotipai). MA thesis in Welfare
Sociology. Faculty of Social Policy, Mykolas Romeris University, 2008.
This Master’s thesis from 2008 analyses gender stereotypes expressed by 5–6 years old preschool
children. It is the only scientific work that deals with gender stereotypes in early care and education.
It includes interviews with children and surveys of teachers and parents. In the children’s interviews,
the participants are asked to describe ‘a real man’ and ‘a real woman’. The thesis discusses three main
settings which influence children’s understanding of what such figures are like: the family, the
preschool institution, and the media. Even though the thesis’ theoretical part on gender as such and
gender roles is dated and academically flawed, the research results show that gender stereotypes are
deeply rooted in the worldview of both the children, their parents and teachers. It is noted that
preschool institutions lack the means to work against or educate children about gender stereotypes,
despite preschool education being highly important and formational for the children (p. 53). The
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results of the parents’ survey also show contradictory bias: while most parents do not think that
women are better educational workers, a huge percent would still prefer female, not male preschool
teachers to care for their children (p. 51). While not scientifically robust, this thesis provides much
raw material on how widespread gender stereotypes among children, parents and teachers were in the
first decade of 2000. It also shows that preschool teachers then clearly lacked skills and motivation
to identify and deal with negative stereotyping.
Giniotaitė, Akvilė. Sexuality Education as Means to Deconstruct Heteronormativity: An Analysis of
the Knowledge and Attitudes of Teachers (Lytiškumo ugdymas kaip galimybė dekonstruoti
heteronormą: mokytojų turimo žinojimo ir nuostatų analizė) (2019).
This study is an analysis of 6 interviews with primary and secondary school teachers, where questions
regarding sexuality education, the concepts of masculinity and femininity, atypical gender
expressions, homosexuality, homophobia and coming out were discussed. The interviews were
conducted in 2017. The author applies the postmodernist understanding of heteronormativity (by
Judith Butler and others), which explains the current binary gender and sexuality system as based on
the idea of heterosexual complementarity. It becomes clear that the teachers, even though some of
them hold friendly views on various gender expressions and sexuality, still think and speak in terms
of heterosexuality as ‘the norm’ and homosexuality as ‘otherness’. Most importantly, the interviewees
complain about general exhaustion at work as well as insecurity and the lack of knowledge when
approaching the subjects of gender and sexuality. The teachers also emphasize the lack and need of
early sexuality education. The author herself sees the deconstruction of heteronormativity in schools
at the current moment as an unachievable goal, as the discourse still focuses on tolerance and
acceptance of ‘non-stereotypical’ instances of gender expression and sexuality.
An overview of existing education research in terms of gender (stereotypes) and early care showed
that, in Lithuanian research, the notion of sex/gender is often conflated with sexuality. Gender only
becomes relevant when it is perceived as a quality that 'is about to be used', i.e., when the pupil is
considered to be capable of having sex. Therefore, gender/sex is discussed in the frame of sex(uality)
education and this area then pertains only to research concerned with adolescents (at least 14 years
of age).
2.3. Projects, NGO and personal initiatives

As we have presented the structural and contextual issues that influence the issues of gender in early
education, it does not come as a surprise that there is very little material that tackles gender equality,
gender identity or masculinity in early education. The vast majority of the examples that we shall
provide are the labour of activists, enthusiasts and non-governmental organisations rather than
systemic actions. We will briefly discuss the relevant projects and initiatives that tackle masculinity,
care and early education.
The Centre of Equality Advancement worked on the project ‘Boys in Care – Strengthening Boys to
Pursue Care Occupations’ from 2017 to 2019. While aimed at vocational education, the project was
still important in Lithuania as it presented care work in connection with masculinity. The resulting
Handbook for Teachers and Vocational Counsellors Working with Boys (2019) included a module
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on caring masculinities and provided examples of men working in care professions. One of the
proposed tasks included a drawing of a man who works as an early educator (Picture 1).

Picture 1. Handbook for Teachers and Vocational Counsellors Working with Boys, 2019, p. 109. The caption says “Is it normal for men
to work in a kindergarten?”.

Another NGO, Womens’ Information Centre (Moterų informacijos centras) launched a project in the
beginning of 2021 called ‘BEE. Boosting Gender Equality in Education’. The project aims to train
early educators to recognise and refuse gender stereotypes in education, create gender sensitive
materials and strengthen communities via informational campaigning. As the project started recently,
there is not much to report on, however, given the difficult situation, even the emergence of this
project is a positive development.
A comprehensive methodological tool is provided by experts from the NGO House of Diversity and
Education (Įvairovės ir edukacijos namai) Akvilė Giniotaitė and Vilma Gabrieliūtė. The
methodological publication “Fostering Respect for Others in Primary Education” (2018) is aimed
at professionals in primary education institutions and provides theoretical background on stereotype
formation, advice on how to discuss stereotypes with children, preventive measures for harassment
and violence as well as practical tasks that can be used in different subject classes. An example of
one such task is provided below:
How do we share household chores in the family?
Let us recall the stories we have read, fairy tales in which women were depicted taking care of children and doing
housework. There was a time when women did not go to work, once they could not even do it, because such were the rules
of society. There was a time when men had to support the family alone, so they spent a lot of time at work and did not
have the strength to spend time with their families and children. Let's discuss with the children how these rules are
changing. Who can look after the children? Who can go to work, support the family? Who can cook a meal, hammer a
nail?
Discuss with the children whether women and men can manage equally well? For example, can they all clean the board
in the classroom equally well? Can everyone water flowers equally well? Or, for example, vacuum a room or wash a
plate? And how do children feel about the best way to share chores in the household? If a woman goes to work and has
to do everything at home by herself - is that fair? Do children know that dads have the right to take parental leave too?
To help empathise with the different aspects of the roles in the family, let's play a group situation game.
The children are divided into groups of four or five, mixed by gender. Each group receives the first or second situation.
The children choose the roles or get them randomly assigned - so a girl can play the dad and a boy can take on the role
of mum.
SITUATION 1
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Family members: Dad, Mum, 10-month-old baby, Luke, 4, and Sun, 7. Dad stays at home with the baby (he is on parental
leave), while Mum takes the older children to kindergarten and school and takes off to work. She returns from work at
17:00.
SITUATION 2
Family members: Dad, Mum, 10-month-old baby, Lukas, 4, and Sun, 7. Mum stays at home with the baby (she is on
parental leave) while Dad takes the older children to kindergarten and school and takes off to work. He returns from
work at 17:00.
The members of the groups divide themselves into roles and fill in the table (Annex 2).
Teacher's role: ask the children to indicate who will do which work, then count how much and what exactly - mum, dad
and other family members - have done. What could be the distribution of work in the family? Why? What if one person
had to do all these jobs?
If Dad or Mum is raising the children alone, they need help, whether from older siblings, relatives or friends, because
there are so many chores to do! And then there's time to talk to the children, discuss how they are doing, how they are
feeling, play together.
Note to self. This activity allows us to see gender stereotypes, so let's be brave enough to discuss them, encourage children
to think critically, let them see a different perspective and the benefits of gender equality.
Source: Fostering Respect for Others in Primary Education” (2018), p. 14-15.

This task allows the educator to prepare for work with children by reflecting on their own internalised
stereotypes and provides guiding questions for group discussions. The task is simple enough for
primary school children to understand and perform, yet, allows for complex and multi-layered
discussions.

Picture 2. Cover and inside of the fairy tale book 'Amber Heart' (2013) by Neringa Dangvydė. Picture courtesy of lgl.lt.

While not a methodical publication, but a book of fairy tales, Gintarinė širdis (2015) (Amber Heart
in English) by Neringa Dangvydė (see Picture 2 above) is often mentioned when non-traditional
gender attitudes are discussed. The protagonists of these fairy tales are people and youth of migrant
background, non-Caucasian, Roma people, people with disabilities and other marginalised groups of
society who do not conform to societal expectations. Since two of the fairy tales in the book tell a
love story between people of the same sex, soon after being published for the first time, it was
effectively banned. The Lithuanian university of Education (now closed) was the first publisher of
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the book and it removed the book from sale. A year later, the book was published again by several
human rights NGOs and is now available in some bookstores. While Lithuanian courts maintained
that the book is harmful to children due to the depiction of a homosexual relationship, the case is to
be discussed by the Grand College of the European Court of Human Rights in 2022.

Picture 3. Cover picture of the Facebook group "Not Cabbage Children". Caption says “Group for discussions about gender”.

A different form of a good practice is the Facebook group “Ne Kopūstų Vaikai” (Not Cabbage
Children9 in English). It currently has more than 9100 members and is curated by sexuality education
expert Akvilė Giniotaitė. The group is described as such: “The texts on Not-Cabbage-Children are
aimed at those concerned about gender and sexuality issues, at people who want today's children to
have the knowledge that we did not have. It doesn't matter if you are raising children, educating them
or don't feel connected to them at all. The discussion about sexuality starts within, then moves to
coffee (or other drinks) with other people, and eventually to the rest of society”. The curated texts
tackle gender identity issues, what types of clothing are male or female, how to talk with children
about specific gender issues. The community posts often refer to teaching materials that children are
given at education institutions and those in the group share their opinions on whether those multiply
gender stereotypes or disregard them. People also share useful resources regarding children’s gender
identity. While caring masculinity is not a prominent topic, harmful gender expectations are discussed
from time to time.
As we can see, the absence of gender issues in the educational agenda results in sporadic, often
personal initiatives and also serves to explain the confusion of early educators who, even if willing,
definitely lack resources to engage in the complexities of masculinities and care. In the following
section we present the national qualitative research and analyse the data from educators and experts
endeavouring to shed some light on the current state of affairs and the most promising avenues of
development.

3. Qualitative data analysis
3.1. Methodology
Additional qualitative data was collected in order to explore the attitudes and actions taking place in
ECEC settings as well as in the process of early educator training. During the research 5 individual
interviews and 3 focus groups were conducted.

9

This is a world play on a Lithuanian folk tale that children are not born but rather found in a cabbage field.
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Individual interviews with ECEC professionals
The informant selection process was guided by the principles of convenient sampling and snowball
sampling. The members of Centre for Equality Advancement reached out to ECEC institutions they
have previously worked with (heads of ECEC institutions referred the researchers to 3 of the
informants) or contacted educators they knew personally. However, we did set out some primary
criteria that had to be met by our sample: at least one male informant, both private and state
institutions represented, variety of level of experience in ECEC work. Our sample met all of these
criteria. The majority of our informants work in pre-school and/or pre-primary education, one of
them, in primary. There were two informants from the same ECEC institution, however, they differed
greatly in experience. While the sample size and diversity does not allow for generalisation, these
qualitative interviews are intended as an explorative technique designed to get in-depth information
on an under-researched topic. Demographic data on the informants is presented in Table 1 (participant
names were coded in order to retain anonymity).
Code

Occupation

Years of Gender
experience

Age

ECEC institution

A1

Music educator in 39
ECEC

Female

67

State/municipal

A2

ECEC educator

12

Female

49

Private

A3

ECEC educator

<1

Female

38

State/municipal

A4

ECEC educator

40

Female

60

State/municipal

A5

Primary school
teacher

2

Male

23

Private

Table 1. Interview participants.

4 out of 5 interviews were conducted in person, either in the informant’s workplace (ECEC
institution) or at the office of the Centre for Equality Advancement, 1 interview was conducted online.
Only the researcher and the informant were present in the room. All interviews lasted from about 1
to 2 hours. A recording of the interview was made, to which the informants gave consent. For
analytical purposes, interviews were transcribed. Interview participants were also asked to reflect and
fill out a self-reflective checklist on their practices in ECEC regarding boys and care. The participants
were given two options and asked to select one of the checklists that they wanted to fill out. The
checklists were collected in unmarked envelopes to ensure anonymity two to four weeks after the
interview. Out of 5 participants, 2 chose the long version (Annex 3) and 3, the short one (Annex 4).
The data obtained via checklists was added to the interview data and analysed in corpore. The main
topics of the interview were use of teaching materials, gender roles and gender mixing in organising
activities, care, occupations and professions, role models, gender stereotypes and relevant training.
The detailed interview guide is provided in Annex 1.
Focus group interviews with directors of ECEC institutions and experts
Additional qualitative data was obtained in focus groups. The participants of the first focus group
were directors of ECEC institutions (1 educator from each from these institutions participated in the
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interviews mentioned above). Due to the fact that participants were in different cities, the group was
conducted online. The second focus group was conducted with education experts who focus on gender
issues in education. It took place at the University where experts worked. As these experts did not
focus on early education, another focus group with early education experts was conducted. Since they
were located in different cities, this focus group was also conducted online. The duration of all focus
group discussions was about 1 hour. All participants consented to an audio recording of the focus
group. The discussions were then transcribed for analytical purposes. Descriptive data on focus group
participants can be found in Table 2 below.
Code

Position

Years of Gender
experience

Age

FG1.1

Director of ECEC 39
institution

Female

67

FG1.2

Director of ECEC 12
institution

Female

49

FG1.3

Director of primary <1
school

Female

38

FG2.1

Expert on gender in 6
education

Female

33

FG2.2

Expert on gender
in education

5

Male

?

FG2.3

Expert on gender
in education

4

Female

35

FG2.4

Expert on gender
in education

10

Female

53

FG3.1

Early education
expert

7

Female

?

FG3.2

Early education
expert

35

Female

58

FG3.3

Early education
expert

22

Female

58

FG3.4

Early education
expert

4

Female

?

Table 2. Focus group participants.

The main topics discussed during focus group discussions were the current state of ECEC in relation
to gender equality, participants’ experiences with the topic, ways in which educators and/or
curriculum contribute to the reproduction of gender stereotypes about boys, masculinities and care,
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ways to avoid this reproduction, training related to gender sensitivity and diversity that is available
to future ECEC educators as well as what is needed to properly address the topic of boys and care in
ECEC. The detailed focus group guide is provided in Annex 1.
All qualitative data was analysed together using thematic-analysis. The main themes that emerged
from the data are presented and discussed in the following section.
3.2. Results and discussion
Gendered behaviour and expectations
One of the primary topics to emerge from the data was gendered behaviours and the different gender
expectations that exist in ECEC settings. This topic also includes sub-topics Boys are (not) allowed
to and Care activities in ECEC.
Educators noted that at early age (1-3 years old) children do not ascribe to particular gender
behaviours and do not attempt to exert control over others’ gender (non)conforming behaviour. As
children get older, they learn behaviours that are expected of their and other gender and attempt to
police others’ behaviour. This is first reflected in gender mixing which happens more often with
younger children and is exceptional in later years. Children at primary school, according to the
educator, nearly always play in gender groups and do not mix. That was not as common in pre-school
ECEC settings with playing (enacting) professions a notable exception – according to some
informants, girls were more likely to choose to play doctors than policemen, for example. A similar
tendency is observed in primary education – girls would choose the ‘motherly, caring’ activities while
the boys would choose to construct something or run around the corridors. Interestingly enough,
playing with professions is also the area where gendered behaviour control among the children is
most prominent: I had a situation when a girl said: "I'd like to be a policeman", and then a boy goes,
"It's a boy's profession" (A5).
To a certain extent, gender expectations towards girls were more easily identified among the
participants of our research. One of them noted that girls now want to be strong and do everything
themselves and questioned whether they need that: yes, of course, you can do it all, but do you really
need it? (A2). Other referred to her experience as mother and noted that she was more demanding
towards her daughters, she would, for example, use phrases such as “girls don’t do this” as a
reprimand. Some of the informants observed that certain gendered behaviours are enforced by the
parents, for example, elder sisters are encouraged to take care of their younger siblings, especially
boys. Educators talk with parents in order to discourage them from pushing girls into such ‘substitute
mother’ roles.
While educators did not discuss the division of space according to gender (and it was not present in
all ECEC institutions), both gender in education and early education experts made note of it.
However, the opinions expressed were vastly different. An early education expert presented it as a
non-issue in the sense that even though the different corners exist, children of all genders can play in
them. The expert did not find an issue with the existence of ‘the beauty corner’ 10 and ‘the builders’
corner’ and their different coding. A gender in education expert, however, stressed that all care-related
toys and activities that are associated with social skills are delegated to the pink or red corner, while

10

The authors of this report find the ‘beauty corner’ extremely problematic, regardless of its gender coding.

20

cars, constructors and the like are on the blue side, thus, coding care-related activities as implicitly,
if not explicitly, feminine.
She also elaborated on care being ‘natural’ for women and that the societal expectations regarding
care are vastly different for women and men: I would think that maybe we naturally accept that a
woman is caring, but if a man is caring, we're really genuinely happy about that as a nation, and we
give him some kind of a bonus. But if he's not caring, it's not like we're going, how can this be? If a
woman were to be not as caring, we would be so surprised, almost shocked, how come that she is
such an uncaring woman (FG2.1). This also explains that boys are not as expected to be caring as
girls in ECEC settings.
Certain kinds of behaviours in children, however, were perceived as individual preferences rather
than a tacit influence of gender expectations or stereotypes, for example, the willingness to take care
of plants or tidying. The issue of gender socialisation was discussed in more depth in cases where
minority children were concerned. Educators who have had experience with Muslim or Roma
children, noticed that they had internalised very rigid patriarchal structures which were difficult for
educators to influence, especially if the children were older when they joined the institution. All
ECEC informants stressed that their aim was to teach all children the importance of empathy and
respect to each other, regardless of their gender. The expression of a child’s individuality is
considered to be a priority over gender equality, possibly due to often gender-blind education and the
paradigm of child-centred learning which was also mentioned by early education experts. Gender in
education experts were the outliers again as they reflected on the processes of gender socialisation
and did not treat children’s gender (non)stereotypical expressions as individual characteristics
independent of social influences.
Care activities in ECEC
In most cases, children in ECEC settings are encouraged to care for themselves and others. Care
activities include putting clothes on, tidying toys and the place, caring for plants or pets (if an ECEC
institution has them). Some informants believed that inclination to tidy one’s things was a personal
preference, however, others noticed a pattern that girls would offer to help others or just jump and do
this for them unprompted. They would also tidy the entire room, not only their own toys which was
what boys would usually do.
Boys are (not) allowed to
A sub-set of gender expectations consisted of activities that boys were not allowed to do as well as
one where educators were more lenient towards them compared to girls. The latter is the case of
aggression. Girls are expected to not be aggressive and several educators mentioned that they notice
it more when girls are being aggressive, both in words or in actions. Responses were mixed for when
boys are aggressive. Some educators admitted that they are more lenient towards boys when they get
physically aggressive with each other. One of the directors of an ECEC institution even observed that
‘difficult boys’ tend to receive special attention. In some cases, especially if their behaviour slightly
improves, educators tend to have more sympathy towards them which results in a closer relationship.
Boys and educators, however, faced barriers as well. Sensitive boys were still not as accepted, they
would be encouraged to stay strong, to not cry when their mother would leave for the day. One
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educator admitted that she did not feel comfortable with physically weak boys, while she was not
happy about her attitude rationally, she still found it unbecoming. An extreme case (we will discuss
it in more depth later in the report) shared by one of the informants was of a 2nd grade boy who has
long hair and was name-called ‘a girl’11 at school. In addition, educators had to contend with parents
(often, fathers) who did not think that certain activities were appropriate for boys. One educator was
approached by two fathers, one of whom question whether ‘men need to be drawing flowers’ and the
other demanded an explanation why she allowed his son to draw a frog when the children were
drawing animals: you just imagine this. A child has drawn a frog and then the dad comes to the
teacher and goes: “Why did you let him draw a frog? Well, he's a man, what is this, frog is a lame
animal, he should have drawn a lion or something” (A2).
The role of parents
All informants agreed that parents played a very important role in teaching children both gender
stereotypes and appropriate behaviours. Most educators claimed that they had to work with and
against the stereotypes that children already brought from home – these ranged from genderappropriate occupations or distribution of housework to violence against women. Some boys had
been told by their fathers that they should not cry because they are not girls. Parents also sometimes
want to control what happens at ECEC centres, with some of them expressing their wish that children
are not taught about gender equality and that the gendered distribution of activities and occupations
is promoted rather than challenged. On the other hand, parents can also bring about positive change.
One gender in education expert shared her experience that most often it is active parents (usually
mothers) who organise and invite experts to talk about gender issues with the children and/or parents.
Care and masculinity
According to experts in our discussion group (FG2), masculinity is still a secondary topic in gender
equality discourse in Lithuania. While the number of students choosing to analyse gender issues in
their diploma works in increasing, they focus almost exclusively on women and girls. National
scholarship on masculinity (as limited as it is) overwhelmingly focuses on adult men (notable works
include publications by D. Paulauskas and A. Tereškinas). When asked to give examples of caring
boys or men, informants from early education contexts (interviewees and FG1 participants) referred
to the norms of traditional masculinity: men help women with activities that require more physical
strength, boys allow the girls first through the door, bring the chairs to them, etc. In some cases, that
was explicitly taught by the educators and was understood as a positive experience where boys are
taught gentlemanly behaviours. One FG1 participant suggested that the notion of the man taking care
of the woman is brought over from the family and, to an extent, the girls expect that from the boys
(this was not mentioned by the educators, though).
Interestingly enough, helping other boys was not mentioned at all when discussing care. Only when
one of the directors explained the philosophy of the ECEC centre in teaching all children empathy,
she gave an example that everyone can console a friend, and boys can be sad and other boys can
console them. Another aspect of emotional care was mentioned when discussing why the educator is
happy when boys play with dolls and get involved in games that imitate a family: I'm in favour of the
traditional family, that's my opinion, I'm in favour of those traditional families for sure, but anyway,
11

While the authors of this report do not think that being called a girl is necessarily name-calling, that was the word,
most likely, appropriately used by the informant (the bully in the situation intended ‘girl’ to be read like a bad word).
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actually, maybe she [a girl] doesn't want it, maybe she wants to choose career, but still, maybe she'll
have a family, and I don't know, well, maybe the guys will as well, <…>, and how will he know how
to pick up a child, if he doesn't hold a doll in his hands, then that's how it's going to be, because I've
certainly got people I know who didn't hold their child in their hands until the child learned how to
walk (A2). This again shows that caring as a masculine activity is conceptualised inside the concept
of heteronormative ‘traditional’ family.
Moreover, all educators perceived gender as a binary construct, while more fluid understanding of
gender identity was observed with the experts. Nonetheless, the experts still thought that the students
who are studying to become early educators were not ready for this topic as the mere dichotomy (and
symbiosis) of gender and sex was challenging to them. The issue of LGBT was presented more, but
not in a positive way: a few educators mentioned they supported ‘traditional’ (heterosexual) families,
one clarified in the checklist that she ‘did not support the LGBT family model’ when asked whether
she talks with children about alternative family models (LGBT was one of the examples given to
clarify the question). Gender nonconformity was also seen as a kind of ‘homosexual threat’. A
progressive ECEC centre was accused of ‘bringing up gays and lesbians’ several times. A noteworthy
example includes a professor at the (now closed) University of Educational Sciences: a professor, a
really respected one, she told me when I wrote the [thesis] paper: “What are you even doing here,
what kind of kindergarten is this, this is gay and lesbian education” (A2). Some educators believed
that the children were too young to discuss LGBT and to understand the concept itself before at least
primary school.
Topic that shall not be named
A prevalent horizontal topic that was invoked many times, even though none of the questions referred
to it, was the polarising nature of gender equality and everything that is related to it, including caring
masculinity. Echoes of it can be heard in the previous statements of parents reprimanding educators
for certain activities or educators referring to ‘traditional families’ to show their position on the
matter. While gender equality and LGBT rights have always been polarising issues in Lithuania, to
an extent, the timing of the interviews is important here. The government that was elected in autumn
of 2020 promised to both propose a project for a Civil Partnership Law and finally ratify the Istanbul
Convention (The Council of Europe Convention on preventing and combating violence against
women and domestic violence). The radical right pounced on both of these issues and demanded that
‘traditional families must be protected’. In May, ‘The Great Lithuanian Family March’ was organised
which was rife with anti-LGBT rhetoric and hate speech. In August, some of the same organisations
organised a protest at the Lithuanian Parliament house (this time, mostly against vaccination) which
later turned into a riot. The tension between the so-called supporters of ‘traditional families’ (among
other policies amenable to the radical right) and the more progressive members of the society were
extremely high. Our interviews and two of the focus groups took place less than a month after the
riot, and the last focus group was conducted in early October.
Implicit or explicit avoidance of the topic was noted by nearly all the research participants. All focus
group members were explicit in stating this as an issue, however, they approached it slightly
differently. Some directors of ECEC centres believed that conflicts should be avoided and there
should be ‘no sharp corners’ so that the children had an understanding about all aspects, the metaphor
of natural flow was used. This was supported by the observations of other expert groups as well. Early
education experts noted that some parents are unhappy and complain when this topic is explored with
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their children. Gender in education experts also shared their experiences that ECEC administrations
tend to avoid any ‘controversial’ topics in fear of some parents causing issues and bad publicity for
the institution.
In discussing the curriculum, early education experts again referred to the pedagogy of child-centred
learning that stresses the individuality of each child. They believed that the current curriculum did
not promote gender stereotypes and that was considered an achievement: in fact, this issue of gender
stereotyping has been under supervision for a very long time, let's say, in a way that in the teaching
materials there is no stereotyping, so that the content is actually accessible to both boys and girls
(FG3.1). One expert also noted that in the teaching materials that she had worked on herself with her
colleagues for 1st, 2nd and 3rd grade of primary school, the topic of gender equality is not discussed or
touched upon. The perceived non-existence of gender stereotypes was considered enough. However,
some experts admitted that some examples of gender stereotypical teaching materials still existed but
they believed that educators were not overly focused on them.
Experts also reported that there were debates on when the children would be ‘ready’ for the topic of
gender equality during the preparation of the new Life Skills programme which includes the area of
sexuality education: there is a separate programme being developed, a life skills programme and the
sexuality education programme, it is integrated into that life skills programme, and I can't really say
that everything is going smoothly, <…> there is actually a lot of discussion about what topics should
be included, to what extent should these topics be implemented and discussed with the students, and
at what age should this perhaps be discussed (FG3.1). The programme mentioned by the expert
applies only from primary level onwards.
There is also a wish among early education experts to address the topic without naming it directly
akin to the one expressed in the first focus group. This indirect approach is applied generally:
sometimes, well, somehow highlighting a problem contributes to its escalation, so I'm thinking that...
I have this general principle that the best education, or the best pedagogy out there, is invisible,
unnoticeable (FG3.3) and also, in terms of materials and didactic approach: maybe it's possible for a
teacher or a lecturer or even for those developing curriculum to somehow think about such topics
and activities that do not directly touch it and contribute to the escalation, and at the same time do
not contribute to the reinforcement of these gender differences (FG3.3). This was also echoed by the
gender in education expert who works as a trainer, in the sense that the communicative approach
makes a vast difference and certain avenues work better than others, for example, focusing more on
the individuality of the child rather than structural gender equality issues because the latter already
builds a barrier between the speaker and certain groups of people: if I came in as a lecturer who talks
about feminism and gender equality and diversity, and I would state the fact that we need to let boys
wear skirts because they're like, they're three years old, they don't even understand this huge
difference yet, then there would be a lot more resistance than if I was to talk about recognising and
embracing the diversity of children (FG2.1). While understandable, the avoidance can result in both
teachers, students and educators being unprepared for the topic of gender equality. Students were
often shocked by the complexity of the issue (usually in later years of university) and educators
sometimes failed to acknowledge the issue altogether as discussed in the example below.
One of the educators we interviewed presented a bullying case which we referred to earlier in the
report. We would like to look at it in more depth now:
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This one boy had longer hair, maybe at the beginning of the second grade here, and he was namecalled a girl, but because it was bullying, it had to be stopped immediately, so maybe it was more
from that side that, look, you're hurting him, he doesn't like it, and you can’t do this, so that’s how
we went for it at first. That's that. I don't remember how much we addressed the fact that boys can
have long hair and so on, but we addressed the fact that this was bullying (A5).
This situation, while a plain example of the harm gender stereotyping causes in educational settings,
was not perceived as such by the educators involved in it. The wording implies that if the boy had
reacted differently, the educators would not have thought that they need to intervene. As we look at
the way the bullying party (another boy) was taught why their behaviour was wrong, the gender
stereotypes were not challenged. In other words, the wrong was not the belief that boys cannot have
long hair or that being called a girl is a bad thing, but calling someone a name they do not like. The
latter is, of course, an issue, however, it does not address the root cause of the bullying in this situation.
Self-reflection as a tool for positive change
The educator in the situation above noted that he did not remember how much they paid attention to
the gender norms visible in that situation and this leads to our next topic – self-reflection. Almost all
educators claimed that self-reflection was the main tool that helped them improve their practice. One
of them admitted that after participating in a gender equality training, she started to notice her own
stereotypical, behaviour, for example, when staging folk dances she would put the girls in the outside
circle so that their pretty dresses were on display. Another educator shared her personal experience
with accepting her own child and was adamant that educators need to experience a shift in attitude
themselves as that is the only way they can then impart that to the children.
A participant in the first focus group also stressed the importance of reflection in every minute of
daily practices: I don't know how much we reflect on the fact that our tone of voice is different with
boys and girls, the way we greet them in the morning when they come in, the details we pay attention
to when we talk to them, what we praise them for, things like that (FG1.3). A gender in education
expert who teaches future educators at university believed that the most important thing was to start
with yourself: one of the most important messages that I have when I talk about gender and sexuality
and other topics of intercultural education is to start with yourself, to become conscious, to be aware
of your actions in general, when I look at every child in the classroom, what do I notice, from the way
they dress to the way they talk, what do I stress as important, everything (FG2.3).
Reflection is also a useful tool in working with stereotypes that children bring to the ECEC setting
themselves. One educator shared that by questioning the stereotypes and asking children to come up
with reasons for why, for example, a boy can only play a strong animal such as a lion, can also result
in a shift in their attitudes. At the end of the school year, the boy in this example wanted to play a
squirrel. She would often engage with children in such debates and would notice a positive change
over time.
Lack of gender sensitive materials
As has been noted before and reflected in our checklists, the majority of early education materials
avoid the topic of gender altogether or, sometimes, tacitly perpetuate gender stereotypes. Educators
who are willing to take additional steps and discuss gender issues with the children, have a lot of
trouble acquiring the necessary materials: it's really very difficult to find materials, <…> but still,
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little by little, mostly non-Lithuanian, and most of the time, from abroad, somewhere, we found those
materials (A2).
This means that educators often have to create the materials themselves or borrow them from other
countries (one informant mentioned Sweden as an example). This not only overburdens the educators
but can also demotivate them from doing it altogether. One of the ECEC institution directors shared
that there were several teachers in her primary school who at first wanted to have a class on gender
stereotypes but having encountered the lack of materials and guidance, dropped the idea altogether.
Educator training
The majority of educators we interviewed had had no relevant training throughout their career and
none of them did in their studies as there are no separate courses. Gender issues and stereotypes are
often included in the study curriculum because the university lecturer believes that to be an important
issue and almost always, it is a personal initiative. Gender in education experts believed that while
the approach may be varied (some advocated for an indirect approach as well), teacher students need
to have more training on embracing gender equality in early education, as there is currently no
systematic approach to this area. The topic is often polarising and some students defend the
stereotypes, others, however, are very happy that this is discussed at university. The one thing that
students learn, however, is that this is a controversial and sensitive topic but not how to deal with it.
At first, however, even the mere mentioning of the social construction of gender identity is very
shocking and sometimes results in confrontation.
Early education experts also agreed that higher education institutions should be the space where
students’ beliefs are challenged and answers are given to their doubts so that they can form sciencebased and well-informed attitudes that would help them in practice. In addition to training during
studies, additional training for in-service teachers was mentioned by the participants of our research
as an alternative for those who want to improve their qualifications.
More men in ECEC
Both interview and expert focus group participants maintained that there need to be more men in
ECEC as well as in other care professions. Educators stressed that children learn best when they have
a good example, a role model, and ideally children should have two educators, one male and one
female. Expert groups brought up that men should be encouraged to study and work in early
education, however this was not always deeply reflected on. The increase of male educators was
based on ensuring gender balance or argued for because in practice, both the parents and children are
very happy to have a male educator. Even though we agree that there should be more men in ECEC,
the numerical increase might not result in substantial benefits and can even serve to perpetuate gender
stereotypes if the understanding of a caring male remains the same and still expects the man to
perform physical tasks and help the ‘weaker’ female educators the way it is expected of boys in ECEC
settings.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations
In the Lithuanian context, the non-discriminatory agenda is ensured in the Law on Equal Treatment,
which applies to educational institutions as well. However, in terms of educational strategies, gender
is a non-entity, even more so as it pertains to early education. Gender equality in the Lithuanian
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political discourse is perceived as an issue that is applicable almost exclusively to adults and the way
education perpetuates harmful stereotypes is not addressed.
Early education curriculum acknowledges the existence of gender, however, it presumes that gender
parity in access (curriculum does not favour one gender over other(s)) leads to parity in educational
outcomes. As early education is less centralised in Lithuania than general education, each educator
makes many decisions in the design of their own curriculum. These decisions are guided by
methodological guidelines which fail to address the complexities of gender in early age and
sometimes perpetuate harmful stereotypes.
National research into gender and education is also problematic. There are sporadic attempts to
address certain matters, however, gender studies and education research work as two separate entities
and there is no systemic interdisciplinary research. This results in focus on adults on the side of gender
studies, on one hand. On the other, those working in education often lack the necessary competences
to critically engage with gender and it then becomes just a statistical variable that is not given
sufficient analysis in the research. Moreover, gender seems to be often conflated with sex and,
consequently, with sexuality and the act of sex. This is then perceived as (over)sexualisation of
children which makes it impossible for it to be a viable research topic.
The qualitative research conducted during the project showed that different gender expectations in
ECEC settings affect both boys and girls. When it comes to care activities, girls are expected to be
more caring, which echoes the general expectations of the society as care is still coded as a feminine
quality. Boys are expected to be caring in a very limited and traditional capacity – by being physically
strong, helping girls with carrying things, letting them go through first and performing other kinds of
gentlemanly behaviours. When boys get involved in non-stereotypical care activities, for example,
playing with dolls, that is perceived as their preparation for life in a ‘traditional’ family. Often, when
boys do not conform to gender norms, it can be perceived (not by the educators themselves) as a
‘threat of homosexuality’ or their gender can be questioned by their peers (a boy with longer hair gets
called a girl). Educators still see gender as a binary construct, while experts seem to have a more
nuanced and fluid understanding of the concept.
Educators believe that most children come to an ECEC institution with gender expectations that they
have been taught in the family and the role of parents has been stressed multiple times. Parents have
a direct influence on their children’s attitudes and behaviours and they also attempt to control
educators when they think that their children are not gender-controlled enough. On the other hand, it
is also often parents who try to bring the issues of gender equality by organising training for educators
and other parents and activities for children that are gender sensitive.
Gender sensitive education and gender equality in education in general are extremely controversial
and polarising topics in Lithuania due to them being politicised on both sides of the political spectrum,
but recently, especially, by the radical right. Educators and directors of ECEC institutions do not feel
comfortable addressing this topic with parents, early education experts tend to perceive lack of blatant
stereotyping as a job-well-done and do not talk of prevention. Pre-school children are considered too
young for the topic but it is also habitually avoided in the curriculum of primary school. Even more
so, masculinity seems to still be the future of gender studies in Lithuania, in education especially. The
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few researchers interested in masculinity focus on adult men and in education, so far, only the issues
pertaining to women are becoming slightly more prevalent.
Participants of our research indicated two primary paths for positive development. First, the training
for future educators needs to include gender sensitive education which is currently not the case. Inservice educators should also have training on how to address gender equality both with children and
their parents. As the necessary condition for successful gender sensitive education is, first, a positive
attitude of the educators, self-reflection was mentioned as a tool that most educators found useful in
their practice. As there are currently no tools for self-reflection for early educators, this is a gap that
should be filled.
All participants also spoke on the importance of including more men in ECEC. This is also referred
to in the Lithuanian National Education Strategy. However, the inclusion of men is perceived as an
increase in numbers and not critically reflected beyond the notion of a role model. The assumption
that men would be somehow beneficial to the education process just by virtue of being male was not
questioned and remains problematic.
Based on the analysis of the current situation in Lithuania, we would like to make the following
recommendations:
 Gender equality needs to be included in strategic and policy documents of education and the
impact of education to an equal society needs to be recognised by stakeholders and policy
makers;
 Early education cannot remain a gender-free zone, the intersections of education and gender
at an early age need to be sufficiently researched and the findings of this research should be
used to inform a gender sensitive curriculum that addresses social construction of gender and
ways to combat harmful gender stereotypes;
 ECEC educators must receive appropriate and science-based training during their university
studies and/or additional courses on gender equality, gender sensitive education, social
construction of gender and masculinity as they are now unprepared to tackle these issues in
their practice;
 New materials for children need to be prepared which do not perpetuate gender stereotypes
and deconstruct care as an inherently feminine activity and quality; the educators would prefer
visual materials as these are most appreciated by children of ECEC age;
 The guidelines and curriculum plans prepared for educators need to reflect the newest
scientific developments and include self-reflection tools that ensure continuous professional
development of the educator;
 The precise lesson plans or activities for children can be shared in a national or international
database so that educators can share good practices and train each other in discussing gender
issues with their students;
 Educators need to be trained in how to communicate their position to parents and support it
with science-based arguments in terms of gender sensitive education; the administrations of
ECEC should also support their employees in communicating with parents and put the best
interests of children first;
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 Training courses and hand-out materials should also be offered to parents, potentially before
starting activities with children in order to clear doubts and debunk myths of gender sensitive
education on one hand and ensuring a more cohesive environment for children.
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Annex 1: Interview Guide
CONTEXT
EcaRoM project is a European Commission funded project which strengthens the connection between boys,
masculinities and care in order to support egalitarian socialisation environment in kindergartens and primary
schools, which could inspire boys to caring practices and attitudes in private life and in society in general,
potentially also in their further educational choices. As we all know, it is very common that we all reproduce
gender stereotypes in our daily interactions, also in working with children. Gender stereotypes about boys
and care are reproduced through images/practices/narratives in which caring activities are mostly related to
women and in which attributes such as empathy, emotionality, dependence, affectivity, sensitivity, intimacy
are presented as feminine/girlish. On the other hand, men/boys are stereotypically attributed opposite
qualities of rationality, instrumentality, violence, autonomy, independence, public sphere etc. Besides
families/parents and peers, kindergarten/primary school teachers have an important role in reproducing or
in unfolding and diminishing gender stereotypes.
EcaRom project includes the following partners: Dissens Institut für Bildung und Forschung e.V. – Germany
as project coordinator, Verein für Männer- und Geschlechterthemen Steiermark – Austria, The Peace
Institute – Slovenia, Istituto degli Innocenti – Italy, Center of Women's Studies and Policies – Bulgaria, Center
for Equality Advancement – Lithuania.
AIMS AND SCOPE OF INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUPS
Interviews and focus groups with teachers and experts should provide insights in the everyday practices and
existing pedagogical strategies/tools in kindergartens/schools with regards to gender stereotypes related to
boys/men/masculinities and private/professional care. Positive and negative practices as well as expressed
and observed needs will be relevant for developing ECAROM innovative didactical tools and educational
contents which will facilitate teachers to address gender stereotypes related to boys/men/masculinities and
to encourage the perception of care work as gender neutral and socially important area.
The aim of the guidelines is to collect educators’/teachers’ views on:
1. Gendered/non-gendered areas of everyday life in kindergartens: playing, meals, making up, rest,
communication, disciplining, dressing, toileting, cleaning, exercising, performing, social skills – do teachers
perceive these areas of activities as gendered or gender neutral, how does gender appear?
2. Existing pedagogical practices/strategies: how teachers address gender stereotypes, (gender) diversity,
equality in different aspects of their work? In particular, how are boys perceived and treated as gendered
beings?
3. How is care in broad sense, like self-care, mutual care, family care, solidarity, professional care embedded
in everyday life in kindergarten? Are caring people seen as role models? Are caring men observed?
4. How do teachers address different professions? Do they talk about caring professions? Do they pay
attention to men in caring occupations?
5. Which tools (books, toys, rituals, games, videos) do they use?
6. What kind of tools, games, videos, toys, books do they miss?
7. Positive/negative practices in terms of caring masculinities and de-stereotyping of care.

HOW TO USE THIS GUIDE
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This guide is intended to explore a number of areas related to gender stereotypes, care and masculinities in
kindergartners. It provides a detailed lists of questions for each area to be investigated. The suggestion is to
introduce at the beginning an introductory question on the topic and then ask more specific questions if the
interviewee does not go into sufficient details.
AREAS TO INQUIRE
1.

-

2.
-

-

3.
-

-

-

TOOLS: USE OF MATERIAL

What kind of plays, games, toys, fairy tales, activities do you offer to children? Do you offer boys
and girls different activities, books, toys?
If you sometimes offer boys and girls different activities, please explain in which situations, which
activities and the reason for it.
If boys play with dolls or do other activities, which are traditionally feminised, how do others react?
(children, parents, colleagues)? How do you react in such situations?
GENDER ROLES AND GENDER MIX IN ORGANISING ACTIVITIES
If you have to allocate roles to children, in which way does gender have an influence? Do you
sometimes deliberately exchange gender roles in such games?
Do you encourage boys/girls in gender atypical activities? Can you name some examples? How do
you react when children perform gender atypical activities or have gender atypical reactions? If
people can´t think of anything, let them think about the children’s costumes on Halloween/ carnival.
Do some children (according to gender) engage always in the same activities? Is there any efforts
on your part to engage children in different activities? What strategies do you use?
Are there places or activities where only boys or girls are engaged? Which? Do you intervene in such
cases? Why? How?
CARE
How do you distribute tasks and assignments among children? Reflect on gender distribution
Which care activities do you practice with children on an everyday basis (i.e. tidying up toys or tables
after meals, meals’ preparation, consolation of a friend, gardening, taking care of pets)? How do you
engage boys?
Do you discuss with children about family members (e.g. parents, siblings, grandparents) and roles
in the family? Do you sometimes discuss share of household chores and gender roles within the
family with the children?
How do you encourage development of social skills like empathy, listening, helping, solidarity,
equality? Reflect on gender differences.
Which specific pedagogical activities are related to self-care and care for each other? Are there any
differences in carrying out these activities with boys and girls?

4. OCCUPATIONS AND PROFESSIONS
-

Are different occupations the topic of conversations or games sometimes? In what way? At which
occasion?
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-

Do you pay some attention to caring professions: kindergarten teachers, primary school teachers,
nurses, social workers, care for the elderly, cleaners, cookers? Do you provide with examples of men
involved in care professions? (caring masculinities)

5. ROLE MODELS
-

6.
-

Do you pay attention and praise caring attitude/practice/relation of a boy in a particular situation
as a positive example for others?
Do you sometimes use a male role model who performs care: a teacher, a nurse, male kindergarten
teacher, caring father?
GENDER STEREOTYPES
Do you sometimes talk with children about stereotypical ascriptions for girls/boys?

7. TRAINING
- Did you receive any training about gender stereotypes in education in your official training or in
any additional courses?
- What kind of knowledge/tools/equipment/didactical resources do you miss in addressing gender
stereotypes in your work with children and parents?
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Annex 2: Focus Group Interview Guide
CONTEXT
ECAROM project strengthens the connection between boys, masculinities and care in order to support
egalitarian socialisation environment in kindergartens and primary schools, which could inspire boys to caring
practices and attitudes in private life and in society in general, potentially also in their further educational
choices. As we all know, it is very common that we all reproduce gender stereotypes in our daily interactions,
also in working with children. Gender stereotypes about boys and care are reproduced through
images/practices/narratives in which caring activities are mostly related to women and in which attributes
such as empathy, emotionality, dependence, affectivity, sensitivity, intimacy are presented as
feminine/girlish. On the other hand, men/boys are stereotypically attributed opposite qualities of rationality,
instrumentality, violence, autonomy, independence, public sphere etc. Besides families/parents and peers,
kindergarten/primary school teachers have an important role in reproducing or in unfolding and diminishing
gender stereotypes.
QUESTIONS

1. What is your name? Where do you work? What is your connection to gender and care?
2. In your opinion, what is the state of the art in kindergartens/primary schools in relation to
gender equality? (curricula? targeting girls, boys, gender diversity?) Is there a special focus
on boys, masculinities and care? What are the topics (fatherhood, men in care occupation,
etc.)? What is the target (violence prevention, widening perspectives and competences of
boys, gender equality, …)?
3. What are your experiences with this topic? Please describe actions which you or your
organisation have/has conducted related to boys and care. What were the reactions from
teachers/parents/children? What were the experiences: what was good, what went wrong?
Please also describe actions related to gender equality in your institution.
4. How (by which practices, discourses, habits, educational mechanisms/tools, organisational
atmosphere) do you think teachers (curriculum?) contribute to the reproduction of gender
stereotypes about boys, masculinities and care?
5. How can the reproduction of gender stereotypes about boys, masculinities and care be
avoided? Ask first for general principles, and then for concrete examples of practices.
6. Which training related to gender sensitivity and diversity do professional pedagogues
receive in their education (basic education, further education, obligatory or free of
choice, …)? Have there been significant changes in relation to this topic during the last years?
7. What is needed in order to properly address the topic of boys/men and care
kindergarten/school (training, knowledge, material, methods, support, consciousnessraising, …)?
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Annex 3: Checklist on gender stereotypes, masculinities and care in
education (long version)
CONTEXT
The “Early care and the role of men” (EcaRoM) project is a European funded project that focuses on gender,
masculinities and the role of men in early education. It involves 6 European countries and partners: Dissens
Institut für Bildung und Forschung e.V.–Germany (coordinator),
Verein für MännerundGeschlechterthemen Steiermark –Austria, The Peace Institute –Slovenia, Istituto degli Innocenti –Italy,
Center of Women's Studies and Policies – Bulgaria, Center for Equality Advancement –Lithuania.
AIMS AND SCOPE OF THE CHECKLIST
We encourage you to use this checklist in order to observe issues related to gender stereotypes,
masculinities and care in your school/kindergarten. We invite you to observe, monitor and document your
work and the work carried out in your facility to answer to the following questions.
1) TOOLS: USE OF BOOKS
Books are a fundamental tool in education and are one of the most important instruments to either
reproduce and reinforce gender stereotype or propose more gender equal representations of reality.
Please estimate the percentage of books which focus on …

Percentage of books (estimate)

… non-stereotypical representations of gender …
… women/girls as strong and adventurous …
… men/boys as caring and helpful to others …
… other genders than female and male …
… diversity of families (e.g. parents, female, single parent, male singleparent, same-sex-parents, patchwork, …) …
… un-typical occupations (boys in care, girls in technic) ...

2) CARE
EcaRoM project focuses on the centrality of care in education and aims at promoting the concept of caring
masculinities so that boys are taught about the importance of care for themselves, the others, the
environment from an early age. In the next section we ask you to analyse how you and your colleagues
develop care activities with children and especially with boys.
Which care activities do you practice with children on a daily basis? For which activities do you ask the help
of children? How? To whom? How is making up a room after playing time, for meals preparation and for
rest organised?
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Please estimate the percentage of boys participating the Percentage of boys participating
following activities …
… tidying up toys
… preparing for lunch/meals
… tidying up after meals
… consolation of a friend
… gardening
… taking care of pets

Are there any specific caring activities in which you engage boys? Which?
How do you engage boys? Reflect on your day to day actions.
3) OCCUPATIONS AND PROFESSIONS
Occupations and professions are still a gendered area of human activity in a number of cases as some
professions continue to be predominantly performed by men (e.g. scientific and technic) and others by
women (education and care). Given the focus of the EcaRom project we are particularly interested in how
you address care professions.



which of the learning materials /playing materials (pictures, videos, games, toys, books, cartoons)
portray a distribution of work, family roles and occupation in a gender equal way?
Name the resources:



Are these resources sufficient and proper to provide gender equal examples? What do you miss?
Reflect:




Which professions are most often discussed and how?



Do you involve supporting school/kindergarten personnel like cooks, cleaning ladies/men, janitor in
work with children? How, can you describe examples?

Please describe examples in which men in caring occupations are addressed in the work with
children

SOCIAL ATTENTION
Do you sometimes address issues like poverty, migration, social exclusion, minorities in conversations with
children? At which occasion? How (do you invite guests in the kindergarten/school, organise thematic days
etc.)?
What are your experiences with inclusion of minority (for instance Roma children), migrant, asylum
seekers, children coming from disadvantaged socio-economic situation?
CARE FOR ENVIRONMENT
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How do you engage children in ecological activities (do you organise a cleaning day, collecting trash,
competition in collecting paper/plastic?) Reflect on gender.
SOCIAL HIERARCHIES, POWER RELATIONS AND VIOLENCE
Do you have issues with violence in your classroom? How do you deal with it?
Do you practice any specific gender equality game/event/routine/trigger in your group of children?
How do you include children, who are shy or silent or tend to be isolated within the group?
4) CLOTHING
Clothing is another instrument of gender socialization and children are confronted since an early age with
norms and values about outfit. Social norms generally lead to limited choices for girls and even more for
boys in relation to their physical appearance and clothing. Please pay attention to the following:
How often do you welcome children with sentences like ‘you are very pretty today’ or ‘what a nice dress
you wear today’? Who are these children? How do welcome rituals and sentences differ with different
children?
5) ATTENTION AND PERSONNEL HELP
Please think about typical situations when children ask for support. In which ways are different children
(gender, age) involved in these situations? In which way does the gender of the child matter when
pedagogues provide support?
6) FAMILIES AND THE ROLE OF FATHERS AND MALE RELATIVES
Families are the first agent of gender socialization as mothers/fathers and other relatives represent the first
models for children. In this section we are particularly interested in how you and your colleagues relate to
fathers and male relatives as generally information about children is provided mostly mothers. This is
related to norms and values around care (mainly linked to women) and also to work models (male
breadwinner and female co-earner).



How do you relate with parents? Do you relate primarily with mothers? Do you provide different
information to mothers and fathers?



Are male relatives (grandfathers, siblings, etc.) of the children involved in the school/kindergarten
and how?



In case, the child hurts himself/herself, whom of the parents or near relatives of the child do you
usually call? Think about all children in your facility and estimate the percentage of near relative
(e.g. mother, father) you call in case of emergency. Please describe the results.

7) TRAINING
Training about gender stereotypes in education is essential for educators and teachers to develop a gender
sensitivity but in many countries it is not part of the official curriculum.



Do you think that during your occupational education you were provided with sufficient and
adequate knowledge and tools how to deal with gender stereotypes? Y/N and explain



Have you been involved in any additional trainings about gender stereotypes and how to address
them in kindergartens? Y/N
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8) SELF REFLECTION ON GENDER STEREOTYPES
Gender stereotypes are deeply entrenched in our existence and often they influence our behaviour
unintentionally, please answer the following:




Have you ever reflected on how your own gender socialization has influenced your attitudes with
children in your work? For instance, do you react differently to boys’ and girls’ behaviours? Do you
interpret differently feelings of boys and girls (sadness, anger, joy, fear)? Do you have different
communication styles (e.g. tone and volume of voice, body language, words used)?
Have you ever video-recorded your interactions with children or kept a gender diary in order to
reflect on your attitudes in relation to gender stereotypes?

9) DIVERSITY IN YOUR INSTITUTION
Reflect on the diversity of the staff in your institution:
Are there different … in your facility?
Genders__________________________________________________________
Ethnic backgrounds_________________________________________________
Age_____________________________________________________________
Education________________________________________________________
Other___________________________________________________________
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Annex 4: Checklist for caring masculinity supportive ECEC
(short version)
1. Are boys offered the same toys/games/books/activities as girls?
2. Do you use books where people are showing working together for a change (rather than acting as
individual (male) heroes?)
3. Do you engage boys in tiding up toys?
4. Do you engage boys in preparing tables for meals and cleaning after meals?
5. Do you involve boys in consolation of a friend if needed?
6. Do you involve boys in assisting in (un)dressing to a friend?
7. Do you encourage children to play in gender mixed groups?
8. Do you invite girls to play football and boys to play with dolls?
9. Do you react differently to boys’ and girls’ behaviours?
10. Do you interpret differently feelings of boys and girls (sadness, anger, joy, fear)?
11. Do you have different communication styles (e.g. tone and volume of voice, body language, words
used) when interacting with boys or girls?
12. Do you pay attention that all children are equally involved and receive your attention?
13. Do you involve supporting school/kindergarten personnel like cooks, cleaning ladies/men, janitor in
interaction with children?
14. Do you use role models/examples of men in caring role (like involved father, male nurse, eco
activist)?
15. Do you discuss/play caring occupations with children?
16. Do you present men examples of nurses, kindergarten teachers, social workers, elder carers in
books, videos or other resources?
17. Do you sometime invite a male care worker in a group to discuss his work with children?
18. Do you visit a nearby eldercare home with kids?
19. Do you invite disabled person in a group to talk with children?
20. Do you offer examples how children can take care for their grandparents?
21. In your work with families, do you engage also fathers, grandfathers, brothers?
22. In case the child gets sick, whom do you usually call?
23. Do you pay attention to the gender equality in the classroom?
24. Do you discuss films, videos, books, cartoons from a gender equality perspective too?
25. Do you foster empathy and solidarity in the group and in society and general?
26. Do you discuss with children situation of people pushed on the margins of society (Roma, refugees,
migrants, living in hard economic situation)?
27. Do you discuss different forms of families (LGBT, single parents, reconstructed, multigenerational,
transnational) and how care is divided within them?
28. Have you attended any training on gender equality?
29. Did you receive any training on men and masculinities?
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