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Guidelines  

Pilots and evaluation of pilots – a Proposal 
 

Bente Jensen and partners. WP4, Aarhus University, DPU, 

Kick off Lissabon, Tuesday 27. February 2018   

  

To discuss during kick off meeting guided by proposal from WP4 team: 

1. Selection criteria to select pilot schools ( see Sandra’s criteria used 

in Belgium below) 

2. Guidelines for mapping of starting situation 

3. Framework to develop evaluation of pilots 

4. Dissemination plan 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Selection criteria pilot schools VALUE – a starting point the discussion 

based on Sandra’s criteria: 

We’re looking for preschools/childcare centers whose director/coordinator and staff 

wants to invest in the collaboration (‘interprofessional practice) between the different 

professionals involved in care and education of the children. 

 

The aim of strengthening the collaboration is to realize a pedagogical approach in the 

centre that integrate care and education. In general, we are focusing on 

preschools/centers of high quality in respect to their pedagogical practice, participation 

of families and staff management. In other words: preschools/centers who already have 

solid bases upon which we can build in this project.  

 

Criteria Sandra use to select the schools/childcare centers:  

 Engagement of director/coordinator and team to work on this topic 

 Leadership in the preschool/center 1* 

 Vision on diversity and care and education in line with the project 

 Existing culture and practice on working and learning together (e.g. does 

the school have team meetings and other activities to reflect on 

pedagogical practice on a regular base?) 

                                                                    
1 In a recent study on professional learning communities we defined leadership as follows:  

Leaders (school directors, pedagogical coordinators etc.) can be drivers of change. PLCs in competent systems 
need democratic leadership that is capable of combining a top-down with a bottom-up approach. Leaders in 
PLCs need to be able to orient the group, but at the same time they need to listen to and value each member of 
the staff, and create shared responsibilities. This means creating a safe place (in which people feel free to 
express themselves) that is at the same time challenging (meaning that people feel motivated in improving and 
transforming their practice) for the people involved. 
http://nesetweb.eu/wp-content/uploads/AR2_2017.pdf  
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 Possibilities in the preschool/center to involve core professionals and 

assistants in  common CPD path 

 Existing ethnic-cultural diversity in school population and staff 

 Involvement of parents in the preschool/center.  

To discuss:  

Should we select more random or should we go the highest rating on ECEC quality? 

If we do this, what should they learn?  

In addition, what can other learn form them? The evaluation might not show large 

improvements.   

 

2. Guidelines mapping starting situation - first ideas criteria:  

 Policy municipality on ECEC or other policy level involved 

 Scale ECEC centre/school: number of children, number of staff, how 

many classes 

 Types of ECEC 

 Background of staff (qualification, training, socio-economic background, 

ethnic background, …) 

 Culture of collaboration within ECEC centre 

 Perception of director, staff members, parents on topics involved 

Recent SEEPRO study is a good basis to start from:  http://www.seepro.eu/  

 

To discuss:  

The selection criteria is also the starting situation? How do we get a diverse sample? 

Should we have more diverse samples? Comparable samples across the countries? 

 

3. Framework to develop evaluation of pilots 

 

Aims:    

First ideas about aim/focus of evaluation: impact of CPD path on improvements on   

 professional identity of assistants involved  

 collaboration between assistants and core professionals  

 a more integrated approach on care and education.  

Concepts and operationalization: 

 Professional identity (self-efficacy related to ECEC)2 

 Collaboration – the culture of collaboration, actual collaboration, how 

often, on which tasks, satisfaction, needs, challenges, inclusion, exclusion 

                                                                    
2 Bandura’s concepts of Self-efficacy:  http://ravansanji.ir/files/ravansanji-
ir/21655425banduraguide2006.pdf 
 
 

http://www.seepro.eu/
http://ravansanji.ir/files/ravansanji-ir/21655425banduraguide2006.pdf
http://ravansanji.ir/files/ravansanji-ir/21655425banduraguide2006.pdf
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 A more integrated approach on care and education – the national 

curricula, and the usual work with content, education and og care 

integrated or separated, VALUE works towards an integrated approach 

Design and methods: 

Quantitative and qualitative methods: 

 

Mapping the situation is the baseline. Evaluation follow improvements based on 

baseline (intermediate and final) on the three aims using  

1) survey (Background (mapping) and self-efficacy, 

collaboration (how often do they participate, in what, with 

who) and approach (edu-care) (Quantitative methods), 

2) process-evaluation (perception of collaboration – possibilities 

– challenges, data collection within workshops) and self-

description and -reporting (on collaboration) perception og 

in- and exclusion) (Qualitative methods)  

Data collection in all four countries, questionnaires, self-description and documentation 

about the participation and the implementation of processes in practice. Data 

collection in all countries by using the same IT tool (developed by the Danish team). 

Data is suggested to be collected by trainers – fulfilling survey, interviewing and collect 

data by using guidelines for reflections on process (is done by facilitators workshops as 

a part of the CPD 

 

The evaluation is aimed to map the situation, to follow and to evaluate the 

improvements of the three aspects through two times (an intermediate and a final 

evaluation during the process and starting with mapping (baseline). 

 

To discuss:  

 The concept of the professionals sense of self-efficacy is suggested as it’s  

directed towards the actions people choose to pursue, the challenges and 

goals they set for themselves and theory commitment to them, how 

much effort they put in a given endavour, the outcomes they expect 

theory effort to produce. We suggest this measure as meta-analyses 

across different spheres of functioning conform the influential role of 

perceived self-efficacy in human self-development, adaptation and 

change. This concept is chosen as an alternative to self-esteem as it is a 

judgment for capability; self-esteem is a judgment or self-worth (see 

footnote 2). They are entirely different phenomena and the propse here 

is to explore the professional’s judgement or their own capability related 

to the tasks in ECEC 

 Operationalization of the two other aims – collaboration and the 

integrated approach    



4 
 

 The data collection methods, trainers collecting data by using the survey 

and IT tool and trainers collecting data at workshops and developing 

qualitative data as well as self-reports from the participants.    

 

4. Dissemination: 

Every country are reporting - describing the starting situation of the pilots: What is the 

perception and the practices of involved, regarding the role of assistants, the 

cooperation and the care and education approach?   

  

Reports about the intermediate and final evaluation of the pilots in each country (Marts 

2019, okt-nov 2019) – data and analyses of the quantitative data will be available at the 

IT site that the Danish team will develop. The individual country makes its own report – 

by set up in a comparable framework and design – Bente bring an example, a report 

from the Nordic Council of Ministers.    

 

The Danish team is responsible for overall evaluation report in English bringing  

together the results of the evaluation of the pilots in each country (dec 2019 – or jan 

2020).  

 

To discuss:  

Dissemination plan and format of the single country report in relation to the other 

country reports and the overall report that the Danish team is responsible for at the 

end. 

 

  

Partners – Danish team: 

Bente Jensen (project leader), professor Peter Allerup, Andre Torre, a student 

(Quantitative analyses, IT platform), Nina Tange (Qualitative part and guidelines for 

TOT, CPD and facilitation workshops – also involved in guidelines for collecting 

qualitative data), and Simon Rolls and Bente Jensen (overall reporting, desk-research 

etc. In addition The University College: Absalon as partner related to  TOT and CPD and 

data-collection.  


