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1. Executive Summary 

Technology-enhanced learning (TEL) projects and ICT suppliers frequently underestimate the 

complexity and cost of developing and running effective pan-European validations in schools. Many 

particularly have a poor appreciation of the degree of support that busy classroom teachers may 

need in different countries (with different curricula and levels of ICT deployment) in order to test 

prototype platforms and services, explore the pedagogical use of new forms of digital content, 

validate pedagogical scenarios and learning activities for the future classroom etc. Others have 

unrealistic expectations about what can be achieved within validations that have limited duration 

and scope. 

In line with the Description of Work (Task 4.2), European Schoolnet started work in month 8 of the 

project on producing a ΨbaselineΩ ƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ validation methodology along with version 1 of an LSL 

Validation Manual (deliverable D4.2).  

The LSL Validation Manual that will be delivered at the end of the project aims: 

» To provide organisations that are commissioning a validation involving school pilots with an 

insight into how EUN will manage this process within an LSL validation service;  

» To offer a model and tools which any organisation can replicate or adapt if it wishes to set up and 

run its own school pilot. 

Version 1 of the deliverable has been produced following a  review of validation methodologies 

and protocols in over 25 pan-European projects involving Ministries of Education in order to 

determine the key elements behind designing ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ Ǉƛƭƻǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘέ 

when running these. In parallel, work has started to identify some existing guidelines that could help 

stakeholders understand different evaluation methodologies and how to run effective school pilots. 

Based on this scoping exercise, some key sections of the Validation Manual are outlined in this 

deliverable along with a set of practical templates and tools that various stakeholders can use when 

running their own schools pilots.  In version 2 of the Validation Manual, the project aims to provide 

the following: 

» A brief introduction to different evaluation methodologies, if possible by means of an evaluation 

άƳŀǘǊƛȄέ (initial ideas for this in section 4.3) that illustrates the interplay of the variables that 

need to be considered when designing any validation project involving school / classroom pilots. 

» A more in-depth guide ǘƻ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ άŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ which initially appears to be an 

approach that is best suited to the developing LSL network of schools (as explained in section 

4.2). 

» Case studies of school pilots that illustrate what can be determined as a result of using specific 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ άƭƛƎƘǘέΣ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ-scale, ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ άƘŜŀǾƛŜǊέ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

(see section 2.4) that are of longer duration, which require a greater degree of teacher 

commitment and where there is a possibility of classroom observation and more extensive and 

sustained data gathering. 

» Detailed operational guidelines for how to set up and manage both small and larger-scale 

validations; initial guidelines in section 5 of this deliverable will be elaborated in the final version 

of the Validation Manual. 
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» Templates and forms will be included in v2 of the Validation Manual (some of these are already 

provided in section 6) that can be used by those wishing to set up and run their own school pilot 

validations 
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2. Introduction 

2.1. Definitions 

In this document we use the term validation to refer to the total process associated with the practical 

organisation and running of school or classroom pilots involving the use of ICT by teachers and 

students, including the collection of feedback and data for evaluation purposes. 

Within this process, we take evaluation to mean the specific activities where stakeholders 

commissioning, or setting up their own validation: clarify what they wish to discover by carrying out a 

school validation; and adopt a suitable methodology that enables them to collect and analyse 

qualitative and/or quantitative data needed to make decisions about future action. 

2.2. Background 

European Schoolnet (EUN) has coordinated numerous pan-European school pilots over the last 15 

years and been invited to run validations as a partner within Commission funded projects. Larger 

validations coordinated by EUN typically involve Ministries of Education (MoE) from 10-12 countries 

in EC-funded projects that may include several hundred schools. Currently, European Schoolnet is the 

coordinator for the FP7 iTEC Integrating Project which has validated future classroom scenarios and 

innovative learning activities in over 2,000 classrooms with 17 MoE. This is by some measure the 

largest pan-European validation exercise yet undertaken involving innovation in schools supported 

by ICT. 

In many EUN projects, ministries work alongside industry partners who participate as either funded 

project partners or unfunded Associate Partners. Over the last five years, EUN has also designed and 

run school pilots on a bi-lateral basis for individual ICT suppliers, particularly around 1:1 computing 

approaches. In some of these validations EUN has handled all the operational issues related to: 

identifying schools; contracts with schools and insurance related to hardware/software being 

supplied; organising and managing school pilots in several countries; monitoring and observing 

classroom practice; publishing the results of the action research; and helping the company to 

promote the results of this work to both policy makers and practitioners. 

2.3. Purpose of the LSL Validation Manual 

As a result of this experience, EUN has become aware that many technology-enhanced learning (TEL) 

projects and ICT suppliers frequently underestimate the complexity and cost of developing and 

running effective pan-European validations in schools. Many particularly have a poor appreciation of 

the degree of support that busy classroom teachers may need in different countries (with different 

curricula and levels of ICT deployment) in order to test prototype platforms and services, explore the 

pedagogical use of new forms of digital content, validate pedagogical scenarios and learning activities 

for the future classroom etc.  

More often than not, many stakeholders, particularly ICT suppliers, also have unrealistic expectations 

concerning evidence-based research in education, even where a project budget allows only limited 

testing of new hardware or software in classrooms over a matter of weeks or, at best, a few months. 
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For ICT suppliers, this is particularly true where the demand for some sort of validation activity is 

frequently led by marketing professionals, who are looking for evidence to support sales. The 

expectation is often that such validations can demonstrate clear impact on student learning 

outcomes when this is rarely, if ever, possible unless a longer term validation can be undertaken and 

effective controls can be put in place to ensure that the research can withstand scientific scrutiny. 

A further complication is that, each project or study involving a school validation usually requires a 

ΨōŜǎǇƻƪŜΩ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊable consultancy may be needed in order to develop a Ψprotocol of 

experimentationΩ ƻǊ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ for a school pilot. However, this process is time-consuming and 

can potentially inhibit take-up and mainstreaming of results in a fast-moving market.  

The aim of the Living Schools Lab Validation Manual is to increase the ability of the TEL research 

community, Commission funded projects and ICT suppliers to better understand what is required 

in order to develop and run pan-European validations in schools and particularly what outputs 

they can expect as a result of carrying out pilots involving schools or teachers in the LSL network. A 

key part of this will include helping various stakeholders to appreciate the challenges faced by 

busy teachers who are engaged in educational research activities when their first priority must 

remain delivering a high quality learning experience for their students. 

2.4. Building on D4.1 Validation Requirements 

Version 1 of the Validation Manual builds on work that has been undertaken in Year 1 of the LSL 

project to better understand the validation requirements of both EC-funded projects and ICT vendors 

as well as the expectations of teachers that may be interested in being part of a validation network. 

The findings from this work are contained in deliverable D4.1 LSL (Validation Requirements).  

The initial conclusion from this work is that the foreseen LSL validation service being developed in 

the project is certainly of interest both to TEL researchers and ICT suppliers. However, in terms of 

take-up, it may be difficult for currently running EC-funded projects to fully participate in an LSL 

validation service given the limitations proposed by their existing work plan and project budgets; 

most projects seem to see more potential in LSL as a dissemination rather than a validation network. 

For ICT suppliers, the speed at which validations can be carried out is paramount, so that results can 

feed into future product development cycles or support envisaged marketing campaigns. However, 

some vendors have unrealistic expectations about what can be achieved within validations that have 

limited duration and scope. In terms of teachers, the extent to which they require incentives and 

rewards in order to participate in validations is linked to how much time and effort they will need to 

make in terms of testing and reporting / data gathering. 

The initial result of this work has been to present the challenges for different stakeholders within a 

very simple άvalidation spectrumέΣ ŀǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ōŜƭƻǿΤ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƭƛƎƘǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎΩ ŀǘ ƻƴŜ ŜƴŘΣ 

through ǘƻ ΨƘŜŀǾy ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΩ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ 
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Figure 1: Validation spectrum 

Where any one stakeholder resides in this spectrum is linked to the complexity of the research 

questions and the objective of the validation requirement, and also what level of rigour is required in 

terms of the evidence or data that will be collected.  !ǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƭƛƎƘǘΩ end, teachers may be required only 

to quickly test a new web portal or content for a few hours and then provide some feedback via a 

short questionnaire.   !ǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƘŜŀǾƛŜǊΩ ŜƴŘΣ ŀ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾƛŎŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƴŜŜŘ 

to be tested with teachers and pupils by integrating this in several lessons over a number of weeks or 

months. There may also be a stronger requirement to include the possibility of the observation of 

classroom practice by an experienced TEL researcher. 

The preliminary interviews with both TEL projects and ICT suppliers have also highlighted that, while 

many stakeholders seem committed to carrying out school pilots and classroom validations, there is 

a lack of clarity about the research questions they are trying to answer! Most appear to start with the 

aim of demonstrating that a new pedagogical approach or ICT hardware, software or digital content 

ΨƛƳǇǊƻǾŜǎΩ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ 

quantitative measures ς or both. This need to prove effectiveness is particularly important for both 

policy makers and suppliers when there is a demand for guidelines from schools that are under 

pressure from ICT suppliers to invest in the latest technology or when decisions have to be made 

concerning whether to scale up an interesting pilot.  

However, there appears to be a very low level of awareness of: how one can frame meaningful 

research questions; what one can measure accurately when it comes to teachers and students using 

ICT; and what sort of evaluation methodologies should be selected in order to answer specific 

research questions. In short, many stakeholders ƘƻǇŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ΨǇǊƻǾŜΩ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ L/¢ 

use by teachers and learners by working at the light end of the validation spectrum when they really 

need to make an investment at the heavier end of the spectrum. 
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3. Methodology 

In line with Description of Work (Task 4.2), European Schoolnet started work in month 8 of the 

project on developing a baseline validation methodology that could be used by the LSL network. This 

has involved reviewing the validation methodologies and protocols in over 25 pan-European 

projects involving Ministries of Education in order to determine the key elements behind designing 

and running successful schools pilots. These have included: large-scale Commission funded projects 

involving hundreds of schools/teachers in Europe (e.g. CELEBRATE CALIBRATE, ECB/InGenious,  ENIS, 

iTEC, MELT, Pencil/ Xplora, VALNET, XploreHealth); EC projects with smaller scale school pilots 

(CPDLab, DESIRE, eMapps, Global Excursion, iClass, INSPIRE, eQNet, Metaschools, MOLAN, Nanoyou, 

Nanopinion, SPICE, UniSchoolLabs ); very small scale global pilots funded by foundations (12 teachers 

from Europe, USA, Australia and Africa  in the OER International Teacher Network, Hewlett 

Foundation); and several pilots funded by ICT suppliers that also involve the provision of hardware to 

schools (e.g. Acer-EUN pilots on Netbooks, Interactive Projectors, Tablets). 

Particular attention was paid during this review to identifyƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘΩ ƛƴ each of the 

school pilots. In a number of cases these were explicitly stated in the project deliverables and final 

reports that were reviewed during this LSL activity but further information was also gathered by 

talking to project managers and staff from Ministries of Education who had been involved in these 

projects. 

As indicated in the Introduction, the work to produce this deliverable was also informed by LSL 

deliverable D4.1 LSL (Validation Requirements) in order to understand the validation requirements of 

nine currently running EC projects and over 30 ICT suppliers including major ICT vendors and a 

number of SMEs. 

In parallel, work was carried out to identify existing guides or manuals that could help stakeholders 

understand different evaluation methodologies and how to run effective school pilots. Some of 

these, like the web-based resource currently overseen by Maureen McGinty at the University of 

Plymouth1, may provide a useful model for version 2 of this deliverable in providing an introduction 

to both qualitative and quantitative education research methods. A recent GSMA publication2 also 

provides a good explanation of why one should evaluate, different evaluation methodologies and 

examples of evaluation instruments and tools. Elements of this approach may also be useful to 

incorporate in the LSL Validation Manual. 

However, the Year 1 work on this deliverable has also convinced the LSL team that a different 

approach may be needed to explaining what is obviously a complex set of issues in order for the 

project to produce a practical manual in month 24 which can be of maximum benefit to a wide 

variety of stakeholders interested in running school pilots with LSL teachers. Initially, therefore, work 

has focused on seeing if it is possible to develop an evaluation ΨmatrixΩ (as outlined in section 4) 

                                                           
1 http://www.edu.plymouth.ac.uk/resined/actionresearch/arhome.htm 
2 mEducation Evaluation Toolkit, GSMA, August 2013 http://www.gsma.com/connectedliving/gsma-
meducation-evaluation-toolkit/  
 

http://www.edu.plymouth.ac.uk/resined/actionresearch/arhome.htm
http://www.gsma.com/connectedliving/gsma-meducation-evaluation-toolkit/
http://www.gsma.com/connectedliving/gsma-meducation-evaluation-toolkit/
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linked to the types of evaluations that potentially can be supported by Advanced Schools and 

Advanced Practitioners in the network.  

Some elements of the practical guidelines to organising pilots that will be included in the final 

validation manual have also been outlined (section 5), although the intention is to also  illustrate 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜ-scale school pilots in the final 

deliverable.  The project will decide what sorts of case studies may be most useful following the 

validation workshop that will be held with EC-funded projects and ICT suppliers in Spring 2014. 

Draft versions of some the templates that will also be included in the final version of the Validation 

Manual are included in version 1 of the deliverable (Appendices 1-3). Again, these will be refined and 

new ones included as a result of work in Year 2 with different stakeholders once their requirements 

are better understood. 
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4. What do we mean by Evaluation? 

Ministries of Education in Europe have already made substantial investments in integrating ICT in 

schools and there is an increasing demand for more evidence that this investment is worthwhile and 

really works. In the UK at present, those calling for more evidence-based research in education 

highlight how major advances in Medicine have been underpinned  by evidence-based research, 

άōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ōȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ΨǊŀƴŘƻƳƛǎŜŘ ǘǊƛŀƭǎΩ ς fair tests, comparing one treatment with 

another ς ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ōŜǎǘΦέ 3 

However, as others have pointed out, evidenced-based education faces a number of challenges, not 

ƭŜŀǎǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άǇǳǇƛƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ōŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘέΦ4 Educational 

outcomes are not always as clear-cut as most medical trials and experiments, we are not always sure 

about what needs to be measured, and randomised controlled trials are not necessarily the only way 

forward. Qualitative data gathered by researchers can also provide important insights as well as 

quantitative measurements.  

There is obviously a vast literature on different evaluation methodologies and the purposes of 

evaluation but it is not the aim of the LSL Validation Manual to provide in-depth analysis or debate 

the validity and merits of one method of educational research method over another. Rather, the aim 

is to provide some practical guidelines to a variety of stakeholders that want to run a school pilot or 

validation so that they can understand how these can be developed, at what cost and also what 

outputs one might reasonably expect as a result of utilising different research methodologies.  

Nevertheless, it is important for those wishing to conduct an evaluation in schools to first understand 

that there are some fundamental differences in the types of evaluations that can be carried out. The 

GSMA in its useful mEducation Evaluation Toolkit cites the three types of Evaluation identified by the 

American Evaluation Association. This seems a good starting point for the non-specialist. 

¶ Process evaluations, that describe and assess materials and activities 

¶ Outcome evaluations, that study the immediate or direct effects on participants 

¶ Impact evaluations, that look beyond the immediate results of policies, instruction, or 
services to identify longer-term as well as unintended effects. 

Version 2 of this deliverable will aim to provide some case studies of different types of evaluations, 

possibly linked to an evaluŀǘƛƻƴ ΨƳŀǘǊƛȄΩ όǎŜŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦо) including: indications of how they are 

typically structured (e.g. sample size and selection of schools); what evaluation instruments might be 

used (with some examples of these); and the duration and scope of different school/classroom pilots 

and experimentations.  

 

                                                           
3 Ben Goldacre, Building Evidence Into Education, March 2013, 
http://media.education.gov.uk/assets/files/pdf/b/ben%20goldacre%20paper.pdf 
4 Marc Smith, Guardian Professional, 26 March 2013, Evidenced-based education: is it really that 
straightforward?, Marc Smith, Guardian professional, 26 Marc 2013. http://www.theguardian.com/teacher-
network/2013/mar/26/teachers-research-evidence-based-education 
 

http://media.education.gov.uk/assets/files/pdf/b/ben%20goldacre%20paper.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/teacher-network/2013/mar/26/teachers-research-evidence-based-education
http://www.theguardian.com/teacher-network/2013/mar/26/teachers-research-evidence-based-education
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4.1. An evaluation approach for the LSL network? 

The next question to consider is to what extent some or all of these three types of evaluations can be 

supported within the LSL network and whether teachers and schools in the network have the time, 

resources and, above all, the motivation and incentive to systematically collect the data required by 

each type of evaluation. 

In Year 1, the LSL project has scrutinized several possible evaluation methods used5 by the 

educational research community and concluded that what is called ΨŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ appears 

to be the one best suited to the developing LSL network of schools. 

Definition of Action Research 

Ψ!Ŏǘƛƻƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ is a recognized form of applied research that focuses on the effects of the 

researcher's direct actions of practice within a participatory community with the goal of improving 

the performance quality of the community or an area of concern (Dick, 20026; Reason & Bradbury, 

20017; Hult & Lennung, 19808; McNiff, 20029). Action research involves utilizing a systematic cyclical 

method of planning, taking action, observing, evaluating (including self-evaluation) and critical 

reflecting prior to planning the next cycle (O'Brien, 200110; McNiff, 200211). The actions have a set 

goal of addressing an identified problem in the workplace, for example, reducing the illiteracy of 

students through use of a new strategies (Quigley, 200012) or developing shared governance to 

increase the quality of nursing (Doherty & Hope 200013).  

It is also a collaborative method to test new ideas and implement action for change. It involves direct 

participation in a dynamic research process, while monitoring and evaluating the effects of the 

researcher's actions with the aim of improving practice (Dick, 200214; Checkland & Holwell, 199815; 

Hult & Lennung, 198016). At its core, action research is a way to increase understanding of how 

change in one's actions or practices can mutually benefit a community of practitioners (McNiff, 

                                                           
5 ΨǳǎŜŘΩ ƘŜǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ formalised (to a certain extent and permanently revisited, as with other methods in 
social sciences) and accepted by the scientific community as based on proper scientific criteria (even if criticized 
by some groups of researchers), here again, as are other social science methods, including quantitative data 
analysis.   
6 Bob Dick, Action research: action and research, ! ǇŀǇŜǊ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳƛƴŀǊ ά5ƻƛƴƎ ƎƻƻŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ ƘŜƭŘ ŀǘ {ƻuthern Cross University, February 18, 2002. 
7 Peter Reason and Hilary Bradbury, (Ed.), The SAGE Handbook of Action Research. Participative Inquiry and 
Practice, London: Sage, 2001. 
8 Margareta Hult and Sven-Åke Lennung, ά¢ƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ-ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΥ ŀ ƴƻǘŜ ŀƴŘ ōƛōƭƛƻƎǊŀǇƘȅέ, 
Journal of Management Studies 17, no. 2 (May 1980), 242-250. 
9 Jean McNiff, Action research for professional development, 2002. http://www.jeanmcniff.com/booklet1.html 
10 Rory hΩ.ǊƛŜƴΣ ά!ƴ hǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƻŦ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΣ ƛƴ wƻōŜǊǘƻ wƛŎƘŀǊŘǎƻƴ όŜŘΦύΣ 
Theory and Practice of Action Research, Joao Pesso, Brazil, 2001. 
11 McNiff, Action research. 
12 B. Allan Quigley, άThe practitioner-research: a research revolution iƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅέ, Adult 
Learning 11, no. 3 (2000), 6-8. 
13 Carole Doherty and John W. Hope, ά{ƘŀǊŜŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ-ƴǳǊǎŜǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέΣ Journal of Nursing 
Management 3, no. (2000), 77-81. 
14 Dick, Action research. 
15 Peter Checkland, and Sue Holwell, άAction Research: Its Nature and Validityέ, Systemic Practice and Action 
Research 11, n. 1(February 1998), 9-21.  
16 Hult and LennungΣ άTowards a definition of action researchέ, 241ς250. 

http://www.jeanmcniff.com/booklet1.html
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200217; Reason & Bradburym, 200118; Carr & Kremmis 198619; Masters, 199520ύΦΩ - Definition from 

Pepperdine University (US, California). 

The above definition does not explicitly specify who the researcher is. In educational projects, 

researchers can be: academic researchers and practitioners working together; or academic 

researchers only but ones who endorse and assume an explicit change agent role (a possible way to 

address the Hawthorne effect/bias in projects); or practitioners only but ones who are trained in 

techniques that enable them to reflect on practice.  

The following definition from Jean McNiff (York Saint John, Limerick and Chinese Ningxia Teachers 

Universities), an expert in action research in teacher training development, focuses only on 

practitioners as researchers, and states that, Ψ!Ŏǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ 

way of looking at your own work to check that it is as you would like it to be. Because action research 

is done by you, the practitioner, it is often referred to as practitioner based research; and because it 

involves you thinking about and reflecting on your work, it can also be called a form of self-reflective 

pracǘƛŎŜΦέ wŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ defined by Schön (1987)21 ŀǎ άthe capacity to reflect on action so as to 

ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎϦΣ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ 5ŜǿŜȅΩǎΣ !ǊƎȅǊƛǎǎΩΣ WƻǎǎŜȅ-.ŀǎǎΩΣ 

hǎǘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƻǊƪΣ όŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘe Open University UK approach). 

4.2. LSL as an action research network 

Action research seems to particularly fit with the objectives of the LSL network for a number of 

reasons:  

» The starting point for action research is to address a real problem or issue in practice which 

resonates with busy teachers. Throughout these sorts of validations, teachers are also required 

to reflect on their current practice and can quickly see the benefits of this; in action research, 

άǘƘŜ ŀŎǘ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊέ22. This reflective 

practice can also be seen as being at the core of successful professional development for 

teachers and contributing to the development of a new teaching identity and competence. 

» Most importantly, there is a built-in incentive for teachers to be involved in action research pilots 

as these sorts of validations are: 

» about applied research (action related directly to practice) 

» improving practice (already a strong reason why schools and teachers have joined the LSL 

network) 

» ŀōƻǳǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ όƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ [{[Ωǎ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ develop whole school approaches to using 

ICT) 

» community-based (linked to the LSL regional hub strategy and community of practice) 

                                                           
17 McNiff, Action research. 
18 Reason and Bradbury, The SAGE Handbook. 
19 Wilfred Carr and Stephen Kemmis, Becoming Critical: education, knowledge and action research, Lewes, 
Falmer, 1986. 
20 Janet aŀǎǘŜǊǎΣ άThe IƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΣ in I. Hughes (ed), Action Research Electronic Reader, The 
University of Sydney, 1995. http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arr/arow/rmasters.html . 
21 Donald Schön, Educating the Reflective Practitioner, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1987. 
22 Maureen McGinty, Action Research in Education, University of Plymouth, 2006. 
http://www.edu.plymouth.ac.uk/resined/actionresearch/arhome.htm 
 

http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/arr/arow/rmasters.html
http://www.edu.plymouth.ac.uk/resined/actionresearch/arhome.htm
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» It is based on a formalised and transferable method that can be easily understood by those with 

little or no background in educational research methods.  The main components of the method 

can be summarised very briefly (without detailing here how to implement each phase) as: 

identify a practice/area/problem to be investigated; imagine a way forward; try it out; take stock 

of what happens while gathering evidence about the change happening; develop a hypothesis 

based on this evidence to explain the influence of the new way of doing things; modify the 

practice in the light of what has been found; monitor what is done; review and evaluate the 

modified practice. 

» It is compatible with short-term investigation into the changes in teaching and learning imposed 

by rapid technological change and can often provide both policy makers and ICT vendors with 

quick and useful feedback. 

Of course, there are issues to consider in terms of the credibility of action research within the 

scientific community and, by extension, its perception by policy makers and ICT suppliers. In its plea 

for a (more) balanced cooperation between practitioners and researchers, as well as its more explicit 

recognition of the knowledge and experience of teachers, action research has undoubtedly 

unŘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ΨŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƘŜƎŜƳƻƴȅΩΦ !ǎ a result, it is easy to understand why criticism of this approach 

has flourished within the research community as a whole and how this has influenced policy makersΩ 

opinions. 

However, as with any approach, method or tool, when properly implemented, action research 

produces relevant and useful results. There is also a good deal of flexibility in this approach. For 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ, including 

questionnaires, desk research, focus groups, direct observation etc. Action research can be viewed as 

a very openΣ ΨǳƳōǊŜƭƭŀΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƻƻƭǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ 

combined, depending on what you want to achieve and the question/issue being addressed. Finally, 

the core principles of the action research method also appear rather in line with current social and 

educational values where Ψexpert knowledgeΩ is increasingly seen as being socially constructed and 

emerging from communities of practice or relayed through online forums, blogs, wikis etc. . 

The key phase of an action research project is to properly define which tools have to be used at each 

phase of the project (from qualifying the starting point situation through to identifying the post 

experiment situation, as well as capturing what actually happened and why during the process). Each 

phase could/should use different tools, or more likely a different combination of them. For example, 

a written questionnaire will not be suited to understanding what and why a change has happened 

but it may be possible to capture this through focus groups discussions, for example, (possibly 

supported by video practice as a starting point for such focus groups discussions). 

An aim in the final version of the validation manual will be to explain what can be determined as a 
result of using specific evaluation tools and instruments and when they can be most appropriately 

deployed. Again, the manual will try to illustrate this by providing some real or imagined case studies 
of how evaluations tools have been used and data has been gathered in different types of school pilots. 
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4.3. Towards an LSL Validation Matrix 

As indicated earlier, a better understanding of the differences between the three main types of 

evaluations (process, outcome and impact evaluations) may enable various stakeholders to plan 

more effective school pilots that are aligned with the budget and other resources that they have 

available. 

In Year 1 of the LSL project, some preliminary work has been carried out to see if it is possible to go 

beyond simply describing the three main types of evaluations (which is very difficult to do concisely 

ƛƴ ŀ ΨƳŀƴǳŀƭΩ) by developing something ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ΨƳŀǘǊƛȄΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ may more clearly 

illustrate the interplay of the variables that need to be considered when designing any school pilot. 

The initial work on this has, so far, resulted in a table rather than a proper matrix where we 

reformulate the evaluation types of the American Evaluation Association as three types of school 

pilots concerned with: 

» hōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ L/¢ 

» Testing changing practice of teachers and/or students when using ICT (itself divided into two sub-

categories) 

» Analysing the impact on students of using ICT 

All of these are concerned with teaching and learning practice. There is possibly a fourth type of 

school pilot that could be considered as well, where the focus is something like Analysing conditions 

for scaling up changing practice.  Here, however, the focus would be more on systemic and 

institutional change rather than T&L practice. As this sort of evaluation would be more complex and 

require a very different methodology involving a very high degree of representativeness in the 

sample used for a pilot, it has been ruled out of scope as something that is viable for the emerging 

LSL network to undertake. 

In the table below, the following aspects are addressed for each type of school pilot: 

» Criteria to select schools to be part of the pilot, depending on the type of pilot. 

» Variables to be explicitly controlled at school and student levels (education level, school size, 

etc.). Controlling these variables doesnΩǘ ƛƳǇƭȅ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛƭƻǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 

simply basic elements to be explicitly addressed from the starting point, for the research findings 

to refer to a clear context and conceptual framework; in other words, you have to know what 

you speak about and under which conditions your findings happen. It is also an important feature 

to have in mind with a view to be able - at one point in time - to cumulate findings coming from 

different projects and, doing so, reinforce your overall evidence basis. The same set of variables 

has to be controlled whatever the type of the pilot concerned. 

» Accompanying measures: they mostly refer to measures already identified (by research in several 

cases) as facilitators to implement change processes. The same set of measures is envisaged 

whatever the type of the pilot concerned; their conditions of use (frequency, intensity, etc.) may 

nevertheless vary depending on the type of pilot. 

» Methodology: this refers to basic components (tools, type of data to be collected, index needed, 

etc.) of possible methods to be used depending on the type of pilot. Although not specified in the 
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table, all types of pilots need to start with a relevant literature review (preferably, an existing 

one; otherwise, the cost of this has to be integrated in the pilot). A conceptual framework 

specific to each pilot must also be integrated when calculating the cost of the pilot). 

In Year 2 of the LSL project, further work will be done to develop this initial matrix in order to test it 
with Commission funded projects and ICT suppliers that will be invited to attend a two-day workshop 
that is planned in Spring 2014 (Task 4.2 in the DoW). 
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Types of interventions  Criteria to select schools  Variables to be 
explicitly controlled 

Accompanying 
measures 

Methodology, success factors, outputs 

Observing T&L practice when 
using X 
(X being ICT based solutions or 
systems, devices, etc.) 
 
[Aim: identify and describe ICT 
based innovative T&L practices to 
be used by pedagogically 
innovative teachers - A very open 
approach, not anticipating what 
will come out of it] 

 

 

Innovative 
schools/teachers, i.e. 
ensuring enough room and 
support for innovative T&L 
practices to be designed and 
implemented (see Note 1) 
 
Already using or not  
specific types of ICT 
equipment or devices 
 
 

 

 
Country/ies 
 
Education level(s) or 
grade(s) 
 
Target population(s) 
(teachers? students? 
both? school 
leadership?)  
 
Students with special 
needs (any type of) 
 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ  
 
Specific subjects or 
trans curricular 
 
Type of teaching 
curriculum (specific 
content and method 
ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘΚ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
assessment model 
used?) 
 
School size  
 
(pre) existing school 
ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
use                              
 

 

 
 
Group work 
between teachers 
(to be used before 
implementing a 
change in practice) 
 
Reflexive practice 
in groups (to 
support debriefing 
about the change 
implemented) 
 
Online community 
of practice 
(facilitating 
exchanges at school 
level and between 
schools on any 
aspects and keep 
track for users)  
 
9ȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 
to answer 
questions, solve 
ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ΨǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜΩ 
with a friendly 
critical eye based 

on experience (see 
Note 2) 
 

 

Typical action research - No need for before/after 
comparisons, nor test and control groups 
 
What is key: creativity and pedagogical expertise of 
the teachers; quality of their cooperation with the 
experts; their joint competence to document what 
took place  
What type of results to expect: ICT based innovative 
T&L practices described by practitioners (processes), 
i.e. repository of practices (+ story telling that may be 
powerful when there is strong communication 
expertise) 

                                                                            
Testing 
changing T&L 
practice when 
using X  
 
[Aim: enriching, 
diversifying and 
improving  T&L 
practice] 

Reaching the 
same (i.e. aiming 
at a similar 
learning result) 
using a different 
way to reach it  

Any school, with an explicit 
aim of testing different T&L 
practices  
 
First step is to support the 
school in defining/fine 
tuning such aim AND for it 
to be explained/shared at 
whole school level  

 

 

Action research + before/after comparisons using 
measurement tools + using T&L activities index  
 
What is key: clear ideas about what to measure and 
how, to be defined from the starting point (ex: 
measuring time dedicated to different types of well 
defined learning activities)  
What type of results to expect: ICT based detailed 
practices to better teach and learn (story telling based 
in this case on more date based evidence)                                          

  

Reaching 
something 
different hardly 
feasible without 
ICT                       

Analysing impact on Y (motivation, 
achievement, etc.) when teachers 
and/or students using X  
 
[Aim: demonstrating ICT based T&L 
added value] 
 
 

 

Any school, with an explicit 
aim of testing impact in the 
area concerned, and ready 
ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 
ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΩ όƘƻǿ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ 
processes and achievements 
not necessarily properly 
assessed with existing tools)  

 

Action research + randomized evaluation (see 
comments about representativeness issues on page 1)  
 
What is key: a strong expertise in test and control 
groups methods + knowledge about (existing) tools to 
assess the impact concerned (standard motivation 
tests, achievement tests as in PISA, etc.)  
What type of results to expect: quantitatively 
measured impact of ICT based T&L practices               

Figure 2: Evaluation Matrix 
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Note 1: The LSL network has been designed to include both Advanced Schools (making whole school 
use of ICT) and innovative Advanced Practitioners, as they are likely to be more motivated and have 
the level of ICT competence required to test new products, content and services. Some stakeholders 
wishing to use the LSL validation service may also want to know how their specific solution could 
ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻǊŜ ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳΩ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ L/¢Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
is a perfectly valid requirement but, in these cases, it would need to be explained that a more 
ΨbespokeΩ pilot would have to be designed by European Schoolnet and that the economies of scale 
provided by leveraging the LSL network may not be possible. 
 
It would also need to be explained to these organisations that observing teachersΩ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
practice when using X in mainstream schools is only relevant if the purpose of the intervention is 
precisely to observe how and why technology is used or not in that specific context; the institutional 
part of the analysis is key here (and very demanding), asking for a lot of criteria at institutional level 
to be controlled and analysed. This is an issue that may be of interest to policy makers but it is 
unlikely to be of much interest to ICT suppliers. 
 
Note 2. This refers to experts who have both technical and pedagogical expertise; in principle, they 

are different from the action-researchers who are primarily specialized in action research 

methodology. 
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5. Validation Service ς Operational process 

With the support of LSL project partners and other Ministries of Education, European Schoolnet will 

aim to develop and offer a self-sustainable, validation service based on the LSL network of schools.  

After the end of the project, this will be run as a service under the EUN Future Classroom Lab 

initiative. Organisations wishing to use the validation service will be provided with a set of 

operational guidelines that will generally be included within a complete validation protocol.  The aim 

is to: a) provide organisations that are commissioning an evaluation with an insight into how EUN is 

managing the process; and b) provide a model and tools which any organisation can replicate or 

adapt if it wishes to set up and run its own school pilot. 

In Year 1 of the project, different ΨƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ Ψmethodologies have already been defined for both larger- 

and small-scale projects. These will be elaborated in the final version of the Validation Manual and 

be supported by a number of standard forms and templates (some examples are already given in 

section 6, Appendices 1-3) along with several case studies illustrating the costs of different types of 

validation activities. A decision of which case studies to develop will be taken following the validation 

workshop that will be held with EC projects and ICT suppliers in Spring 2014. 

5.1. Larger-scale pilots  

» Larger scale school pilots will usually be based around action research projects examining the use 

of ICT hardware, software tools, or digital learning resources in several countries, typically 

involving more than 5 schools per country. In very large projects between 10-15 countries may 

be involved and there could be 20 schools (or more) involved in some countries.  

» A Validation Manager appointed by EUN will manage the overall coordination of the validation 

activity but the coordination of the pilot schools in each country will usually be via a national 

partner/coordinator (NC), appointed by a participating Ministry of Education, who is responsible 

for the day-to-day management of the national pilot and liaises directly with the schools. This 

national contact is important for on-the-ground support and communication in the local 

language.  Normally the Validation Coordinator will have little direct contact with the schools and 

will essentially be managing and providing support to a network of NCs. In most large pilots, the 

aim will also be to appoint an experienced Lead Teacher who can help the NC with co-ordination 

and training at the national level. 

» The Validation Manager will work with the organisation commissioning the validation in order to 

clearly define what the organisation hopes to gain from school / classroom pilots and if there are 

specific research issues or questions to be addressed. Based on this work, EUN will finalise a call 

for participation in the project using a standard template (Appendix 1) that details the work 

involved, the level of commitment required by teachers and incentives / rewards for those taking 

part. 

» A university (or other research body) from an EUN pool of experienced TEL researchers will be 

selected to conduct an independent evaluation of the pilot activities. The objectives of the 

validation and specific research questions to be addressed in the pilots will be analysed in more 

detail with the commissioning organisation and an evaluation methodology agreed (in line with 

the available budget) along with evaluation instruments. 



 D4.2.1 Validation Manual 
 

 
19 

» The Validation Manager will  liaise directly with each NC and organise regular conference calls 

with the network of NCs in order to monitor progress. The full draft validation protocol 

(incorporating the Evaluation Plan)  will be drawn up by EUN and the organisation commissioning 

the validation and this will then be fine tuned and agreed with each NC. Some modification may 

be necessary in order to align with school terms, national curriculum etc. in different countries. 

» The Validation Manager will provide a monthly or bi-monthly written status report on the 

progress of the validation (depending on the duration of the pilot) and will arrange regular 

conference calls with the organisation commissioning the validation. 

» Selection of teachers and schools for each pilot will be carried out by the Validation Manager in 

cooperation with NCs. For some validations, a general call for participation may be issued to all 

teachers (see Appendix 1). In other cases, LSL school / teacher profiles maintained by EUN will be 

matched to the specific requirements of the validation (e.g. classes are required that are already 

using tablets or other hardware, teachers in a specific subject discipline, teachers in primary or 

secondary schoolsΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ etc.) 

» Simple contracts (template to be provided in v2 of the Validation Manual) will be made with 

teachers taking part in each pilot specifying the level of commitment required, expected outputs, 

conditions linked to the loan or donation of equipment (where applicable) etc. 

» Schools will receive materials/tools/resources from EUN (or where relevant the commissioning 

organisation) and will be provided with information / training through written documentation 

and probably a face-to-face national workshop. Budget will need to be provided to the NC for the 

travel of teachers to an initial workshop and possibly other meetings where support is provided. 

As costs quickly escalate here, NCs will also need to rely on webinars and online Communities of 

Practice (CoPs) to provide on-going support. 

» Schools will test materials/tools/resources and supply the TEL researcher leading the evaluation 

with data and feedback on their use, for example, through online surveys, webinars, and a 

community of practice. The extent to which the researcher can carry out classroom observations 

in the pilots will depend on the available budget. In larger pilots, the evaluation may include a 

classroom observation in one school (one day visit) plus another day when a number of teachers 

in different schools are brought together in a focus group.  

» In some pilots, teachers may be involved in creating scenarios or other pedagogical frameworks 

in which the resources/materials/tools from the commissioning organisation are integrated. 

Tools for creating the scenarios and learning activities will be provided by EUN (using Eduvista 

and Edukata toolkits developed in the iTEC project) and training in their use will be offered to 

teachers that are part of the validation network. 

» Events at a pan-European level (e.g. focus groups, summer schools for teachers) will be run in 

English. National workshops, focus groups, online communities of practice (CoPs) etc. will be run 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ. There may be a greater requirement than in small pilots to 

provide NCs with a budget so that they can translate evaluation instruments and guidelines 

related to the validation protocols. 

» To help maintain the motivation of teachers/schools, it may be possible to provide an 

honorarium or other sorts of rewards for all or some (e.g. Lead) teachers. Professional 

development opportunities, participation in Future Classroom Lab workshops in Brussels and 

summer schools in different locations may also be a way to motivate teachers. 
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Validation Roles  

Validation Manage r  

» The Validation Manager will be the person appointed by EUN to coordinate the overall validation 

process, managing the validation as a project in terms of quality, time and cost. 

» A key role is to determine the validation requirements starting with clearly defining the 

question(s) to be addressed by the validation  and ensuring that the organisation commissioning 

the validation understands the proposed evaluation methodology and the outputs and 

deliverables that will be produced. 

» The central point of contact, liaising between the organisation requiring the validation, the 

National Coordinators and lead schools carrying out the validation, and the academic institution 

carrying out the evaluation.  

» Responsible for project reporting, all supporting documentation and deliverables. 

» In a large project, the Validation Manager will also be supported by a Validation Administrator 

who addresses the day to day operations and the logistics of, for example, coordination of 

delivery and set-up of equipment, contracts with schools and teachers. 

National Coordinator  

» Essential to have previous project experience. May be employed by the MoE or national agency 

or could be an experienced teacher with previous project experience. Good level of spoken and 

written English. 

» Will help select schools at national level (particularly where there is oversubscription to a call), 

get approval of head teacher and other relevant individuals, and coordinates teachers/schools in 

the pilots throughout the project.  

» Helps schools with pedagogical/technical/implementation concerns at national level (larger 

projects may require both a pedagogical NC and a technical NC). 

» Supports teachers where they struggle with language / comprehension and may need to 

coordinate translation of evaluation instruments. 

» Ensures teachers / schools completes the evaluation instruments and provides other forms of 

requested feedback. 

» Liaises with university or TEL researcher collecting evaluation data and may be interviewed as 

part of the evaluation. 

» Reports to EUN Validation Manager directly. 

» Can support in project dissemination through teacher networks, conferences etc. 

Pilot school teachers 

» Teachers in LSL Advanced Schools, along with Advanced Practitioners, will be invited to 

participate in validation pilots. It will help if each country also has  a Lead Teacher with good 

English language skills and with previous project experience who can help the NC coordinate the 

work of the other teachers in the pilot. 

» Each teacher coordinates activity at school level.  

» Ensures return/signature of relevant contracts, financial details etc. 

» Implements use of materials/tools/resources with students or other teachers, depending on the 

activity. 
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» Gives feedback by filling in surveys, participating in webinars and online focus groups and 

ensures students/other teachers fill in surveys or provide other types of feedback. 

» Where recording of classroom practice is involved in the validation, teachers and parents of 

students will be asked to sign a permission form for subsequent use of photos/videos (see 

template in Appendix 2) ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ ōȅ b/ǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 

requirements. 

» May participate in national and pan-European workshops and training sessions and possibly a 

summer school if one is included in the pilot. 

» Can be involved in national dissemination of the project and pilot results to local community (e.g. 

parents, local newspapers) and teaching peers. Some very innovative teachers may be asked to 

act as ambassador teachers for the project and be invited to promote the project at European 

level. 

» In some projects, Lead Teachers or schools may be given a small financial reward. If there is a 

particularly heavy workload and there are limited other incentives (CPD opportunities, hardware 

/ software donations etc.). 

Community of practice moderator  

» NCs will need to provide pedagogical advice and support to teachers in national pilots and may 

act as the moderator of a national CoP, possibly along with a Lead Teacher. 

» Some moderation of webinars and a project CoP (involving all teachers in the pilots) may be 

provided by the university partner involved in the evaluation. 

Pedagogical Board 

» A project running a validation pilot may wish to appoint a Pedagogical Board (PB) consisting of 

experts proposed by participating countries. This can be particularly useful in smaller projects 

where only one or two countries are represented and where it may be useful to see if the project 

findings have a pan-European dimension and fit the requirements of different national 

curricula/systems. A PB, however, may also be useful in bigger projects where large number of 

schools may be involved but these are drawn from only a few countries.  

» EUN will contact Ministries of Education in order to identify suitable candidates for the PB and 

manage the selection process. PB members can be asked to participate in a voluntary capacity 

(maybe one or two online meetings a year). Depending on the budget available, they may also be 

paid a small honorarium and/or the project may need to cover costs of bringing them together 

for one or two meetings. 

Data Protection and Code of Conduct 

» Validations will be carried out in line with the European Schoolnet internal data protection policy 

and will follow the guidelines outlined in the Code of Conduct on School Industry Collaboration 

(will be adapted for LSL) developed in the InGenious project. This Code contains useful advice 

and guidance on the ethical issues involved in school/industry collaborations as well as covering 

problem areas such as how or in what circumstances can personal data be used and processed. It 

also covers the issue of obtaining consent from parents/guardians for the use of personal data as 

well as for photos.  

 

 

http://www.eun.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=9e23a7dc-9cf5-451b-8e00-b70c6a8e996f&groupId=43887
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5.2. Small-scale pilots  

» Small scale school pilots are those that are at the άƭƛƎƘǘŜǊέ end of the validation spectrum (see 

section 2.4). Depending on the validation requirements and budget, there may be possibilities to 

bring teachers together face-to-face in a focus group or for there to be some observation of 

classroom practice. However, in many cases, it is likely that teachers may only provide online 

feedback.  

» These pilots are still usually based around action research projects examining the use of ICT 

hardware, software tools, or digital learning resources.  They may involve a limited number of 

countries (maximum 5), a limited number of  schools (10-15ύΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƭƛƎƘǘ 

ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΣ a larger number of schools may be involved in the validation project.  

» The process is similar to larger validation projectsΣ ōǳǘ ΨƭƛƎƘǘŜǊΩΦ  A EUN Validation Manager will 

directly manage the overall coordination of the validation activity, sometimes with with the 

assistance of a Validation Administrator.  

» Unlike large-scale projects, there will be very little or no direct involvement of a national 

partner/coordinator in the day-to-day activities (although the MoE will be informed about the 

proposed pilot and will be provided with an opportunity to comment on and propose changes to 

the validation protocol). 

» The involvement of a university (or other research body) may not be necessary for small 

validation projects, particularly where evaluation data requires fairly straightforward evaluation 

instruments (e.g. a simple online questionnaire) or where the budget available rules out 

classroom observations.  

» Typically, these sorts of projects will run in English only with very limited or no translation of 

materials/resources unless this is provided by the organisation commissioning the validation. 

» EUN will coordinate the validation directly, sometimes with support from a Lead Teacher in each 

country (preferably someone with previous project experience). 

» Schools will receive materials/tools/resources from EUN (or where relevant the supplying 

partner) and will be given basic information / training mainly through written documentation 

and an online kick off meeting. 

» Schools will test the materials/tools/resources and supply the Validation Manager with data and 

feedback on their use, usually through online surveys and perhaps one or two webinars. As the 

majority of these projects are likely to have a very short duration, it is unlikely that a CoP will be 

set up but this may still happen depending on the validation requirements. 

» The budget for these sorts of validation pilots may mean that there will be limited possibilities to 

bring teachers together for face-to-face training or professional development, either at national 

level or in workshops in the Future Classroom Lab in Brussels. It will be very important, 

therefore, that EUN and the organisation commissioning the validation clearly identify the added 

value to teachers / schools participating in the project and that the level of commitment required 

is accurately stated in the call to participate. 

Validation Roles 

Validation Manager  

» The responsibilities are similar to those as in larger projects but, as there is no mediating 

National Coordinator, the Validation Manager will be in direct contact with all of the schools 
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involved. There will be more of a responsibility to design simple evaluation instruments and 

analyse resulting data. There may also be a requirement to moderate a CoP in some projects or 

set up a Pedagogical Board where a validation is carried out over a longer period. 

Pilot school teachers 

» Teachers in LSL Advanced Schools, along with Advanced Practitioners, will be invited to 

participate in validation pilots. The responsibilities are similar to those as in larger projects, 

although teachers will be coordinated and managed directly by the Validation Manager. As 

smaller budgets may inhibit translation of evaluation instruments, there will be greater 

requirement on teachers in these validations to have a good command of English. 

Pedagogical Board 

» It may be useful to appoint a Pedagogical Board (PB) consisting of external experts proposed by 

Ministries of Education, particularly if the pilots cover a small number of countries and the 

organisatation commissioning the validation wishes to understand if the project findings 

potentially have a pan-European dimension and fit the requirements of different national 

curricula/systems. The extent to which this is possible may depend on the budget available and 

whether PB members can be paid a small honorarium. 

5.3. Next Steps 

The operations of the validation service will be described in more detail in version 2 of the Validation 

Manual, following further discussions with EC-funded projects and ICT suppliers and a more in-depth 

understanding of their requirements. 

For stakeholders that wish to run their own validation rather than use the EUN/LSL service, it is likely 

that the LSL project will also ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ōǊƻŎƘǳǊŜ ƻƴ ά±ŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ƛǇǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ 

ά5ƻΩǎέ ŀƴŘ ά5ƻƴΩǘǎέ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Ǌǳƴ ŀ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǇƛƭƻǘΦ 

Drafts of these will be discussed during the workshop sessions with key stakeholders at the validation 

workshop scheduled for Spring 2014. 
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6. Validation templates 

Templates and forms will be included in v2 of the Validation Manual that can be used by 

stakeholders that wish to set up and run their own school pilot validations (graphic design to be done 

for all final versions). As well as the model forms, examples will be provided of completed forms for 

some of the validation case studies that will be prepared for version 2. This will be particularly 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ά/ŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴέ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎhers (Appendix 1); it is 

essential that those commissioning a validation appreciate the level of detail that needs to be 

provided to schools and teachers in the network. 

Templates initially foreseen are listed below. Other templates and forms may also be defined as a 

result of work with projects and ICT suppliers in Year 2. 

1. Call for participation in a validation project (Specifying scope of work, level of commitment 
and outputs expected from teachers, incentives or rewards for carrying out the work etc.). This 
document is prepared by EUN working with the organisation commissioning the validation. 
Draft version included in this deliverable as Appendix 1 

2. Agreement/Contract Teachers (Different model contracts/agreements will be prepared for 
schools and teachers adapting and tailoring to the specific needs of each group and conditions 
of each validation. For example, some contracts may have specific clauses related to the 
donation or loan of equipment). To be included in v2 of the deliverable. 

3. Photo and Video Permission Form (Form to be used when permission is necessary from 
participants for the use of photos and/or video, related to data privacy. Particularly 
important when recording classroom observations or interviews with teachers and where 
this material may be used for dissemination purposes). Draft version included in this 
deliverable as Appendix 2. 

4. Certificate of Participation (For teachers completing training or professional development 
activities linked to a validation project). Draft version included in this deliverable as Appendix 
3. 

5. Code of conduct for school-industry collaboration. http://www.eun.org/school industry 
collaboration.  This work for the Commission-funded InGenious project will be modified in year 
2, to be generic and appropriate to the validations. 

 

 

  

http://www.eun.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=9e23a7dc-9cf5-451b-8e00-b70c6a8e996f&groupId=43887
http://www.eun.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=9e23a7dc-9cf5-451b-8e00-b70c6a8e996f&groupId=43887
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6.1. Appendix 1: Call for participation in a validation project 

 

  

Teachers and schools in the LSL Validation Network are invited to participate in a new validation 

pilot commissioned by Name of Commissioning Organisation details of which are provided below. 

If you would like to participate in this project, please complete the online version of this form at 

URL by the closing date for this call which is DATE. 

Name of Validation Pilot: XXX 

Duration: Start: 

End: 

School/teacher requirements: 

Primary ἦ 

Secondary ἦ 

Or, specific age range of students:  XX to YY 

Specific curriculum subject(s) required if any: 

School/classroom requirements: (existing use of particular hardware/software, level of broadband 

connectivity required etc.) 

 

 

Key objectives of the validation: 

 

 

Description of work: 

What both teachers and students are expected to do during the project including requirements in 

terms of the collection of feedback and evaluation data and the dissemination of results (e.g. if 

videos will be produced, permission forms may need to be signed by teachers and parents of 

pupils.) 
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Level of commitment:  

Approximate indication of the number of hours per week required from teachers. Or the total 

number of hours/days for the whole activity. 

 

 

 

 

Incentives and rewards for schools /  teachers: 

Details of how schools/teachers will benefit: hardware/software donations; participation in CPD; 

access to a CoP; focus groups in Future Classroom Lab in Brussels; participation in summer schools; 

payment to the school etc. 

 

 

 

 

I would like to participate in this validation project and confirm that I and my school fulfils 

all of the conditions for participation outlined above. 

 

{ƛƎƴŜŘΥ ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦ 

5ŀǘŜΥ    ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΦ 
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6.2. Appendix 2: Photo and Video Permission form 

  

Name of Validation Project: XXXX 

Project description: 

 

 

 

Consent for use of photographs and videos where you appear: 

In the framework of the Project Name activities, photographs and video will be taken at [LOCATION] 

on [DATE]. These images may be reproduced and used for publicity and training materials produced 

by EUN Partnership AISBL including printed publications, videos and online. Any photos or videos 

will only be used for promoting the Project Name and other EUN Partnership AISBL educational 

projects.   

By signing this document you give us your permission to use photographs and video film in which 

you appear.  

¶ If you are under 18 years of age: ¸ƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎκƭŜƎŀƭ ƎǳŀǊŘƛŀƴΩǎ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

needed.   

Please read the following information carefully. If you agree, please provide the signature(s), add a 

date and return the form to your teacher.  

If you do not understand any of the issues that are dealt with in this form or if you are not sure 

whether you should agree or not, please ask your parent(s), legal guardian or your teacher for their 

advice.   

 

Pupil to fill in 

My name (pupil): ______________________________________ 

¶ I give permission to EUN Partnership AISBL, project partners and press or other media 
working for the Interactive Classroom Working Group to take photographs and video 
footage of me. These photographs and videos may be reproduced and used for promoting 
or publicising the Interactive Classroom Working Group and other EUN Partnership AISBL 
educational projects, and may include printed publications (e.g. brochures and newsletters), 
videos and websites of EUN Partnership AISBL and other organisations. [1] 

¶ I am aware that for Internet safety and data protections reasons, my full name will not be 
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included on any online material. For under 18 years-olds pupils, only the first name, age and 
country can be mentioned. 

¶ I agree that I will not receive any money or other reward for my participation in these photos 
or videos. 

My signature: ____________________________  Date: ______________________ 

Parent to fill in  

My name (parent): ______________________________________ 

DƛǾƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ όǇǳǇƛƭΩǎ ƴŀƳŜύΥψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ  

¶ I give permission to EUN Partnership AISBL, project partners, and press or other media 
working for the Interactive Classroom Working Group to take photographs and video 
footage of my child. These photographs and videos may be reproduced and used for 
promoting or publicising the Interactive Classroom Working Group and other EUN 
Partnership AISBL educational projects, and may include printed publications (e.g. 
brochures and newsletters), videos and websites of EUN Partnership AISBL and other 
organisations. 1 

¶ I give my permission for my child to be interviewed by EUN, the press or other media in 
connection with the project. 2 

¶ I am aware that for Internet safety and data protections reasons, no full names of pupils will 
be included on any online material. For under 18 years-olds pupils, only the first name, age 
and country can be mentioned. 

¶ I agree that my child or myself will not receive any money or other reward for the 
participation of my child in these photos or videos. 

 

tŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ  Date______________________ 

 
[1] The video can be uploaded to YouTube, Vimeo, and similar video-hosting platforms, enabling EUN 

Partnership AISBL and Ministries of Education to embed the video into their websites.  

[2] There will always be a representative of the EUN team (or other project partner) present at the interview, 

to clarify any doubts the participant may have about making the interview or using the material. 

If you have any queries relating to the information in this document, please email info@eun.org 

 

 

  

mailto:info@eun.org
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6.3. Appendix 3: Certificate of Participation for Teachers 

 

 

 

Certificate of Participation 
This is to certify that 

 

Name 

successfully completed 
 

Training module name: 
as part of the XX Validation Project 

  
held on XXXXXXXXX 

at EUN Office, Brussels, Belgium 
 

 
Marc Durando 

Executive Director, European Schoolnet 
 

 

 

 

 

 


