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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The main objective of the project Reflective evaluation was to design an interactive tool that 
could support teachers and trainers acting in continuing vocational training (CVT) programmes 
to reflect upon their own practice and guide them towards improvement of their activity. Which 
means that quality development was approached not from static procedures applied from the top 
in measuring a pre-defined concept of what quality means in training, but from the very bottom 
of the training act: the work of the trainer, that is considered a professional interested by the 
improvement of their results. The instrument was supposed to assure a new kind of self-
evaluation, without marks and ratings, with no outside purpose but to see one’ own work in a 
mental mirror and decide if and how this work may be improved. By this, trainers were entrusted 
the role of pushing the trigger of the innovation, in-sourced in the intimate resorts of the training 
process, becoming thus agents of change. 

Such a concept is coherent with the latest trends in quality development theory and practice, 
especially the ones reflected in the Common Quality Assurance Framework discussed at 
European level, having influenced also the Romanian law on quality assurance in education, 
emphasising the importance of the self-evaluation and of the responsibility of the main actors 
involved in the process. 

In the first phase of the project it was important to find out how appropriate would be such a 
revolutionary approach, especially in Romania, a country where the culture of evaluation has 
entered recently and the idea of quality assurance in training is rather new, quality being seen 
mostly as conformity to established standards and evaluation being considered valid (=useful) 
and reliable only if external. After the analysis of the basic concepts and the preparedness of the 
Romanian public for this approach, together with concrete needs and requirements for its 
implementation (described in the first country report), the conclusions were used in the common 
work on the design of the tool, being included in a wider trans-national perspective.  

The tool was therefore conceived to be: 

�� Widely accessible – web based, with the possibility of free download, involving low level 
ICT resources; easy to use; available in all 6 languages of the project;  

�� As flexible as possible –no predefined routes; possibility to adapt to one’s own needs and 
preferences, adding new items or modifying the existing ones; with potential to be used 
individually or in groups; neutral to location of the user; including web-based references 
to support further investigation and learning. 
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�� User oriented – questions defined in such a way to support reflection and personal 
evaluation of the aspects involved, with no good or bad answers; possibility to compare 
with others; possibility to develop around the thematic (comments); at the same time, 
friendly presentation; simple language;  

In order to avoid linearity, the breakdown of the concept was defined on two different axes: 

�� Six quality development areas:  
- Teaching & Learning 
- Values & Roles 
- Assessment & Recognition 
- Self evaluation & Quality Development 
- Networking & Collaboration 
- Work Conditions; 

�� Four levels of analysis/reflection :  
- System 
- Institution 
- Interpersonal/team 
- Individual.  

For the coherence of the overall approach for the tool, the development process was thought in a 
double circle of quality improvement (design, test, improvement, test, improvement, use), the 
beneficiaries of the tool being involved in all the phases for feed back on the technical design, 
structure and content. 

In the following we are going to present how these different circles functioned and what 
conclusions could be drawn from the whole process. 

 

 

1.2 Context 

The testing was carried out in different steps and different contexts.  

The first step of the test was dedicated to the trial of the actual usability of the tool and the 
impact of the structure on potential users. Three trainers from the staff of AxA Consulting, that 
were familiarised with the project’s idea, and three trainers from commercial training companies 
that were introduced to the general approach of Reflective evaluation tested voluntarily the trial 
version of the tool, the test being carried out for all six in AxA’s premises. They were not given 
special instructions, just kindly asked to see if the tool works and to tell their impressions on it. 
The comments were intentionally left unstructured, the idea being to see their spontaneous 
reaction without any outside influence. A larger discussion followed, on their general idea of 
self-evaluation, including potential themes and modes of interaction that could be used by such 
an instrument that would initiate a reflection process. The objective of this part of testing was to 
identify contents and types of questions that could correspond to trainers’ needs and motivate 
them to use the tool.  
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The second test was more extended and more structured, being based on the first variant of the 
tool, with a limited number of questions. Two different groups were used for this phase. 

One consisted of 5 experts and managers in training, 1 on the premises of AxA, 2 visited to their 
own office, 1 contacted by telephone, 1 contacted via ICT means. All were already introduced to 
the tool, being part of the survey in the first phase of the project. They were asked to test the tool 
and then to fill in evaluation questionnaires (see annexes); 3 of them were directly observed 
while doing the test, their spontaneous comments being took into consideration as well.  

The second group was selected among the participants to a national fair – Business Edu – 
dedicated to the private market of training, attended by over 1000 persons, providers of CVT and 
educational programmes for business and professionals, managers, HR people and decision 
makers from companies, and by universities and academic bodies representatives. AxA 
Consulting participated in the 3rd edition – 25-27 April 2007, inviting to its stand trainers, 
professors and HR people and presenting them the project and the self-evaluation tool. The stand 
was organised so to allow people to use the tool, having the needed space and equipment with an 
active online connection. A special presentation was included in an extensive conference carried 
out by AxA within this event, attended by around 150 participants, that were also invited to 
AxA’s stand to test the tool. 30 persons, most of them trainers from commercial companies, were 
selected and kindly asked to answer also an electronic questionnaire, part of a tool realised in the 
Leonardo da Vinci project ”I-Valuate” and available online at http://82.7.3.3/ival, provided by 
Kris Zani (ISCA Vision) for this purpose. The electronic tool involved precise assessment of 10 
dimensions (questions) on two different axes – importance and effectiveness, on a progressive 
scale, then self-generating matrices of the results made possible an immediate interpretation (see 
detailed presentation in the annexes). 12 of the persons involved were contacted in 10-12 days 
for follow up half structured interviews (see guide in annexes), meant to evaluate the tool and its 
impact on the users. 7 interviews were telephonic, 5 were direct ones, 3 at the office of the 
interviewee, 2 at AxA’s. Most of these persons were relatively young, between 25 to 40 years 
old, many of them being involved in in-company training or members of HR departments, 
genders being balanced in the group, 

The feed back obtained in this way was used for the improvement of the tool, increasing the 
interactivity, the consistency of the structure, the relevance of the questions, the attractiveness of 
the layout, a.s.o. 

In the next page you can find a detailed list of the persons involved in testing activities. 

In the following we present the results of the different tests, and the feedback received, the 
suggestions and comments that have arisen as a result of testing the self evaluation tool. 
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���� Persons involved in testing activities�

N° Date Location Activity 
Number of persons 
involved and their 

professional background  
Organisation involved 

Background - 
sector code 

1.  
Oct 
2006 

Bucharest – 
RO8 Pretest (trial) of the tool concept 6 pers, trainers  Commercial training companies 74, 80 

2.  
Apr 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Presenting general information on the 
project 

Over 450 pers – 
trainers, HR specialists, 

beneficiaries 

Business–Edu (educational fair) 
Mostly - commercial training 
companies, but also from enterprises 
interested in training  

Fair - 15, 16, 24, 
29, 45, 51, 52, 
55, 63, 64, 65, 
70, 72, 74, 75, 

80, 92, 93, 

3.  
Apr 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Presenting general information on the 
project introducing tool, distributing leaflet 

Approx 150 pers. – see 
above 

Business–Edu (educational fair)  
Mostly - commercial training 
companies, but also from enterprises 
interested in training 

Fair - 15, 16, 24, 
29, 45, 51, 52, 
55, 63, 64, 65, 
70, 72, 74, 75, 

80, 92, 93, 

4.  
Apr 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 Test of provisional version of the tool 

30 trainers & managers 
from commercial 

companies 

Mostly - commercial training and 
consultancy companies 

72, 73, 74, 80, 
91 

5.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Follow up interview of testers of provisional 
version of the tool 12 trainers & managers  Mostly - commercial training and 

consultancy companies 
72, 73, 74, 80, 

91 

6.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Testing tool and filling in evaluation 
questionnaire  

1 pers – responsible for 
ToT & QA 

National Centre for Curriculum 
Development in VET- 80 80 

7.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Testing tool and filling in evaluation 
questionnaire  1 pers – gen. manager Professional Network of Training 

Providers Specialised in ITC 72, 80 

8.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Testing tool and filling in evaluation 
questionnaire  

1 pers – responsible for 
QA in school 

National Agency for Quality 
Assurance in Preuniversity Education 80 

9.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Testing tool and filling in evaluation 
questionnaire  1 pers – expert in ToT National Centre for Training of 

Teachers in Preuniversity Education 80 

10.  
Mai 
2007 

Bucharest – 
RO8 

Testing tool and filling in evaluation 
questionnaire  

1 pers – professor 
involved in initial  

University of Bucharest – 
Department for Teachers’ Training 80 
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2 Results 

2.1 Reflection based on a self-evaluation instrument 

 

The overall idea of the importance of the reflection on one’s own practice for the improvement of 
this very practice was accepted by all participants in the different phases of the test and that using 
a special instrument for this purpose is always useful, since trainers’ time for reflection is limited, 
so a push to reflection is rather welcome. However, we have to take into account that actually all 
of them were involved on voluntary bases, which may give the idea that they were all interested 
by self-evaluation and improvement of their own practice. But even with these limits, we can 
make a general valid statement that many trainers are interested in the improvement of their 
practice and that they consider self-reflection as having a major impact to that respect.  

Moreover, having a special instrument to give trainers the opportunity to self-evaluate is 
considered useful, having a frame as a mirror in which to reflect their activity, far from the usual 
criteria and credits used in the official evaluation procedures for administrative purposes. 

Furthermore a great need in the communication of personal experiences with teaching and 
training was expressed by all teachers and trainers when working with a self-evaluation tool for a 
reflective quality development.  

Actually, in different contexts, the interviewees expressed their fear that this would become 
officially institutionalised and put more pressure on their time, already overcharged.  

In the group of the major test, the relevant question 
for this issue was 6 - Your institution will benefit 
from using the tool. As we can see, all of the 
respondents rated the tool as not effective to that 
scope, even if the opinions were divided on the 
importance, with a slight prevalence of those who 
believed it was rather not important. Generally, 
trainers felt that using the tool will be an individual 
asset and choice, the benefit being only to them 
personally. They would also resent being forced to 
use it by their organisation, time constraints being 
the most common reason given. 

 

 



  Results 

 8

Interesting to notice, the experts and managers were also concerned about such a perspective, 
from a different angle, of the system and/or of the institution, for which a new type of assessment 
of the work of the trainers would complicate too much the life of the accredited training 
providers, affecting the capability of the system to cope with evaluation procedures. They have 
also agreed that a voluntary use of the tool would be the best solution, being better received, 
addressing only the public that is ready to receive it and influencing better on the professional 
development, by implicit motivation mechanisms. 

This feed back supported the conclusion that the approach that base the Reflective evaluation 
project has full legitimacy and its main product is meant to make an important impact on the 
defined target group. 

 

2.2 Reflection based on an ICT tool 

 

If reflection based on self-evaluation was generally accepted as useful, not all interviewees 
considered ICT as the best tool that would support reflection in connection with the idea of self-
evaluation, as ICT is often seen as algorithmic and 
rather rigid, connected more with calculations and 
record of notes than having the wide flexibility 
presumed by a reflective process. Other respondents 
were quite positive, trusting, on the contrary, ICT as 
flexible and easy to match one’s needs. Actually, as 
we can see at right, respondents in the main test 
group offered a high dispersion on both axes at the 
question on The use of ICT for reflection (7).  

Apparently, some trainers liked the sharing of ideas 
and knowledge gained from ITC usage. Others 
would prefer to use a non IT solution and a more 
personal approach.  

This high dispersion could be also interpreted in connection with the access to this tool, Romania 
being far from having a satisfactory situation in ICT 
access. People less enthusiastic about use of ICT 
might have think at the low level of computer 
literacy in different geographical zones in Romania. 
Actually, if Internet connections are rapidly 
spreading, and in urban environment they are no 
longer a problem, the skills of the trainers in use of 
ICT tools continue to remain, for an important part, 
below the needs of the 21st century.  
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At least, this is the image that both experts interviewed and trainers participating in the main test 
group have on the issue, well illustrated in the next graphic, of the answers to item 3. The 
required level of computer literacy needed to use the tool. Comments of the trainers stated that 
many “old school” Romanian teachers and trainers have still a fairly low IT competency level 
and this could be a huge barrier for the adoption of the tool in the Romanian context, especially 
in the public education system. 

However, the capacities growing rapidly, the ICT coverage of Romania improved considerably 
lately, especially within the educational system, where special efforts were dedicated to that 
purpose by all the ministers in charge over the last years1. At the same time, it is easy to calculate 
that the quote of the courses for ICT is among the highest in the accredited courses, if we 
consider together the ones dedicated to general computer literacy and the ones dedicated to the 
occupations of the field.2. These indicators are consistent with the general attitude of the experts, 
confident in the development of access to ICT and encourage us to think that that the use of the 
tool, either in Romanian or in English, will not be less for Romanians than for the rest of the 
countries in the partnerships. 

 

2.3 Reflection embedded in the tool structure 

The questions in the tool are defined for 4 levels of analysis/reflection (system, institution, inter-
personal/team and individual) clustered by six dimensions/areas that might be important from the 
perspective of quality development (Teaching & Learning, Values & Roles, Assessment & 
Recognition, Self evaluation & Quality Development, Networking & Collaboration, Work 
Conditions).  

This breakdown was generally well recieved by the experts that considered it a good mapping 
basis for reflection on the practice, with the exception of the interpersonal/team level, that raised 
different questions and worries. This level was considered not enough relevant for many of the 
training providers on the accredited market, because the team work is rarely applied and 
activities dedicated to professional development of trainers on a regular basis are almost non 
existing. This was related mainly to the offer of this market, that usually is very wide, which 
means that the groups of trainers for an occupational domain is limited and often they are 
working on a part time contract, situation that does not offer the functional background for a 
relevant HRD strategy. At the same time, the first definition of this ”interpersonal level” was 
considered as not enough clear and superposing partially with the individual level, since the work 
of the trainer is normally interpersonal, interactivity being a necessary feature in CVT courses.  

                                                 
1 See statistics of the field, on www.insse.ro.  

2 See the National Register for Accredited Trainign Providers, at www.cnfpa.ro.  
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The trainers were less cohesive in this respect; opinion differed significantly for the different 
aspects, especially that they were not confronted with the same structure of the tool, as after the 
trial phase the tool suffered a modification to this respect. Therefore we prefer to discuss it 
separately in the following. 

 
 

2.3.1 View on the hierarchical tiers/levels 

Having the dimensions sub-organised in tiers was considered as a good frame for the reflection 
by trainers in the first trial, where one of the emphasis was on the basic concept and structure. 
However, the actual structure of that version of the tool was a bit different, the tiers were not 
hierarchical in concept, and they differed from a dimension to another one. This aspect was 
considered as a mark of lack of consistency, this is why the consecutive decision of the team was 
to have unitary hierarchical tiers, introducing a theoretical dimension to the structure of the tool. 

In the test phase, this aspect ranked as the 
worse in the opinion of the respondents, as it 
can be seen in the grafic for question 9 The 
use of hierarchical tiers. Even if they agreed 
that this hierarchical structure was 
important, participants didn’t actually 
understand the purpose of the higher tiers 
and found technically the extra level of 
navigation rather annoying. They would 

have preferred to have less options º  steps º  
time required for navigation as long as the 
text of the question includes the scope. 

This situation might have been influenced 
by the cohesive componence of the test 
group, for the majority being trainers working for commercial companies, thus not interested 
about the level of the system, that is not perceived on the liberal market. For the same reason, this 
group was not concerned about the double definition of the third tier – interpersonal/team, 
training in a team of two being the usual practice of these type of training providers. 

This negative feed back was thus eventually ignored by the authors of the tool, as the trans-
national results pleaded in favour of the hierarchical tiers. The time loss for the extra navigation 
was appreciated as negligible and taking trainers out of their daily orientation seemed to be a 
reasonable good element in the philosophy behind the approach used in the development of the 
tool, considering also the high rates awarded to this feature by the Romanian testers themselves. 
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2.3.2 View on the six transversal areas for reflection 

The view on the six dimensions was very well appreciated by the experts and by the trainers 
testing the trial version of the tool. The six areas were considered clear, significant and, overall, a 
good support for, again, orienting the reflection of the trainers outside the daily coordinates of 
their practice. Moreover, their use in the context of the tool could anchor the reasonning on the 
quality of the activity and underline aspects to consider in the process of improving the analysed 
quality.  

The main group of trainers was far from being so cohesive to this respect, the question 10. The 
use of 6 dimension for categorisation (Values & 
Roles, Teaching & Learning, Assessment & 
Recognition, Self evaluation & Quality 
Development, Networking & Collaboration, 
Work Conditions) reaching a wide range of 
results, as it can be seen in the graphic. Many 
participants found the definitions of the 
dimensions clear and easy to understand. But 
many of them were equally not quite sure on to 
the reasoning behind, on first impression, 
especially that the prototype of the tool was not 
very extensive in contents. 

Two of the dimensions raised more questions 
and negative comments. One was Networking & 
Collaboration, that was considered less clear while a full tier for the perspective of the team 
transverse all the dimension. The other one was Self-evaluation & Quality Development, less 
clear as specifically dividing the tool, while the overall purpose was exactly Self-evaluation & 
Quality Development.  

Still, respondents were not consistent in their appreciations and the views were far from being 
cohesive, this is why the overall feed back could not be considered as a definitely negative one, 
especially that trans-national results of the tests were very much in favour of this structure and 
the definition of the six dimensions. 
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2.4 Feed back on the contents 

 

The actual content of the tool was not easy to be appreciated, as the prototype of the self-
evaluation tool included a rather limited number of items, the rich contents being an asset taken 
into consideration in the very concept of the instrument (this is why it was not talked at all in the 
trial phase).  

Yet, some aspects could be investigated, needed for the next developments of the actual contents 
of the tool, derived especially from the impression that the combination of items existing in the 
prototype made on the interviewees. No important difference was noticed between experts and 
trainers to that respect. 

An overall appreciation of the contents was given 
by the analysis of the consistency of the toll to its 
objective, so to say, if it is really appropriate to 
determine trainers to reflect on their practice. The 
answers to the question 5, The tool actively 
promotes and encourages reflection recognised 
the tool is important in order to determine a 
reflection process, but not all respondents agreed 
to its effectiveness in that respect. Comments 
underlined that some of the questions in the 
preliminary version of the tool were quite closed 
(Y/N) and did not actively encourage reflection, 
while others were more knowledge based and 
made them feel like in front of an information test.  

Another item in the questionnaire concerned the 
amount of background information provided/to be 
provided (question 4). The respondents agreed, 
generally, that this was an important feature, but 
they were less consensual on what could be the 
amount needed – some participants did not require 
any but felt it might be important. The conclusion 
derived could be that the amount of desired 
backup information depends greatly on the 
specific questions tested. Another reason could be 
that the phrasing of the questions in the prototype 
was sometimes ambiguous or irrelevant, maybe 
from only a limited personal perspective and this 
could be a cause for the expressed perception on 
the information requirement. 
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Based on this feed back, the efforts of the authors in the last phase of the project were dedicated 
to improve the quality of the questions in the tool in the direction of making them more 
interactive, less directive, more reflection-based, less information-based. 

 

2.5 Feed back on the methodological aspects 

Aspects related to how questions were formulated and what kind of support was involved were 
crucial to the impact of the tool and the implicit interest of the trainers to use it. Therefore, 
methodological aspects represented a specific interest point in the discussions carried out in the 
trial phase and then specific items were dedicated to them both in the questionnaire used for 
trainers and the interview guide used for the experts and managers. 

The general attitude was quite positive to that respect, if not enthusiastic, The differences 
between experts and trainers being more on the direction of the comments than on the quality of 
the opinion expressed, experts being more interested to potential future developments of the tool, 
trainers reacting more to the actual questions existing in the prototype.  

Overall, the methodological aspects were considered crucial to the quality of the tool, the depth 
and the scale of the reflection process depending on it. Interactivity, creativity, openness, 
symbolism were considered to be embedded in the methods behind the items in the tool, 
influencing not only attractiveness but also the features of the cognitive developments and the 
learning processes anchored. 

In the trainers group, the answers to question 8. 
The variety of question types /stimuli were 
concentrated, for their great majority, to the right 
top of the matrix, rating high both the importance 
and the effectiveness of this feature. We may 
consider that participants enjoyed the variety of 
stimuli and question types, although some were 
more difficult to use than others, from interactive 
to text based – it seemed to include something for 
everyone. 

In their direct reaction, both trainers and experts 
showed more interest to interactive questions, 
challenges being motivational.  
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Yet, interactivity was not considered as the main feature needed to the quality of the question in 
the reflection process – for instance, drag and drop questions, probably the most interactive of 
all, could finalise the reflection process in the actual exercise, potentially quite close in itself, 
while simple text questions could anchor a longer reflection process, with longer and more 
relevant effects in the improvement of the practice of the trainers – this was particularly showed 
in the interviews with the experts and managers. The difference between radio and checkbox 
types was less relevant to all the users, but the idea to have different types and layouts 
nevertheless appreciated. 

This attitude encouraged the authors that the concept of the tool was correctly developed and the 
principles behind appropriate to the attainment of the objectives of the project.  

The possibility to have different supports to the questions and exercises was also well received, 
even if the prototype did not include too many items that were not only text based. Pictures were 
considered very important, even when they had not a necessary function in the exercise, not only 
for the increased attractiveness of the items, but for the powerful impact of the visual message 
they included. The message of the picture could enhance the main verbal message or could 
anchor a reflection related to deeper meanings or wider applications of the text.  

Video and audio were not actually tried, as no item contained audio or video support. Indirect 
feed back was obtained by a few comments that highlighted the idea that audio could be also a 
good support for specific items, as a connection to the overall stimuli present in the learning 
process.  

For the video, the opinions expressed were more numerous but less cohesive, usually appearing 
in the context of comparison with pictures support and importance. Some of them considered that 
movies might have a larger importance, since they are more vivid and more complete as 
message. Others expressed fears with respect to the quality of the video that might influence the 
interest for the idea behind, while more comments emphasised that video is more directive, so the 
quality of the reflection process is lower than the one involved by the static pictures, when they 
are well selected, of course. 

Generally, all comments related to the use of multimedia-support in the tool, actual or potential, 
were consensual in appreciating that the value of the support was given by its expressiveness and 
appropriateness to the contents of the exercise, the concept behind giving the real quality of the 
overall item.  
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2.6 Feed back on the technical aspects 

Last, but not least, the feed back on the technical aspects was very important, as it could affect 
the overall access and interest for using the tool. The technical requirements involved both 
attractiveness and ease of use, both being specifically evaluated in the different testing phases.  

The first trial phase was almost entirely dedicated to the technical features, in order to verify the 
technical design and include early the modifications, if they were necessary. The trainers were 
not given special instructions, they could use quite easy the ones defined within the tool, and 
navigation was considered rather easy, even if sometimes could be simplified in order to take less 
time in opening different windows. The possibility to comment was well appreciated, giving the 
occasion to users to express more freely their ideas and thoughts. The overall conclusion was that 
the tool did not put technical problems to the group involved and the layout was even considered 
quite attractive.  

The two features were separately evaluated in the test phase, both by trainers and by experts. The 
differences between the two groups relied more in the extension of the comments, experts having 
in mind the potential impact on different wider or smaller categories of trainers, and trainers 
describing more the impact on themselves, sometimes thinking also to other trainers,  

The attractiveness of the layout was not considered 
in itself, but in relation with its ease of use. The 
answers to question 1. The attractiveness of the 
layout. illustrated at right, revealed that trainers 
thought the tool was quite attractive but this was 
fairly irrelevant provided that the tool works. This 
feed back although encouraging with respect to the 
first impact of the tool on the users, needed to be 
correlated with a specific one on the actual usability 
of the tool, reflected below. Experts were equally 
positive in appreciating the layout as appealing and 
professional, the last perspective meaning that they 
consider it giving enough implicit ideas to how it 
works. 

As much as the ease of use was concerned, the most 
important element in this evaluation in the different 
test phases, The usability of the layout/tool 
(question 2), illustrated at right, was moderately 
appreciated, the dispersion of the answers showing 
a divided view on its effectiveness, even if the 
importance is rated high.  
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Comments revealed that basic use is quite easy straight forward, but navigating between 
dimensions and levels can be sometimes confusing, which explains this aspect of the graphic. 
Experts expressed similar views.  

These elements were more encouraging and led towards an overall positive conclusion on the 
main technical aspects, especially in connection with other elements that were included in the 
initial requirements for the design of the tool, with respect to its flexibility and adaptability to 
personal use. 

Other elements related to technical aspects were less rigorously evaluated, but nevertheless 
considered, the results being slightly different in the different groups. 

The possibility to have comments cases where trainers can express more creatively/freely their 
opinion was greatly appreciated by trainers in the first trial and by experts in the test phase, but 
less enthusiastically seen by trainers in the main group, since they could see low reasons for the 
individual trainers to do it, while this had no direct impact on the use of the tool, especially that 
time was always considered to be a problem for the actual use of the tool. This facility was 
appreciated as relevant only for groups and networking, but the potential for group work was 
considered rather limited in the present normal organisation of the training companies and 
networking is not enough extended among trainers at present. However, perspectives for the 
future were considered more encouraging. 

A special attention was given to the possibility for users to develop new items and personal 
pathways, that was very important in the philosophy of the project for the after life of the tool, 
beyond the project’s limited duration. While experts considered that this feature was not of great 
interest to the main target group, the trainers expressed their interest in using creatively the 
facilities of the tool, where the ease of use was very much appreciated. Again, the potential use 
was seen as more important if groups and networks could be involved in the use of the tool in an 
extensive way. 
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3 Conclusions 

3.1 Recommended improvements for the tool 

The overall conclusion of the different tests was encouraging, the general concept of the tool 
being well appreciated and considered as appropriate to the general objective of making trainers 
reflect on their practice by self-evaluation of specific aspects of the activity. The basic 
requirements showed to be complied with, the tool being judged accessible, easy to handle and 
flexible, allowing users to work with it in a way corresponding to their own needs, pace and 
perspectives. 

The feed back offered by the different groups gave the project’s team the possibility to 
concentrate on different improvements and adapt better to the needs of the users. 

 

3.1.1 Improving the structure 

 

The general definitions of the domains and of the levels need more explanations, especially the 
interpersonal level.  

For the final version o the tool, these were improved, and items carefully considered with respect 
to their relevance. 

 

3.1.2 Improving the content 

 

Items in the tool need to be consistent and practice oriented. Quality of the questions depends on 
the process of reflection derived, not on the information included. Repetition of questions at 
different levels or from different perspectives is not seen as a barrier, as long as there is a reason 
for it. Yet, variety of themes is needed but too much number of items could become a stress. 
References and further information are useful but only if deepening the reflection and relevant 
for the domain. 

Important efforts were done in the last phase, oriented towards assuring a high quality of the 
contents, as this was considered to be the main feature of the self-evaluation tool 
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3.1.3 Improving the methodology 

 

Methodology is important but it must be appropriate to the objective of the question, which is to 
induce reflection. Interactiveness is desired but it does not assure by itself the quality. Additional 
support should play its own role in the total effect of the question, the main objective being 
always to make user reflect. Image support is preferred to movie, but the overall variety of 
stimuli is appreciated. 

 

3.1.4 Improving the usability and the layout 

 

Feed back on usability and especially on the layout was generally positive for the groups 
involved directly in the testing phases, but some shadows were put with respect to the capacity of 
other target groups to use the tool. Sill, some minor adjustments were needed, that were operated 
for the final version of the tool. 

 

 

3.2 Help teachers and trainers reflect 

The most important conclusion of the testing procedures was that the basic approach of the 
project was a correct one, since trainers were interested to improve their activity by means of 
self-evaluation and reflection. Using the web-based self-evaluation tool was considered by all 
interviewees as a good support to the process of reflection that needs to base solidly the 
improvement of the activity of the trainers in CVT. The basic assumption that the trainer, the 
main actor of the training and learning processes, may be interested in becoming an agent of 
change was confirmed. 

If trainers tended to consider the self-evaluation and reflection process as more an individual 
issue, the tool was nevertheless considered as appropriate for group discussion or for networking 
at national or international level, as long as the process does not become a compulsory 
institutional constraint and time and space resources can be identified to that purpose. 

To this respect, the support should come from upper levels, in the institutions or the system, 
where deciders could take into consideration the importance of the quality improvement, that 
cannot be carried out if the main actor in the process is left besides or included only as a 
voiceless executing piece in the puzzle.  

�
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3.3 Reflective quality development in Europe 

As new comers, Romanians are very sensitive to all European issues and processes. For this 
reason, participants in the testing phases agreed that reflection on transnational basis could be 
important for the work of the trainers, since professionalisation is a trend with global 
perspectives and Europe has common goals in its ways to a better future. Even if some shadows 
of scepticism could be felt, either on the overall capacity of Romanians to act at similar standards 
with their European peers or on the reciprocity of the phenomenon, interest was shown in sharing 
professional expertise and views for a quality approach of European taste.  

The tool could base some common backgrounds of the practice in quality development, and 
furthermore, in sharing standards and views via comments and statistics.  

Processes could be much deeper and quicker if institutional support could be obtained, especially 
that the existing frames make it possible and the potential for further development of the web-
based self-evaluation tool is so encouraging. 

 

 

 

 



  Annexes –Instruments used during testing activities 

 20

 

4 Annexes –Instruments used during testing activities 

4.1 Electronic survey 

The electronic survey was undertaken with participants in the main test group with the tool 
available online on the website of the the Leonardo da Vinci project ”I-Valuate” 
http://82.7.3.3/ival. 

It involved precise assessment on a progressive scale of ten dimensions (questions), for two axes 
– importance and effectiveness, as it can be seen in the two images that follow: 

 

Taking the survey part 1 (IMPORTANCE) 
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Taking the survey part 2 (EFFECTIVENESS) 

 

 

 

Aggregation of the rates established in this way from the different participants for one dimension 

(question), results in a matrix for the respective dimension, automatically generated and easy to 

interpret, as it can be seen in the following page. 
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Tool individual dimension analysis 

 

 

Eventually, a full analysis of all the dimensions used in a specific survey undertaken with the 
support of the I-Valuate tool can be obtained from the aggregation of the totality of the rates 
registered for all dimensions – see below the overall matrix resulted in the survey of the 
dimensions introduced for the self-evalaution tool in the Reflective evalaution project. 
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Tool full analysis 

 

Questions (dimensions) used in the electronic survey 

124 1 The attractiveness of the layout  

125 2 The usability of the layout / tool  

126 3 The required level of computer literacy to use the tool effectively  

127 4 The amount of background / supplementary information provided  

128 5 The tool actively promotes and encourages reflection  

129 6 Your institution will benefit from using this tool  

130 7 The use of IT&C for self-evaluation and reflection  

131 8 The variety of question types and stimuli  

132 9 The use of hierarchical tiers (Individual, Team, Institution & Society)  

133 10 The use of these 6 dimensions for question categorisation (Values & Roles, Work 
Conditions, Networking & Collaboration, Assessment & Recognition, Teaching & 
Learning, Self-Evaluation & Quality Development) 
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4.2 Interview guide for trainers 
 

�� What do you think of the layout? Is it 

�� What do you think of the structure of the instrument?  

a) Six dimensions       

b) Four levels (System, Institution, Team, Individual)  

�� How convenient is it to use this instrument for self evaluation?  

�� Do you believe this tool to be user friendly?  

�� What do you think of using the following multi-media items for reflection? 

�� Do you think there is a need for such an reflection instrument (not necessarily in your 
institution)?  

�� Do you believe this instrument can help you to improve the quality of your work?  

�� Do you think your institution could profit from suc h an instrument? 

�� Would you like to add your own material to the tool (criteria for self evaluation)? 

�� What would you like to change/improve in this tool?  

�� What do you like best about this self evaluation instrument?  

�� Would you like to develop further materials for your institution? 
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4.3 Questionnaire for experts 

 

Do you think that this instrument can help trainers in CVET  

to improve the quality their work?      yes ���  no  

Please, explain why _____________________________________________________________ 

What do you think of the reflection possibilities in the tool? 

a) Checkbox       good �����  bad 

b) Drag and Drop      good �����  bad 

c) Continuing text phrase      good �����  bad 

d) Radio choice       good �����  bad 

e) Textbox       good �����  bad 

What do you think of supporting reflection with multi-media?  

a) Pictures        good �����  bad 

b) Audio        good �����  bad 

c) Video         good �����  bad 

What do you think of  the structure of the instrument? 

a) Six dimensions       good �����  bad 

b) Four levels        good �����  bad 

Should each user be able to put in his own materials/questions  
so they can share these materials with others?    yes ���  no 
 
What would you like to change about the instrument? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What do you like most about the instrument? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 


