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Executive Summary 

The Early Intervention Foundation (EIF) was launched in July 2013, following the recommendations 
related to the establishment of such an organisation in the Allen reports (2008, 2011). The Centre for 
Educational Development Appraisal and Research (CEDAR) has been working with the EIF over the 
period January 2014 to November 2017 in a formative evaluation. This final report focuses on two of 
EIF’s initiatives in the Early Year’s steam of work, over the period July 2016 to June 2017: the Early Years 
Parenting and Family Relationships Conference (July 2016) and a series of five regional Evidence 
Seminars (November 2016 to February 2017).  

This report assesses the impact of this work in terms of participants’ understanding of the evidence, 
evidence generation process, and impact on own work behaviour. Questionnaire surveys were 
distributed pre, post and follow-up to the Conference and Seminars. There were 101 Conference 
participants and 388 Seminar participants. All data processing and analysis were conducted by CEDAR to 
produce this independent report. 

Main findings 

 Both the Conference and Seminars were successful in increasing participants’ understanding of 
the evidence around parenting and inter-parental relationships: over 80% of participants across 
events felt they understood a lot better the scientific evidence around these two areas.  

 Both events were successful in increasing understanding about the evidence generation process 

 Participants had a good level of understanding of evidence-based practice when joining the EIF 
events; while this remained at similar levels after the events, about 60% of participants would 
be consulting EIF publications (e.g., the Guidebook) when needing to draw on evidence (i.e., 
participants know where to access ‘what works’ evidence) 

 Importantly, attendance and learning that took place at these events led to a change in the way 
people worked: over a period of 4 to 5 months after these events, EIF evidence was used to 
influence commissioning decisions (10% to 31%); and to develop programmes further (31% to 
47%; e.g., to develop evidence for existing interventions, to test new interventions).  

Additional findings: 

 Participants at the Evidence Conference and Evidence Seminars had very similar positive views 
on the events themselves; over 90% would recommend them to colleagues.  

 Between 58% and 85% of participants across events had sought out further evidence, 
information or research on parenting programmes or inter-parental relationships, suggesting 
that event attendance and learning stimulated further enquiry into available evidence.  

 Participants were more likely to suggest they intended to change their work practice (at post), 
compared to actual levels of change in behaviour (at follow-up). Whilst this difference was 
anticipated, between 65% and 83% of participants had used EIF evidence in some way over the 
few months of the follow up period, and some significant impact areas have started to emerge.  

Conclusions 

EIF events to disseminate EIF’s evidence syntheses on Early Years’ parenting programmes and inter-
parental relationships significantly raised participants’ understanding of the available research evidence, 
and made them aware of EIF publications were they can access ‘what works’ evidence. The learning that 
took place during these events was associated with seeking out further evidence and information, 
disseminating information further afield, and using the learning to change working behaviours, mostly 
in relation to the development of the evidence-base of interventions/programmes, or commissioning 
decisions.  
  



3 
 

1. Introduction  

The Early Intervention Foundation (EIF) was launched in July 2013, following the recommendations 
related to the establishment of such an organisation in the Allen reports (2008, 2011). Its mission is to 
champion the effective use of early intervention for children and young people by providing support 
and advice to communities and agencies on the use of effective and timely child and family support. The 
Centre for Educational Development, Appraisal and Research (CEDAR) has been working with EIF over 
the period January 2014 to September 2017 in a formative evaluation. This has comprised an ongoing 
engagement from the early period of EIF to the present time when it is now a mature, well known and 
well-regarded organisation.  
 

Over the period our work has comprised both specific examination of EIF’s work and also ongoing, 
formative consultation on the basis of both EIF specific research and our broader expertise in early 
intervention. Together these have been designed as formative for EIF with an increased focus on 
summative studies more recently. 
 
This is the second and final report to EIF. The first explored the set-up phase (July 2013 – March 2015) – 

see Cullen et al. (2015). The present report explores EIF’s work on the Early Years and in particular 

focuses on two linked pieces of work over the period July 2016 – June 2017. This comprises the 

evaluation of the Early Years, Parenting and Family Relationships Conference held in July 2016 and of a 

series of five Evidence Seminars held between November 2016 and February 2017. These six events 

focused on EIF’s research on the evidence regarding parent child interactions. The aim of these events 

(organised and delivered by EIF) was to disseminate EIF’s work on evaluating the evidence base of 

parenting programmes, while also encouraging areas to consider embedding evidence-based parenting 

programmes as part of their regular early years’ offer. In short, these were designed as learning events. 

In the main they targeted an audience of commissioners and leaders of early years services. The aim of 

the evaluation was to assess the impact of these events. CEDAR designed the impact evaluation in 

collaboration with EIF around 4 main axes:  

1. To capture understanding of the evidence 

2. To capture understanding of the evidence generation process 

3. To capture impact of practical application proposals (i.e., the extent to which participants could 

view how to implement findings in their work) 

4. To capture impact of learning on participants’ work behaviour in the short to medium term. 

 The evaluations were designed as online surveys that included a mixture of close and open ended 
questions to capture the planned dimensions of impact. Participants were invited to complete a 
questionnaire before they attended the learning event (pre), at the end of the event (post) and 
approximately 5 months later (follow up). In the section below, we describe the findings from these 
evaluations.  

 

 
  



4 
 

2. The Early Intervention Foundation Evidence Conference: A comparison 
of the results of the pre, post and follow up surveys 

2.1 Introduction  
 
The Early Intervention Foundation (EIF) ran a conference on 12th July 2016. To review the effectiveness 
of this conference, surveys were sent to participants before the conference (pre), after the conference 
(post) and about five months later (follow up). This report presents a summary of the findings. The 
surveys comprised a series of sections, each of which asked attendees to provide ratings of specified 
aspects of the conference on a 5-point scale, e.g. ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ or ‘very aware’ 
to ‘not at all aware’. In this section, we generally report the ratings in terms of overall positive (e.g. 
‘agree’ plus ‘strongly agree’) and/or overall negative ratings (e.g. ‘very little aware’ plus ‘not at all 
aware’). Some questions required yes or no type responses and also the selecting of various statements 
that respondents felt best suited the question.  Data at the pre stage were collected from 101 
respondents while 70 completed the post-event questionnaire; of those, 58 completed both pre and 
post questionnaires. After five months, a follow-up survey was sent to participants with 30 people 
completing this. In total, 26 participants completed all three surveys. Findings below are presented as 
percentages unless otherwise indicated.  

 
2.2 Pre-conference  

Prior to the conference, 38% had read the overview of EIF’s 2015 ‘Best Start at Home’ report with 19% 
having read the full report; 43% indicated they had not read it. Regarding EIF’s 2016 ‘Inter-Parental 
Relationships’ report, 33% had read it with 67% indicating they had not read it. We also asked about 
current awareness of evidence relating to parent-child interaction and inter-parental relationships, 
shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Participants’ rating of their awareness of evidence of EIF reports (% of participants) 

 Not at 
all 

aware 

Very little 
aware 

Somewhat 
aware 

Quite 
aware 

Very 
aware 

Currently, how aware are you of 
the evidence relating to parent 
child interaction in the early 
years?* 

 

1 9 27 44 19 

Currently, how aware are you of 
the evidence about the impact of 
inter-parental relationships on 
child outcomes?** 

 

2 9 27 48 14 

Currently, how aware are you of 
how EIF rates evidence for early 
intervention programmes?*** 

14 22 31 23 10 

N=101; * 8 missing data, ** 11 missing data, *** 7 missing data 

Over 60% of respondents were quite or very aware of the evidence relating to parent child interaction 
in the early years and the impact of inter-parental relationships on child outcomes, compared with 33% 
quite or very aware of how EIF rates evidence for early intervention programmes. 
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Table 2: Rating of EIF reports’ impact (% of participants) 

 Not at 
all 

A little Somewhat Quite a 
lot 

A great 
deal 

To what extent do you think EIF 
reports will impact on service or 
commissioning decisions?* 

 

2 4 33 47 14 

To what extent do you think EIF 
reports will impact on your own 
work?** 

 

2 2 28 52 16 

To what extent do you find EIF's 
work important to your work?* 

2 4 22 40 32 

N=101; *7 missing data, **11 missing data 

 

The majority of respondents were positive regarding the impact of EIF reports on: service and 
commissioning decisions (61%), their own work (68%), and importance to own work (72%).  

 

2.3 Post-conference  

2.3.1 Changes in understanding of evidence around parent child interaction 

Of those who completed a post-conference questionnaire, 81% reported that the conference had 
changed their understanding of the evidence around parent child interaction and inter-parental 
relationships. Those who said yes were asked to tick as many statements from a list of four that now 
applied to their understanding. 

 Figure 1 Impact on participants’ knowledge and understanding of the evidence following the conference 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

I was surprised to hear that the level of evidence from
the UK is low for programmes I know are used in my area

Some programmes I thought were effective are actually
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I am more aware that to demonstrate robust effects for a
particular intervention, we need strong evaluation

designs such as repeated Randomised Control Trials

I am now aware of more programmes/interventions that
are effective (level 3-4)

New understanding of the evidence around parent child interaction and 
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As shown in Figure 1, the greatest change was for respondents who were aware of more 
programmes/interventions that are effective, but there were also reports of new understandings for 
about a quarter to over a third of respondents about the low level of evidence from the UK for 
programmes in their area; the low evidence of effectiveness of some programmes and the need for 
rigorous research. 

In addition, after attending the event, 65% of participants felt more confident about using evidence in 
their decision making at work, 34% said they felt confident anyway and only 1% said they did not feel 
confident, before or after, to use evidence in their decision making.  

2.3.2 Evidence of research information 

Attendees were asked what specifically about the research information presented at the EIF event 
might enable them to include it in their work. There were eight statements and respondents could 
select as many as they felt applied. Table 3 shows that the most popular choice was the clear 
communication (69%), followed by being clearly able to see how the research related to their context 
(64%) and being able to see how to apply the research evidence to their work (60%).  

 

Table 3: Percentage of respondents who felt enabled in their work by aspects of the EIF conference 

Statement % 

It was clearly communicated (language, style, presentation) 

 

69 

I could see clearly how the research related to our context 

 

64 

I was able to see how to apply the research evidence in my work based on examples 
from other areas 

 

60 

It was convincing 

 

41 

The possibility of getting further support from EIF to work in my area 

 

33 

I was able to discuss the research with a researcher or someone else who understood it 

 

10 

There was coaching available on how to apply the research evidence in practice 

 

0 

Other 0 

N=70 
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2.3.3 Post-event intentions of acting on new knowledge 

Attendees were also asked about what they believed the information received at the EIF event would 
enable them to do over the next three months. 

 

Table 4: Actions that participants planned to undertake over the next 3 months following the Early Years, 
Parenting and Family Relationships Conference (% of participants)  

Over the next 3 months: Not at all (%) A little (%) A lot (%) 

Discuss best practice with colleagues at work 0 31 69 

Improve my knowledge on the effects of inter-
parental relationships on children’s development 

3 28 69 

Reflect on my own practice 3 35 62 

Improve my knowledge on the effects of parent 
child interaction programmes 

3 37 60 

Share the learning with people or organisations 
outside my work 

6 45 49 

Reinforce existing practices 3 48 49 

Encourage or support the conduct of research in 
my area 

8 58 34 

Influence colleagues in my workplace to change 
their own practice 

9 57 34 

Change my own practice (this could be starting, 
developing or discontinuing an approach) 

6 62 32 

N=70; 5 missing data for each item 

A majority of respondents indicated that they would be making at least a little change following on from 
the learning at the event they attended: all who responded intended to discuss best practice with 
colleagues, with 69% saying they would do this a lot; 94% indicated they were willing to change their 
own practice at least a little. Over 90% reported intentions to act for every item in Table 4. The 
statement with the least combined total of intentions was regarding influencing colleagues in their 
workplace to change their practice, as 9% indicated the event had not enabled them to do this. 

Respondents were also asked to consider their intentions to communicating research to colleagues and 
seek to develop their knowledge in the three months following the conference. Table 5 presents these 
findings.  
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Table 5: Ratings of intentions as a result of the EIF event (% of participants) 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I intend to arrange to communicate 
the EIF research information to other 
colleagues in my work/ in my area 

2 0 11 53 34 

I will seek out further evidence, 
research or information on parent 
child interaction programmes 

0 0 8 59 33 

I will seek out further evidence, 
research or information on 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

0 2 14 51 33 

I will seek out information on what 
other areas are doing about 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

0 2 11 59 28 

I will seek out further research or 
information on how to generate 
evidence about what works 

0 2 12 61 25 

I will seek out information on what 
other areas are doing on parent child 
interaction programmes 

0 0 14 61 25 

N=70; 6 missing data for each item 

The majority of responses were positive, with a range of 84-92% of respondents indicating that they 
agreed or strongly agreed with each statement. The highest positive statement, with no negative 
responses, was regarding seeking out further evidence, research or information on parent child 
interaction programmes (92%), with the least positive statement (84%) being about seeking out further 
evidence, research or information on interventions for inter-parental relationships. Only a small 
minority (0-2%) of the respondents gave negative responses. 

Respondents were also asked if they would recommend the EIF event to other commissioners. 
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Figure 2  

 

Combining the two positive responses, 59 out of 63 (94%) who responded would recommend the EIF 
conference to other commissioners.  

 

2.3.4 Changes between pre and post conference 

Understanding of Evidence-Based Practice (EBP) 

The attendees were asked to choose up to three statements from a selection of nine, regarding what 
the term ‘evidence-based practice’ meant to them. The percentage change between pre and post 
conference is presented in Table 6 for those who completed both of the questionnaires. 

Table 6: Respondents’ interpretation of evidence-based practice for those completing both 
questionnaires, ordered by percentage change 

 Pre % Post % 
% 

change 

Using an online evidence platform/database (e.g., Early Intervention 
Foundation’s Guidebook) and applying the learning 

35 67 +32 

Conducting service evaluation and applying the learning 41 41 0 

Applying guidance from Government publications (e.g. DfE, DH) 17 16 -1 

Using performance data from my area to track population progress 
and plan ahead 

35 33 -2 

Learning from colleagues and applying the learning 9 7 -2 

Applying the recommendations of an external consultant or trainer 3 0 -3 

Combining academic research evidence with my professional 
expertise 

59 55 -4 

Reading and applying information from academic research or from 
working with researchers 

59 50 -9 

Applying NICE guidance 35 26 -9 

N=58 
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Use of an online evidence platform such as the EIF’s Guidebook had the greatest positive change (+32) 
for respondents completing both questionnaires, with applying NICE guidance and reading and applying 
information from academic research the highest reductions (-9) (Table 6). The most popular answers 
pre-conference were reading and applying information from academic research (59%), and combining 
academic research evidence with their own professional expertise (59%). The most popular answer 
post-conference was using an online evidence platform and applying the learning (67%).  

 

2.3.5. EIF’s evidence rating 

Both questionnaires asked about awareness of how EIF rates evidence for early intervention 
programmes.  

 

Table 7: Percentage change in awareness of how EIF rates evidence 

 Not at 
all 

aware 

Very little 
aware 

Somewhat 
aware 

Quite 
aware 

Very 
aware 

Currently, how aware are you of how 
EIF rates evidence for early 
intervention programmes? 

-9 -22 -17 +25 +23 

N=58; 2 missing data on post questionnaire 

 

The percentage changes show that the participants were more aware of how EIF rates evidence for 
early intervention programmes than before the EIF events (Table 7). A Wilcoxon Signed rank test 
showed a statistically significant difference between time points: Z=-5.401, p<.001. 

2.3.6. Use of evidence on own work 

For certain statements on the questionnaires we have been able to look at the pre and post thoughts of 
the respondents. The pre-conference questions asked about current practice and the post-conference 
questions asked about intentions for future practice, therefore statistics have not been calculated 
because the questions are not identical. We have presented some graphs to show this, for data of those 
58 participants who completed both questionnaires. 
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Figure 3 Use of evidence in commissioning 

 

 

There was a change in number of responses for the intention to use evidence when making service or 
commissioning decisions, with ‘Very often’ increasing and ‘Quite a lot’ decreasing (Figure 3). This finding 
indicates a substantial and important shift in how participants (mainly commissioners) view the role of 
evidence in making decisions at work.  

 

Figure 4 Use of EIF evidence in commissioning 

 

From Figure 4 we can see a large increase in intention to use EIF’s evidence for both ‘Quite a lot’ and 
‘Very often’ and a large decrease in those who chose ‘Not at all’ or ‘A little’.  

 

Some statements had exactly the same wording on both surveys so we were able to compare them 
directly. Tables 8-10 indicate the percentage of participants responding to the three statements both 
pre- and post-conference. 
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Table 8: To what extent should evidence underpin service and commissioning decisions? (Percentage of 
participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre 2 0 0 40 58 

Post* 2 0 13 24 61 

N=58; *4 missing data 

Table 9: To what extent do you think the EIF reports will impact on service or commissioning decisions? 
(Percentage of participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre 0 7 27 52 14 

Post* 0 13 32 40 15 

N=58; *5 missing data 

Table 10: To what extent do you think the EIF reports will impact on your own work? (Percentage of 
participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre* 0 4 27 55 14 

Post** 0 6 28 51 15 

N=58; *2 missing data, ** 5 missing data 

 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two time points for any of the above three 
statements1. These findings indicate that participants were mostly positive about the role of evidence 
and the impact of EIF evidence in particular prior to attending the learning event, and attendance did 
not change significantly these views. 

2.3.7. EIF’s relevance to commissioning 

Finally, participants were asked to what extent the work of EIF would be important to their work, with 
the post-survey question being more specific and referring to over the next 3 months.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Table 8, Z=-.576, p=.565; Table 9, Z=-.842, p=.400; Table 10, Z=-.329, p=.742 



13 
 

Figure 5 

 

There appears to be a reduction in the extent to which respondents considered that EIF’s work would 
be very important to them over the next 3 months, compared to the more general timescale given in 
the pre-conference survey (Figure 5). The other options are broadly similar with small increases 
observed at post. It is likely that this pattern of findings indicates that attendance was associated with a 
more pragmatic timescale regarding the ability of the evidence to impact on one’s own work.  

 
2.3.8. Conclusions 

There were many positives to be taken from the conference survey data: 94% of those who responded 
to the post-conference survey would, at the least, probably recommend the EIF event to other 
commissioners. All planned on discussing best practice with colleagues, even if this was just a little, and 
94% were willing to change their practice, again even if just a little.  

After attending a conference event, 56 out of 65 (81%) reported that this had resulted in a change in 
their understanding of the evidence around parent child interaction and inter-parental relationships. 
Other increases included: awareness of how EIF rates evidence for early intervention programmes, the 
intention to use EIF’s evidence when making service or commissioning decisions, and understanding 
that evidence-based practice can take the form of applying learning from an online evidence platform 
such as EIF’s Guidebook.  

When asked to consider what specifically about the research information presented at the conference 
might enable attendees to include it in their work there were three most-popular answers: it was clearly 
communicated, it clearly showed how the research related to their context, and attendees were able to 
see how to apply the research evidence in their work.  

Overall, these results indicate a positive perspective of the EIF Conference by those who participated.   

2.4 Follow-up 

There were 30 respondents for the follow up survey five months later. Twenty six participants 
completed all three surveys, and four completed the pre-conference survey and the follow-up survey, 
but for certain questions on the follow up survey one person did not respond.  

For the following analysis, we have just looked at those who completed all three as comparisons could 
only be made between those who had completed the post-conference and follow-up surveys. Please 
note that at post, participants were asked to indicate the extent to which the information at the 
conference would enable them to engage in a behaviour in the coming months, while at follow up we 
asked them to indicate the extent to which they were able to engage in this behaviour in the previous 
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month.  In other words, we captured behavioural intention at post, and self-reported behavioural 
change at follow up.  

 

2.4.1. Impact on participants’ work behaviour 

Table 11 Impact of the conference on work behaviour. 

Over the past 5 months I have been able to: Not at all (%) A little (%) A lot (%) 

Discuss best practice with colleagues at work 4 35 61 

Reflect on my own practice 8 34 58 

Share the learning with people or organisations 
outside my work 

0 54 46 

Reinforce existing practices 0 46 54 

Encourage or support the conduct of research in 
my area 

19 62 19 

Influence colleagues in my workplace to change 
their own practice 

12 65 23 

Change my own practice (this could be starting, 
developing or discontinuing an approach) 

4 69 27 

N=26 

 

All 26 respondents who completed the follow-up survey had been able to share the learning from the 
EIF conference with people or organisations outside their work and had also been able to reinforce 
existing practices at least a little (Table 11). Over 90% of the respondents were able to discuss best 
practice with colleagues, reflect on their own practice and change their own practice, again at least a 
little, in the five months since the conference. The lowest level of impact was on the encouragement or 
support of research where 19% reported no change. 

Figures 6-8 contrast the difference between behavioural intention and actual change as reported by the 
participants at post and follow up.  We present the percentages of respondents reporting ‘a little’ or 
‘lot’ of change in each case. We have left out the option for ‘Not at all’ for ease of reference.  
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Figure 6 Discussing and reflecting on practice 

 

 

Figure 7 Changing practice  
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Figure 8 Behaviour beyond the workplace 

 

 

We note that the majority of respondents both intended and actually changed their behaviour to some 
extent: there was no majority endorsement of ‘Not at all’ for any of the items, either as an intention or 
as an actual behavioural change.  The overall pattern of findings in Figures 6-8 indicates that there was a 
decrease in the % of participants who intended to engage in this behaviour compared to the % of 
participants who actually engaged in this behaviour. This pattern of findings are consistent with our 
expectations. More people typically intend to change something than those who actually achieve a 
change, and the difference can usually be related to opportunity or behavioural cost. The important 
feature of these results at this stage is that this one-off learning event appeared to have had some 
(likely modest) impact on actual behaviour in the workplace as reported by participants themselves. A 
significant minority (between 15% and 25% of participants) reported a large change in ‘hard’ indicators: 
e.g., changing own behaviour, influencing the behaviour of others, and supporting research.  

 

2.4.2. Impact on learning 

At follow up, we asked participants what other information or evidence they had sought following the 
conference.  The results are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 Percentage of participants who selected each rating regarding seeking further information 

As a result of the EIF conference… Strongly 
disagree 

(%) 

Disagree 
(%) 

Neither 
agree nor 

disagree (%) 

Agree 
(%) 

Strongly 
Agree (%) 

I have sought out further evidence, 
research or information on 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

0 0 23 62 15 

I have sought out information on 
what other areas are doing on 
parent child interaction 

0 15 20 50 15 

I have sought out information on 
what other areas are doing about 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

0 12 27 46 15 

I have sought out further evidence, 
research or information on parent 
child interaction programmes 

0 3 

 

12 73 12 

N=25 

The majority (61-85%) reported that they had taken positive action to seek out further evidence, 
research and information. This was particularly the case (85%) for parent child interaction programmes 
(Table 10).   Participants were less likely to have sought out further information regarding what other 
areas were doing in these two intervention approaches.  

Figures 9-12 below indicate the change between intention at post and actual practice five months after 
the conference. We have collapsed the negative and positive responses, to retain three categories for 
ease of reference.  
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Figure 9 

 

 

Figure 10 

 

 
  

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree

I have sought out further evidence, research or information on 
parent child interaction programmes

Post Follow up

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree

I have sought out information on what other areas are doing on 
parent child interaction

Post Follow up



19 
 

Figure 11 

 

Figure 12 

 

 

Figures 9-12 indicate that there were high levels of intention (around 90% of respondents at post). The 
translation of intention into activity, however, reduced in each case as would be expected, but at least 
60% of respondents had engaged in some further evidence finding by follow up. 
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1. Use of EIF evidence to change practice;  
2. Use of EIF evidence when commissioning services;  
3. Further dissemination of EIF evidence. 

Overall, the numbers of respondents stating that they did seek out further information were lower in 
each case than the numbers intending to do so. A selection of comments are presented in Boxes 1-3 
below alongside the percentage of comments that fitted that theme.  

Box 1 Use of EIF evidence for programme development (47%) 

“When visioning and thinking about integration of children's services and early years.” 

“Used Foundations for Life in development and embedding of our parenting programmes in the 
city. Cost of Late Intervention also helpful in service development.” 

 

Box 2 Use of EIF evidence in commissioning decisions (10%) 

“We have decided to commission a research project in an area where the gap in EYFS [Early Years 
Foundation Stage Profile] is wider than the national average. Here, we have started the Incredible 
Beginnings programme for early years practitioners (based on the evidence base of Incredible 
Years). We have decided upon measures to ascertain if the programme makes a difference to the 
stress of the practitioners. Our aim is to support its evidence base through feedback to […] via the 
[…] who are leading the programme.” 

 

Box 3 Further dissemination of EIF evidence (43%) 

“I have written a summary of key relevant learning from the conference and circulated it to 
colleagues who are working to strengthen services in […] from pregnancy to age 3.” 

 

“Regularly use it to present to other colleagues responsible for managing or commissioning 
services both within the Council and with partners.” 

Overall, the main purpose for which participants had used EIF evidence was programme development.  

 

2.4.4. Conclusion 

There are many positives to be taken from the follow-up survey data: 83% of respondents had used 
evidence from EIF in the past 5 months. All respondents had been able to share the learning from the 
conference and to also reinforce existing practices, at least a little. Over 90% of respondents were able 
to discuss best practice with colleagues, reflect on their own practice and to also change their own 
practice and 83% of respondents had sought out further evidence, research or information regarding 
intervention for inter-parental relationships. 

The qualitative data provided further insight into the ways conference participants had used the 
learning in their workplace: commissioning services, changing practice, and general dissemination. The 
EIF conference material has been used by the respondents in a variety of ways, from commissioning 
research, to develop parenting programmes, to summarising key relevant points for colleagues.  While 
dissemination and programme development were the areas the EIF evidence had most impacted (over 
40%), a significant minority of respondents (10%) indicated there was a change in commissioning 
decisions that came from the new learning. When considered in relation to the short timescale (5 
months), and the subsequent impact of this change, then a 10% shift on commissioning is a sizeable 
impact.  
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Overall, the quantitative data indicated that the majority of participants left the training event intending 
to make changes in their work: from reflecting on their own practice, to changing the way they make 
decisions, to influencing others. In addition, the majority of participants had actually engaged in some of 
these changes: approximately 60% of participants reflected on their own practice a lot, while 15% 
actually changed their behaviour a lot, and 55% changed their behaviour a little. The difference 
between intended behaviour change and actual behaviour change was in the expected direction (i.e., 
reduction), but the difference was not large. In addition, the majority of participants (between 60% and 
80%) had sought further information, research or evidence following the event.  

In conclusion, the conference appears to have had a positive impact on participants’ understanding of 
the evidence, evidence-seeking behaviours, and change in their behaviour at work (change in 
commissioning decisions, supporting further research, and changing own practice).  
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3. The Early Intervention Foundation Evidence Seminars: A comparison of 
the results of the pre, post, and follow-up surveys  
 

3.1 Introduction  

 
The Early Intervention Foundation (EIF) ran five Evidence Seminars between November 2016 and 
February 2017. This section presents the findings from the evaluation of the impact of the Evidence 
Seminars and compares these with relevant findings from the EIF Evidence Conference (Section 2). 

Participants completed a survey before the seminar (pre), immediately after (post) and at 4-months 
follow up (follow up). The surveys comprised a series of sections, each of which asked attendees to 
provide ratings of specified aspects of the seminars on a 5-point scale, e.g. ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly 
disagree’ or ‘very aware’ to ‘not at all aware’. In this report we generally report the ratings in terms of 
overall positive (e.g. ‘agree’ plus ‘strongly agree’) and/or overall negative ratings (e.g. ‘very little aware’ 
plus ‘not at all aware’). Some questions required yes or no type responses and also the selecting of 
various statements that respondents felt best suited the question. Data at the pre stage were collected 
from 388 respondents while 161 completed the post-event questionnaire; of those, 145 completed both 
pre and post questionnaires. Ninety eight completed the follow-up questionnaire which was sent 
approximately four months after the seminar; of those, 69 had provided data across all three surveys. 
Table 13 gives a breakdown of participants who provided impact evaluation data at each time point for 
each of the seminars.  

Table 13: Percentage of respondents of each questionnaire by seminar location 

Location Pre-seminar (%) Post-seminar (%) Follow-up (%) 

London 16th November 2016 6 21 17 

Leeds 30th November 2016 10 20 26 

Bristol 8th December 2016 10 15 19 

Manchester 18th January 2017 20 23 26 

London 8th February 2017 19 20 12 

Missing information on location 35 1 0 

N 388 161 98 

 

 

 

3.2 Pre-seminar  

Respondents were asked to select their job role, or to select ‘other’ and describe it, if their role was not 
one of the main options (Table 14). Most were either a provider or practitioner (38%) or a commissioner 
or system change leader (34%).  

Table 14: Job-role of respondents 

Job role % 

A provider or practitioner 38 

A commissioner or system change leader 34 

Other 22 

An academic 6 
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N=388 

There was a wide range of ‘other’ roles including Early Years advisors, students, researchers, and 
development officers.  

Prior to the seminar, most participants had seen the ‘Foundations for Life’ report: 47% had read the 
overview, 15% had read the full report, while 38% had not read it. Table 15 below reports participants’ 
awareness of evidence relating to parent child interaction and inter-parental relationships. 

Table 15: Participants’ rating of their awareness of evidence of EIF reports before the seminar (% of 
participants) 

 Not at 
all 

aware 

Very little 
aware 

Somewhat 
aware 

Quite 
aware 

Very 
aware 

Currently, how aware are you of 
the evidence relating to parent 
child interaction in the early 
years?* 

1 4 30 42 22 

Currently, how aware are you of 
the evidence about the impact of 
inter-parental relationships on 
child outcomes?** 

0 6 27 40 27 

Currently, how aware are you of 
how EIF rates evidence for early 
intervention programmes?* 

9   22 34 23 12 

N=388; * 9 missing data, ** 12 missing data  

A large majority of respondents were aware of the evidence relating to parent child interaction in the 
early years (93%) and the evidence about the impact of inter-parental relationships on child outcomes 
(94%), with substantial awareness reported by 64% and 67% respectively. Respondents were least 
aware of how EIF rates evidence for early intervention programmes, with 31% saying they were either 
not or very little aware. This compares to only 6-7% of respondents being not that aware for the other 
statements.   

These findings are very similar to those of participants at the Evidence Conference (Table 1): 64% of 
Seminar participants were quite aware or very aware of the evidence relating to parent child interaction 
compared with 63% Conference participants; 67% vs 62% were aware of evidence about the impact of 
inter-parental relationships on child outcomes; and the much lower awareness of how EIF rates 
evidence for early intervention programmes, 35% vs 33%. The proportions of negative responses were 
also similar with lower percentage of Seminar participants reporting ‘very little aware’ and ‘not at all 
aware’: 5% vs 10%; 6% vs 11%; and 31% vs 36% for those three questions.  

Respondents were also asked about the likely impact EIF reports will have on their work, as an indicator 
of perceived impact prior to the seminar. Information is presented in Table 16 below. 
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Table 16: Rating of EIF reports’ impact (% of participants) 

 Not at 
all 

A little Somewhat Quite a 
lot 

A great 
deal 

To what extent do you think EIF 
reports will impact on service or 
commissioning decisions?* 

2 5 38 44 11 

To what extent do you think EIF 
reports will impact on your own 
work?** 

1 5 33 45 16 

To what extent do you find EIF's work 
important to your work?*** 

1 4 26 44 25 

N=388; *23 missing data, **35 missing data, ***21 missing data 

 

Overall, between 55% and 69% of people registered to attend a seminar anticipated that EIF’s work in 
the early years will have a strong impact on their work and only 5-7% reporting no or only a little 
impact.  

These findings were similar to those of the Evidence Conference (Table 2): 55% of Seminar participants 
reported that EIF reports would impact on service or commissioning decisions, compared with 61% of 
Conference participants; 61% Seminar vs 68% Conference participants reported that EIF reports would 
impact on their own work; and 69% vs 72% considered that EIF work was important for their own work. 
Negative responses were very few for both Seminar and Conference participants for each question, with 
just 4% to 7% responding ‘a little’ or ‘not at all’ across the three items.  

 

3.3 Post-seminar  

3.3.1. Changes in understanding of evidence around parent child interaction 

Among participants who completed a questionnaire after the seminar, 80% reported that the event 
they had attended had changed their understanding of the evidence around parent child interaction 
and inter-parental relationships. Figure 13 below demonstrates in what way participants’ knowledge 
changed following the seminar.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



25 
 

 

 Figure 13. Impact on participants’ knowledge and understanding of the evidence following the seminar 

 

 

These results of Seminar participants at post-Seminar are similar to those of Conference participants at 
post-Conference (compared Figure 13 above with Figure 1). In each case both groups the majority of 
participants were more aware of programmes/interventions that are effective (level 3-4). About a third 
in each case were surprised that some programmes they had thought were effective were not actually 
effective when you look at the evidence rating, and were more aware that to demonstrate robust 
effects for a particular intervention strong evaluation designs are needed such as RCTs. Finally, about a 
quarter of participants in each case were surprised that the level of evidence from the UK in is low for 
programmes they know were used in their areas. 

Participants were also asked whether attendance at the seminar increased their confidence to use 
evidence in their decision making:  70% of those who responded to the question felt more confident 
about using evidence in their decision making at work: 27% said they felt confident anyway and only 3% 
said they did not feel confident before or after to use evidence in their decision making. These results 
were similar to those of Conference participants: 65%, 34% and 1% respectively. 
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3.3.2. Evaluation of research information 

Attendees were asked what specific aspect of the research information presented at the EIF event 
might enable them to include it in their work. There were eight statements and respondents could 
select as many as they felt applied. Table 17 shows that the most popular choice was the clear 
communication of research information (71%), followed by being clearly able to see how the research 
related to their own context (60%).  

 

Table 17: Percentage of respondents who found the following aspects of the EIF seminars the most 
enabling for including it in their own work 

Statement % 

It was clearly communicated (language, style, presentation) 71 

I could see clearly how the research related to our context 60 

It was convincing 34 

I was able to see how to apply the research evidence in my work based on examples 
from other areas 

32 

The possibility of getting further support from EIF to work in my area 22 

I was able to discuss the research with a researcher or someone else who understood it 13 

Other 8 

There was coaching available on how to apply the research evidence in practice 1 

N=161 

 

These findings are very similar to those for the Conference participants (compare Table 17 above with 
Table 3). The sequence of items was almost identical with ‘It was clearly communicated (language, style, 
presentation), having the highest proportion of participants’ positive response (71% Seminar, 69% 
Conference) and ‘There was coaching available on how to apply evidence in practice’ the lowest (1% 
Seminar, 0% Conference). 

3.3.3. Post-event intentions of acting on new knowledge 

Participants indicated how likely they felt they would be to engage in a range of actions following the 
new knowledge presented at the seminar. Behavioural intentions for the next three months are 
presented in Table 18. 
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Table 18: Participants’ intentions following the Evidence Seminar, over the next 3 months (% of 
participants)  

Over the next 3 months: Not at all (%) A little (%) A lot (%) 

Discuss best practice with colleagues at work 2 38 60 

Improve my knowledge on the effects of parent 
child interaction programmes 

6 34 60 

Reflect on my own practice 4 42 54 

Improve my knowledge on the effects of inter-
parental relationships on children’s development 

8 46 46 

Share the learning with people or organisations 
outside my work 

4 56 40 

Reinforce existing practices 9 53 38 

Encourage or support the conduct of research in 
my area 

17 49 34 

Influence colleagues in my workplace to change 
their own practice 

11 61 28 

Change my own practice (this could be starting, 
developing or discontinuing an approach) 

8 65 27 

N=161; 7 missing data for each item 

The large majority of respondents indicated that they would be making at least a little change following 
on from the learning at the event they attended: 98% intend to discuss best practice with colleagues; 
92% indicated they were willing to change their own practice at least a little. The three areas where 
respondents expected to engage in a lot of activity were discussing best practice with colleagues at 
work (60%), improving their own knowledge on the effects of parent child interaction programmes 
(60%) and reflecting on their own practice (54%). The statement with the least combined percentage of 
intention to take action to change was regarding encouraging or supporting the conduct of research in 
their area, as 17% indicated the information at the seminar had not resulted in an intention to do this. 

The level of ratings were again very similar for both Seminar and Conference participants, with the 
percentage rating ‘a lot’ for intentions identical in both Table 18 and Table 4. The main difference was 
the tendency for lower percentages of Seminar participants to rate the top six actions ‘a lot’, e.g. 
‘Discuss best practice with colleagues at work’: 60% Seminar vs 69% Conference and ‘Reinforce existing 
practices’: 38% vs 49%. In addition, there were consistently more Seminar participants responding that 
they had no intention of engaging in any of the activities. This was particularly so for encouraging the 
conduct of research in their area: 17% Seminar vs 8% Conference. 

 

In terms of following up on the information presented at the seminar, participants were asked to 
indicate the ways by which they would follow up the new information (Table 19). 
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Table 19: Ratings of intentions as a result of the EIF event (% of participants) 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I will seek out further evidence, 
research or information on parent 
child interaction programmes 

1 0 10 60 29 

I intend to arrange to communicate 
the EIF research information to other 
colleagues in my work/ in my area 

1 4 15 51 29 

I will seek out further research or 
information on how to generate 
evidence about what works 

1 5 15 51 28 

I will seek out further evidence, 
research or information on 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

1 1 17 59 22 

I will seek out information on what 
other areas are doing on parent child 
interaction programmes 

1 0 20 63 16 

I will seek out information on what 
other areas are doing about 
interventions for inter-parental 
relationships 

1 1 27 56 15 

N=161; 9 missing data for each item 

Interestingly, the majority of responses indicated that participants intended to follow up on the 
information presented at the seminar, with at least 71% indicating that they agreed or strongly agreed 
with all of the statements. The highest positive statement was regarding seeking out further evidence, 
research or information on parent child interaction programmes (89%), with the lowest (71%) 
concerning seeking out information about what other areas are doing about interventions for inter-
parental relationships. Only 1-6% of participants had no intention to undertake the activities. It is 
noteworthy that all ‘strongly disagree’ responses were from the same person. 

Again, the overall findings for the Seminar were similar to those of the Conference (Tables 4 and 19). In 
each case very few disagreed or strongly disagreed with any of the interventions examined (ranges 1-6% 
Seminar, 0-2 Conference) and high levels of participants agreed or strongly agreed (range 71% -89% 
Seminar, 84% - 92% Conference). 

Respondents were also asked if they would recommend the EIF event to other commissioners. 
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Figure 14 

 

 

Combining the two positive responses, 96% of respondents would recommend the EIF event to other 
commissioners (Figure 14).  

This very high positive rating (96%) was similar to that found for the Conference (94%). 

 

3.3.4. Changes between pre and post seminar 

Interpretation of Evidence-Based Practice (EBP) 

The attendees were asked to choose up to three statements from a selection of nine, regarding what 
the term ‘evidence-based practice’ meant to them at both pre and post seminar. The percentage 
change between pre and post seminar is presented in Table 20 for those who completed both of the 
questionnaires (N=145). 
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Table 20: Respondents’ interpretation of evidence-based practice for those completing both 
questionnaires, ordered by percentage change 

 Pre % Post % % 
change 

Using an online evidence platform/database (e.g., Early Intervention 
Foundation’s Guidebook) and applying the learning 

43 55 +12 

Conducting service evaluation and applying the learning 40 43 +3 

Combining academic research evidence with my professional 
expertise 

58 60 +2 

Applying the recommendations of an external consultant or trainer 2 3 +1 

Reading and applying information from academic research or from 
working with researchers 

51 51 0 

Using performance data from my area to track population progress 
and plan ahead 

21 20 -1 

Learning from colleagues and applying the learning 8 7 -1 

Applying guidance from Government publications (e.g. DfE, DH) 25 22 -3 

Applying NICE guidance 35 26 -9 

N=145 

Use of an online evidence platform such as EIF’s Guidebook, showed the greatest positive percentage 
change (+12) for respondents completing both questionnaires, with applying NICE guidance the highest 
negative percentage change (-9). The most popular answer was combining academic research evidence 
with own professional expertise, which received the highest endorsement both pre and post seminar 
(58% and 60% respectively), suggesting that one half of the audience of the seminars interpreted 
evidence based practice to be characterised by this criterion. 

These findings are mainly very similar to those of the Conference. The main difference is the much 
lower but still highest item percentage change, of +12% from pre- to post-Seminar compared with +32% 
Conference change for using an online platform/database such as EIF’s Guidebook and applying the 
learning. Percentages changed from 43% to 55% from pre- to post-Seminar compared with 35% to 67% 
pre- to post-Conference. In both cases, this interpretation of evidence-based practice was by far the 
most selected. 

 

EIF’s evidence rating  

Both pre and post seminar questionnaires asked about awareness of how EIF rates evidence for early 
intervention programmes. Table 21 presents the percentage change in levels of awareness of EIF’s 
rating system. 
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Table 21: Percentage change in response for all participants  

 Not at 
all 

aware 

Very little 
aware 

Somewhat 
aware 

Quite 
aware 

Very 
aware 

Currently, how aware are you of how 
EIF rates evidence for early 
intervention programmes? 

-7 -19 -16 +26 +16 

 

N=145, 3 missing on the post questionnaire 

 

The percentage changes overall indicate that participants’ level of understanding of EIF’s evidence 
rating system increased substantially following the seminar, as shown by a Wilcoxon Signed Rank test: Z 
= -6.89, p < .001. 

This is similar to the change found for the Conference although a lower percentage of Seminar 
participants reported they were very aware of EIF’s evidence: rating +16% Seminar vs +25% Conference.
  

Use of evidence in own work 

Prior to the seminar participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they use evidence in their 
current practice, while after the seminar participants were asked to indicate their intention to use 
evidence. Figures 15 and 16 below indicate the change between current use of evidence before the 
seminar, and intention after the seminar, among 145 participants with data at both time points. The 
questions were not identical so statistical tests have not been performed. 

Figure 15 Use of evidence in commissioning 

 

 

There was a little change between current use and intended use of evidence when making service or 
commissioning decisions (Figure15). Importantly, the percentage of respondents who did not use 
evidence when making service or commissioning decisions but intended to use evidence in future 
increased. 
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Figure 16 Use of EIF evidence in commissioning 

 

Compared to the reported use of EIF evidence before the seminar, there was a large increase in the 
intention to use it ‘Quite a lot’ and ‘Very often’ following the seminar (Figure 16).  

We asked participants to indicate their views on the extent to which evidence should underpin service 
and commissioning decisions.  Tables 22-24 provide percentages of participants responding to the three 
statements both pre- and post-seminar. The questions were identical on both the pre and post-surveys 
so statistical comparisons were performed. 

 

Table 22: To what extent should evidence underpin service and commissioning decisions? (% of 
participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre * 0 0 6 32 62 

Post ** 0 1 10 30 59 

N=145; * 1 missing data, ** 7 missing data 

There was practically unanimous support for the importance of evidence being used to underpin service 
and commissioning decisions (100% pre, 99% post – see Table 22). 

Then we asked more specifically about the impact of EIF reports (Tables 23 and 24). The large majority 
of participants considered that EIF reports would impact on the service or commissioning (100% post – 
see Table 11). In each case, about half of participants considered impact to be quite a lot or a great deal 
(52% pre, 49% post). The results for participants’ views of impact on their own work was similar (100% 
pre, 98% post – see Table 12) but with higher percentages reporting that this would be quite a lot or a 
good deal (57% pre, 53% post), and responses again indicated little change between the two time 
points.  
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Table 23: To what extent do you think the EIF reports will impact on service or commissioning decisions? 
(% of participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre * 1 6 41 41 11 

Post ** 0 14 38 39 10 

N=145; * 3 missing data, xx9 missing data 

 

Table 24: To what extent do you think the EIF reports will impact on your own work? (% of participants) 

 Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a lot A great deal 

Pre * 0 7 36 42 15 

Post ** 2 15 31 38 15 

N=145; *8 missing data, **9 missing data 

 

There was no statistically significant difference between the two time points for any of the above three 
statements, in Tables 22-24, indicating no significant changes between the pre and post questionnaires.  

Regarding the relationship between the Conference and the Seminar participants’ ratings of the use of 
evidence in their own work, there was a high degree of similarity. For example, in both cases very small 
percentages reported not using evidence when making service or commissioning decisions compared 
with high proportions using evidence, but the Conference participants were more likely to change from 
‘quite a lot’ to ‘very often’ at post-Conference (compare Figure 3 and Figure 17). However, in both cases 
around 80% rated this behaviour as ‘very often’ at post. 

A similar change was made for use of EIF evidence, with large percentage reductions in participants not 
using EIF evidence and large percentage increases in participants using EIF evidence pre- to post-
Conference and Seminar (compare Figures 3 and 16).  

There were also very similar findings for the use of evidence, and of EIF reports in particular with both 
Seminar and Conference participants giving high levels of positive and very low levels of negative 
scores: Compare Tables 22-24 Seminar with Tables 8-10 Conference. 

 

EIF’s relevance to commissioning 

Finally, participants were asked to what extent the work of EIF would be important to their work, with 
the post-survey question being more specific and adding ‘over the next 3 months’.   
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Figure 17 

  

There appears to be a reduction in the extent to which respondents feel EIF’s work will be important to 
them over the next 3 months, compared to the concurrent importance as indicated in the pre-seminar 
survey (Figure 17). There is a reasonable increase for those who selected ‘A little’. 

 

3.3.5. Conclusions 

Participants who attended the seminars had a good level of familiarity with EIF’s two main reports that 
were the focus of the seminars. Almost two-thirds of attendees had read at least the overview of the 
‘Foundations for Life’ report, with 15% having read the whole report. They left the event highly satisfied 
as 96% would, at the least, probably recommend the EIF event to other commissioners.  

When we asked participants how they were planning to follow on the information presented at the 
seminar, 98% indicated they planned on discussing best practice with colleagues, with 60% planning to 
do this a lot. Furthermore, 92% were willing to change their practice, with most (65%) expecting this to 
be a little but 27% reporting that they expected to change a lot.  

After attending a seminar event, 80% reported that this had resulted in a change in their understanding 
of the evidence around parent child interaction and inter-parental relationships. Other increases 
included: awareness of how EIF rates evidence for early intervention programmes, the intention to use 
EIF’s evidence when making service or commissioning decisions, and understanding that evidence-
based practice can take the form of applying learning from an online evidence platform such as EIF’s 
Guidebook.  

When asked to consider what specifically about the research information presented at the seminars 
might enable attendees to include it in their work there were two most-popular answers: it was clearly 
communicated and it clearly showed how the research related to their context.  

Overall, these results indicate a positive perspective of the EIF Evidence Seminars by those who 
participated. 

Comparison of the results from the EIF Evidence Seminar compared with the EIF Evidence Conference 
show a large similarity on all the aspects where we could compare. In the case of both initiatives, 
therefore, the EIF had a similar, positive impact both regarding issue concerning early intervention in 
general and in the specific work of the EIF.  
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3.4 Follow-up survey 

Participants took part in a follow up survey approximately four months after the seminar. Overall, 98 
respondents participated, with 69 completing all three surveys.  

3.4.1. Impact on participants’ work behaviour 

Participants indicated how the learning from the EIF seminar had led to a number of actions. The results 
are presented in Table 25. 

 

 Table 25 Participants’ actual behaviour 6 months after attending an Evidence Seminar (% of 
participants) 

Over the past 5 months I have been able to: Not at all (%) A little (%) A lot (%) 

Discuss best practice with colleagues at work 7 54 39 

Reflect on my own practice 10 52 38 

Reinforce existing practices 13 50 37 

Share the learning with people or organisations 
outside my work 

25 49 26 

Influence colleagues in my workplace to change 
their own practice 

32 47 21 

Encourage or support the conduct of research in 
my area 

37 43 20 

Change my own practice (this could be starting, 
developing or discontinuing an approach) 

31 54 15 

N=98; 4 missing data from each item 

 

The pattern of results indicated that the largest impact was seen for dissemination (discuss best practice 
at work; 93%), reflection (reflect on own practice 90%) and re-assurance/confirmation (reinforce 
current practice; 87%). It is noteworthy that a similar number of participants (68%) reported that they 
had been able to influence colleagues in their workplace to change their practice as those reporting 
they had changed their own practice (69%).  

We examined whether individuals had changed between post (immediately after the seminar) and the 4 
month follow up; i.e. to compare intention to change with actual change reported by each participant. 
Two of the 69 respondents to all three surveys did not actually provide any answers on their follow-up 
survey and one respondent had no answers on their post-seminar survey, which left 66 valid 
participants for comparison of post-seminar and follow-up responses. Chi-squared tests were 
performed on each item comparing to the same items on the post-seminar survey. All statements 
except ‘Reinforce existing practices’ were statistically significant, showing a reduction in actual 
behaviour change compared with the behavioural intention post-seminar2.  

                                                           

2 Discuss best practice, χ2(4) = 12.47, p=.014; Reflect, χ2(4) = 17.00, p=.002; Share the learning, χ2(4) = 27.67, 

p<.001; Encourage, χ2(4) = 14.51, p=.006; Influence, χ2(4) = 15.26, p=.004; Change, χ2(4) = 11.90, p=.018 
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Figure 18 Changes at work between post and 4 month follow up3 

 

 

The overall trend indicates that there were actually more people at follow up who engaged in a 
behaviour ‘A little’ compared to those who had intended at post-seminar to engage in a behaviour ‘A 
little’ (Figure 18). The opposite trend could be seen for a lot: a smaller percentage of participants 
engaged in a behaviour ‘A lot’ compared to those who had intended at post-seminar to engage in this 
behaviour ‘A lot’.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
 

3 The post-seminar questionnaire asked about intentions for the next three months after the seminar but the 

follow-up was on average about 4 months.  
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Figure 19 Changing practice between post and follow up 

 

 

In these two items that specifically target the change of practice, the pattern of findings suggests that 
overall fewer people actually engaged in these behaviours at follow up compared to those who had 
intended to engage in these behaviours (Figure 19).  

Figure 20 Having an impact outside participants’ own work in the period between post and 6 month 
follow up 

 

 

There were decreases from intention to actual practice for both items related to making a difference 
outside the immediate work environment (Figure20).  

Overall, this pattern of findings confirms our expectation of reduction as we move from intention to 
actual behaviour. Importantly, among this audience a sizeable proportion (6% to 37%) had engaged in 
no behavioural change since the seminar, suggesting that the impact of the learning event was possibly 
less with seminar participants compared to conference participants.  In addition, a significant minority 
reported substantial engagement in ‘hard’ indicators: between 15% and 21% of participants reported 
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changing a lot their own practice, influencing their colleagues’ practice, and supporting further research. 
This is similar to the findings of the Conference evaluation.  

 

3.4.2. Impact on learning 

At follow up, we asked about behaviours relating to seeking further evidence or information about 
parent child interaction programmes. The results are given in Table 26. 

 

Table 26 Participants’ ratings of their own behaviour, 4 months after the Evidence Seminar (% of 
participants)  

Over the past 6 months: Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I have sought out further evidence, 
research or information on parent 
child interaction programmes 

1 11 14 54 20 

I have sought out information on 
what other areas are doing on 
parent child interaction 

1 21 20 44 14 

N=94 

 

In the past four months, 74% of respondents had sought out further evidence, research or information 
on parent child interaction programmes, and 58% of respondents had sought out information about 
what other areas are doing on parent child interaction.  

When we compared the actual behaviour to the intended behaviour stated in the post-seminar 
evaluation, we found a statistically significant difference, with a reduction in actual behaviour change 
compared with the participants’ behavioural intentions post-seminar4.  

Figures 19-20 below indicate the change between intention at post and actual practice six months after 
the seminar.  We have collapsed the negative and positive responses to retain three categories for ease 
of reference 

 
  

                                                           

4 Seeking further evidence, Z = -3.23, p=.001; Seeking further information about others, Z= -3.33, p=.001 
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Figure 21 

 

Figure 22 

 

 

As can be seen from Figures 21 and 22, the majority of respondents had sought out further evidence, 
research or information on parent child interaction programmes, and information on what other areas 
were doing on parent child interaction. However, in each case the percentages undertaking these 
activities were lower than those who had intended to do so at the end of the seminar.  

Comparison between the Seminar and the Conference is problematic given the low number of 
respondents to the Conference follow-up survey (n=30) compared with 98 respondents to the Seminar 
follow-up. With this caution, we summarise the main findings. 

Conference participants report a higher level of follow-up behaviour across all activities: compare Tables 
11 and 25. 

Conference participants also reported higher levels of positive change for discussion with colleagues 
and reflection on their own practice at work (Figures 6 and 18). However, results for 
changing/influencing colleagues in their workplace to change their own practice was similar for both 
Conference and Seminar participants (Figures 7 and 19) and for changing behaviours of others outside 
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the immediate workplace (Figures 8 and 20). In all cases the positive effects (as rated by ‘a lot’) were 
lower than the effects reports at post. 

The impact on learning, in terms of seeking out new information, was similar overall: compare Table 12 
(Conference) with Table 26 and Figures 21 and 22 (Seminar). 

 

3.4.3. Use of EIF evidence 

The final question asked respondents if they had used evidence generated by EIF in the past 6 months, 
to which 65% reported that they had. They were then asked to elaborate and explain how they had 
used it, by writing an open comment. Fifty four people provided a response. Responses were analysed 
using thematic analysis, and we were able to code 49 of those responses into a theme. Responses were 
coded into the following themes: 

 Use of EIF evidence in research,  

 Use of EIF evidence in commissioning decisions, 

 Use of EIF evidence for programme development,  

 Further dissemination of EIF evidence  

A selection of the comments are presented in boxes 1-4, alongside the percentage of responses where 
the theme was reported  

Box 4 Use of EIF evidence in research (14%) 

“I have written an article for NCT's CPD journal which cites the Foundations for Life report.” 

 
“I have used EIF's evidence and database of early intervention programmes to contextualise the 
results from my research on Sure Start. I will also use EIF materials to map out the landscape of 
early years provision in a local authority as part of a scoping exercise to run a randomised 
controlled trial of a different early years programme in that LA.” 

 

Box 5 Use of EIF evidence in commissioning decisions (31%) 

“Within the re-commissioning of parenting programmes within the Families First funding stream.” 

 
“We have used the finding to help steer what parenting programmes we will offer through our 
Children's Centres.” 
 
“We have some major changes in [county] and we have discussed at length many options as we 
are moving towards the delivery of targeted programmes only with very limited budgets, it has 
been very helpful to learn from other organisations.” 

Box 6 Use of EIF evidence for programme development (31%) 

“I am currently developing a program to support communication skills for pre and post-natal new 
parents and I have used the evidence to validate and inform the content.” 

 
“As a Big Lottery funded site we use a test and learn approach. Evidence from EIF influences the 
development of our programmes and has been mentioned in several meetings as we move 
forward with our approach.” 
 
“I am currently developing a program to support communication skills for pre and post-natal new 
parents and I have used the evidence to validate and inform the content.” 
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Box 7 Further dissemination of EIF evidence (24%) 

“I teach Family nurses regularly and I share EIF evidence reports all the time.” 

 
“I have spoken at our Governor's meeting and discussed the issues raised in the conference with 
the EYFS Lead in the school where I am a governor.” 
 
“Promoted to colleagues in my team, who subsequently attended the second London-based 
seminar. Part of a wider piece of work that we are currently undertaking in our department, so the 
learning from the seminars will be useful beyond the first 3 months.” 

As can be seen, the largest percentage of comments were regarding use of EIF evidence in 
commissioning decisions, and programme developments, both with 31%. These results are particularly 
encouraging as they emerged from participants’ responses, and provided confirmation that the aims of 
the learning event were met: that means the seminars were effective in shaping commissioning 
behaviour, and further programme development. 

The four themes produced by Seminar respondents were very similar to the three from the Conference 
respondents. Altogether, they concerned the use of EIF: to change practice (Conference); for 
programme development and in research (Seminar); for commissioning services or decisions (both); and 
also comments on the further dissemination of EIF evidence (both). This pattern reflects the core 
context of both initiatives together with the particular aspects of each.  

3.4.4. Conclusion 

Overall, the aim of the follow up was to examine participants’ actual behaviour in the previous four 
months and compare it with behavioural intentions as stated immediately after the seminar. As would 
have been expected, on average most items presented a reduction found between the intentions and 
the actual practice. Even with this anticipated drop, the levels of endorsement of actual behaviour 
indicated a large impact:  94% had discussed best practice with colleagues and 91% had reflected on 
their own practice, both at least a little. Importantly, a significant minority (between 15% and 21%) had 
changed their own practice, influenced their colleagues’ practice, and supported further research. 
Relative to opportunity (these changes took place over a brief period of just four months), this impact is 
considered substantial. 

Almost three-quarters (74%) of respondents had gone on from the EIF seminar and sought out further 
evidence, research or information regarding parent child interaction programmes. Almost two-thirds 
(65%) said they had used evidence generated by EIF in the past four months. There were four main 
types of impact described by participants. The two main areas of impact were the use of EIF evidence 
for informing decisions on commissioning and for programme development. In addition, participants 
reported using EIF in research and engaging with the further dissemination of EIF knowledge. 

 

As noted above, there was a large degree of similarity between the responses of participants in the EIF 
Evidence Conference and those who attended the EIF Evidence Seminars.  
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4. Overall conclusions 

EIF organised the Early Years, Parenting and Family Relationships Conference in order to disseminate 
two recently published reports regarding evidence in parent-child relationships. The conference 
attracted participants who were already knowledgeable and experienced in this field. Nevertheless, 81% 
reported that understanding of the evidence had increased. These participants were very positive about 
the conference with 94% saying they would recommend the conference to other colleagues. They 
reported very positively on the conference event, for example that the material was clearly 
communicated and related the evidence with practice very well.  

EIF also delivered regional Evidence Seminars to reach a wider audience with between 40 – 80 people 
attending each which replicated the success of the Conference. Again there were positive responses and 
clear evidence of participants reported benefits, attracted again to EIF’s presentation and organisation 
at each event.  

Follow up of both the conference and seminars indicated maintenance of the high levels of intention to 
undertake a range of professional activities on the basis of the experience of the conference/seminar. 
However, the levels of activities that actually occurred, while still high, were lower than the original 
intentions. 

In summary, these models of dissemination and supporting learning used by EIF, the Evidence 
Conference and the Evidence Seminars, were successful. There was clear positivity among participants, 
improvement in understanding and stimulating to take consequent actions, with respect to both 
themselves and colleagues. Levels of actual action were lower than intentions, but given the demands 
of these participants this is not unexpected. The high levels of positive feedback and the responses to 
detailed aspects of the events indicate EIF was very successful in both the Evidence Conference and 
Evidence Seminar. 
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