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Abstract: This article reports how teachers in Swedish school-age educare evaluate

(SAEC) their practice. The study was conducted within a research- and development
programme and is based on 47 teachers’ written reflections about performing evaluations.
The reflections have been analysed using various neo-institutional logics. The results
indicate that the teachers’ focus, regarding both the children and the practice, is directed
differently when they are guided by different logics. When guided by the market logic,
teachers focus on customer preferences and customer satisfaction. Guided by the
professional logic, teachers focus the collective as well as the activities and the organisation
around them. Guided by the bureaucratic and state logics, the teachers focus on the formal
teaching, the individual child, and the school-age educare goal fulfilment. The results also
show issues and contradictions concerning how to evaluate, what to evaluate, and when
to evaluate. One possible claim is that the learning processes at the school-age educare are
broad and complex, and thus difficult to “mould” to fit into evaluation schemes.
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Introduction
This article focuses on how teachers in the Swedish school-age educare (SAEC) evaluate their
practice. The Swedish SAEC offers education and cares for children aged 6-12 years old, before and after
school when their parents work or are engaged in studies. SAEC is an institution with more registered
pupils than upper secondary school. Approximately 83% of all six to nine-year-olds attend SAEC (The
government official investigations, SOU 2020, p. 34). Most countries offer childcare for school children, but
the forms and organisation vary. Of the Nordic countries, only Sweden and Denmark employ higher
educated staff in SAEC (Dahl, 2014; Pálsdóttir, 2012). Sweden is the only Nordic country with a specialised
teacher education programme at the university level aimed at working in SAEC.
Historically, the Swedish SAEC has been based on a social pedagogical tradition, largely centred
around a care-focused assignment combined with attention to children’s fostering and development. This
value system is based on the Nordic EduCare model, which emphasises humanistic aspects, such as wellbeing and social development, volunteering, play and rest (Gustafsson Nyckel, 2020; Johansson, 1984;
Pálsdóttir, 2012). However, the mission of the SAEC has changed during the last decades. Since the late
1990s, the Ministry of Education is responsible for the SAEC in Sweden, and this programme is integrated
into the school curricula. Since the beginning of the 2010s, more emphasis has been placed on teaching and
learning in SAEC, which is related to the global discourse of knowledge efficiency and economic aspects
of education (Andersson, 2013; Holmberg, 2018; Swedish School Inspectorate, 2010; 2018). This value
system is based on an educational pedagogical tradition and can be demonstrated, for example, by the 2010
School Act and the 2016 revision of the current curriculum (Swedish National Agency for Education, 2019).
In the curriculum, the SAEC teaching assignments have been clarified and highlighted in a specific chapter,
in addition to the skills, children are supposed to develop during their time in the SAEC. In terms of
ensuring both children’s learning and quality instruction, the SAEC teaching must be evaluated. This article
concerns how this evaluation is done.
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Global Movements Indicating Change to a More Evaluation-Based Discourse
It is safe to say that the changes in the Swedish SAEC mission and the shift towards an increased
focus on knowledge efficiency and teaching can be understood in the light of global movements towards a
learnification of education (Biesta, 2009). During the last 20 years, education has become subject to policy
overload as a result of ‘travelling educational policies’ (Ball, 2017). Policy ideas change as they move around
the world, which indicates that global and local policy logics are intertwined and entangled to such an
extent that it can be difficult to determine where the developments begin or end (Pettersson et al., 2017).
OECD is one of the major global policy influencers promoting national policy change through their reviews
and recommendations. However, policy ideas change as they spread around the globe, and they take shape
in different ways and for various reasons depending on the context. As a result, there will be compromises
in balancing global policy with national interests, and historical and contextual traditions (Ackesjö &
Persson, 2019; Ball, 2017).
Processes such as decentralisation, deregulation, professional accountability, and marketisation
(Nordin, 2012; Wahlström & Sundberg, 2015) are ways to adjust and restructure national to global
educational policy (Lindblad & Popkewitz, 2004). This process has been called the Global Education
Reform Movement (GERM) (Sahlberg, 2016), and it illustrates how countries have changed to a more
evaluation-based discourse of governance with an emphasis on monitoring, inspection, and assessment.
These changes have created a new evaluation-based educational landscape (Pettersson et al., 2017) and an
efficiency discourse that puts results in focus. Biesta (2011; 2017) calls this an era of measurements and
warns that this development risks eroding the democratic dimensions of education and pushing
professionals into a role of being standards-driven, evidence-based service providers (Biesta, 2017).
Policy Changes at the National and Contextual Levels
Behind the policy changes and reforms concerning the Swedish SAEC aimed at making it more about
teaching and learning, there are arguments about increasing all pupils’ achievement results in school.
References to international knowledge assessments (TIMSS, PISA, PIRLS) motivate these investments and
reforms. When the Swedish national results in PISA and other international knowledge assessments fell
during the beginning of the 2000s, focus in the educational policy arguments shifted towards knowledge
rationality and teaching, knowledge effectiveness, and goal achievement at all levels, namely, preschool,
SAEC, and school 1. The earlier focus on the intertwining of early childhood education and care in preschool
and SAEC was transformed into policy discourses where goal-orientation were moved to the foreground
(Ackesjö & Persson, 2019). From a political standpoint, there are several reasons to invest in education for
young children. These reasons are related to the financial and economic investment paradigm that
emphasises the profitability of strengthening education for young children. It is widely held that young
children’s experiences of participating in early learning environments of high quality influence their
chances in life (Heckman, 2004), and research findings suggest that participation in extra-curricular
activities, such as the SAEC, is associated with improved academic performance (Guilmette et al., 2019).
Increasing children’s academic performance and positively influencing children’s life chances are the main
national political arguments behind the policy changes in SAEC, which come together in the revised
curriculum with a clarified teaching mission and prescribed skills that children are supposed to develop.
Given this background, the SAEC now has the task to contribute to children’s development and learning
at a general level (Ludvigsson & Falkner, 2019). These movements illustrate the shift from the historical,
social pedagogical tradition of the SAEC to the educational pedagogical tradition and its current focus on
learnification.
Due to the global and national policy movements, the teachers in SAEC are positioned in a field of
tension between tradition and new educational policy intentions. In the SAEC, children are to be offered
meaningful free time before or after school, including care, rest, and creative activities. At the same time,
_____________
1 The Swedish

SAEC is included in the school curricula, and in this way becomes a part of the school system, even if parents, based on the family’s needs,
can choose whether or not their children participate in this educational programme.
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the SAEC shall be understood as an educational arena and should be focused on the prescribed skills that
children are supposed to develop. Teachers try to navigate between these two different value systems
(Ackesjö & Haglund, 2021) as they adapt to the educational policy intentions presented in the revised
curriculum, new school law descriptions, and a new teacher education programme (Ackesjö et al., 2020;
Andersson, 2013; Gustafsson Nyckel, 2020; Haglund, 2015; 2016; Holmberg, 2018). The time that children
spend in the SAEC shall include activities that support their school achievement and complement primary
school teaching (Ludvigsson & Falkner, 2019). As a result, children’s time in the SAEC seems to have
become increasingly institutionalised (Andersson, 2010; Saar et.al., 2012). The same trends are found in
Norway and Denmark (Øksnes et al., 2014) as well as in countries outside the Nordic countries and Europe.
The development has led to an increased focus on learnification of children’s time outside the compulsory
teaching, and how this can benefit both learning in general and children’s school performance. The
challenge is how teachers in the SAEC handle the dilemma between their teaching contributing to goal
fulfilment and measurable results, at the same time as it creates meaningful and voluntary activities based
on the children’s interests and willingness (Ludvigsson & Falkner, 2019).
As the assignment to teach has been added to the SAEC mission during the last years, it can be
assumed that the concept of teaching is not yet well established. Research shows that due to the SAEC
traditions, SAEC teachers seem to hesitate to absorb and implement the new way of thinking and rather
use other concepts to describe what happens in the SAEC (Andersson, 2013; Närvänen & Elvstrand, 2014;
Saar et al., 2012). In doing so, teachers also mark the distance to the school ways of teaching and views of
knowledge (Haglund, 2016).
It is still uncertain how teaching in the SAEC should and can be conducted. Neither the teaching
practice nor the evaluation practice in SAEC is particularly researched. It also seems to be difficult to
capture the teaching in the SAEC, since it is dominated by informal learning processes (Boström et al.,
2015). The teaching is often embedded in everyday activities, and a common expression among teachers in
SAEC is that they “try to catch the learning and teaching situations in the moment,” which also means that
it only involves the children who happen to be in place at that time. In addition, teaching in SAEC is also
complicated by the fact that the SAEC is voluntary for children to participate in. It is therefore not possible
to assume that the teaching in the SAEC reaches all, or even the majority, of the children enrolled. This
complicates the teachers’ teaching assignments (Ackesjö & Haglund, 2021), but also complicates how to
evaluate the teaching, if it should be evaluated, and how this can be done.
Teaching in SAEC, as in the compulsory school, is to be considered a goal-oriented process. Being a
goal-oriented process, the teaching needs to be evaluated to ensure quality in the children’s learning.
However, since the concept of teaching in SAEC seems to be undefined, criteria for an evaluation in the
SAEC are lacking, and research on this topic is minimal. Therefore, the aim of this study is to investigate
how the evaluation of the teaching in the SAEC is conducted. The research question guiding this study is,
which institutional logics are teachers guided by when evaluating the teaching in the SAEC?
The Neo-Institutional Perspective
Using a sociological neo-institutional perspective, this study involves an analysis of SAEC teachers’
reflections about their work with evaluations. This perspective focuses on how the institutional order
affects both actors and organisations and, conversely, how the actors’ strategic actions, in turn, affect the
institutional order (Eriksson-Zetterquist, 2009). Earlier institutional theoretical perspectives placed greater
emphasis on institutionalisation processes at an organisational and societal level, which meant the actor
perspective fell into the background and the actors were constructed as passive (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991).
In the present study, the actors (the teachers) and their stories about their evaluation practice are placed at
the centre.
The concept of the institution has been defined in many different ways based on what is considered
to be in focus. In this study, the institution is defined as a… “more-or-less taken-for-granted repetitive
social behaviour that is underpinned by normative systems and cognitive understandings that give
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meaning to social exchange and thus enable self-reproducing social order” (Greenwood et al., 2008, p. 4–
5).
Institutions are built by normative and regulatory systems which Scott (2014) defines as the
institution’s pillars. These pillars make sense and are produced and reproduced in different ways by those
working within the institution according to the norms, values and rules on which the institution is based
(Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thornton, 2004). Thereby, these pillars form the basis and create stability and
meaning in the institutional order (Scott, 2014).
The concept of logics has become central to this theory, and logics have been defined as the guiding
principle. Actors in an institution meet different and varying requirements, and to deal with these, the
actors (consciously or unconsciously) are guided by different logics (Friedland & Alford, 1991). Logics are
about rules of action, interpretation, and interaction (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999) and emphasise the
importance of social context. Attention to the societal level of institutional orders is necessary to understand
individual and organisational behaviour. Logics shape the behaviours of social actors (Friedland & Alford,
1991) and provide conventions for deciding which issues may be important enough to be worth solving.
This theory provides tools for analysing how individuals and organisations are affected in an interinstitutional system, such as the institutional order of family, state, market and profession (Thornton et al.,
2012). Friedland and Alford (1991) have developed five logics; market, bureaucratic state, democracy,
family and Christianity. Thornton (2004) then developed these into six logics; market, state, profession,
company, family, and religion. Of particular interest in this paper are the market logic, the professional logic,
and the bureaucratic state logic. All these logics are contained under the umbrella of institutional logic.
Within the market logic, free and unregulated competition with consumer preferences and choice are
what determine success (Friedson, 2001). This logic has competition and individualisation as means and
goals, and schools are seen as parts of a market that competes with students, teacher resources, and
academic results. Within this logic, school and education are viewed through a market lens, and a
customer-oriented view of the students is visible. It is possible for teachers to regard children and parents
as customers, which in turn means that children and parents are given power and influence over
pedagogical decisions. The customer or consumer preferences govern what services are available
(Fredriksson, 2010). Discourses about efficiency, competition and performance culture may, however,
stand in opposition to a profession’s freedom of action and its professionalism, as the professionals can
take on a controlled, service-oriented role in this market (Lundström & Parding, 2011).
Within the professional logic, professionals rely on abstract knowledge to conduct their practice solely
or in partnership with others of the same profession. Within the professional logic, it is possible to take
control over the content and organisation of the work (Goodrick & Reay, 2011) as the profession “monitors”
its professional knowledge both within the profession and vis-à-vis other professions (Brante, 2014;
Friedson, 2001). The control is based on teachers’ knowledge, judgment, independence, and the pursuit of
a certain autonomy springing from jurisdiction. Professionals practise within a framework with a specific
scope, norms, and values in their field of work (Brante, 2014). This means that this logic emphasises a
bottom-up perspective, as the professionals’ experiences and autonomy, as well as their unique knowledge,
guide them (Brante, 2014; Friedson, 2001).
Within the bureaucratic state logic, the government takes responsibility for professional work as
opposed to ratifying professional desires. Hence, professionals are seen as employees of the state, and the
state controls the credentials for professional practice and the organisation of their work (Goodrick & Reay,
2011). Focus in the state logic is equivalent education and how the pupils can contribute to the development
of society, but it also includes values such as democratic principles, political ideology, welfare, and power
(Thornton, 2004) which guide the teachers’ work. Teachers’ work is politically steered through regulations
and instructions stemming from the state control as well as centralised and formalised to ensure
standardisation within the institution (Friedson, 2001). The logic implies loyalty to the regulations rather
than to the professions (Fredriksson, 2010). This means that this logic emphasises a top-down perspective,
as results and documentation shall be delivered “upwards” according to a pre-determined supply chain.
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The logics used in the present study are illustrated in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1. Illustration of the logics used in this study.

Logics are one way of understanding the human organisation, but they do not constitute a direct
description of reality. Instead, they are abstract generalisations, refined and modelled in a way to appear
precise and contrasting. However, logics can create contradictions and/or be competitive; when guided by
logics, professionals are often forced to prioritise. Professionals are likely to identify more strongly with
one or more logic in their field of work than with others (Ackesjö, 2021). Logics can also be hybrid, as the
professionals are guided by several different logics at the same time in order to maintain the legitimacy of
their actions, but also to challenge the institutional order (Scott, 2008). Contradictions within an institution,
and the different value bases of these logics, contribute to making different logics predominate in different
ways depending on situations and actions as this paper will show.
Method
This study was conducted within the research and development programme entitled SAEC’s
pedagogical assignment 2. This was a three-year programme which included both SAEC teachers, principals
and heads of educational administrations in 31 schools in four different municipalities/districts. The aim of
the development part of the programme was to a) increase and develop knowledge about how the SAEC’s
activities and collaboration with the compulsory school can contribute to good conditions for students'
learning, and b) increase knowledge about the principal's responsibility to lead and manage the SAEC. Out
from this focus, the aim of the research part of the programme was formulated to describe and define how
teaching in the SAEC can be conducted and how the concept of teaching can be understood in relation to
the SAEC.
The research and development parts of the programme were intertwined and conducted in close
collaboration with the involved SAEC teachers. The work can be described as participant-oriented and was
based on Ellström (2010) model on how participant-oriented research becomes relevant to the participants,
at the same time as it can contribute to a build-up of research-based knowledge and theory formation and
provide a basis for and support development work in the participating schools. Ellström calls it
interconnected learning cycles, which consist of a practice system and a research system. Researchers,
teachers and principals define problems in a joint process, carry out different activities and jointly try to
interpret and understand the results and effects that arise (Ellström, 2010). One such defined problem was
how to plan, conduct and evaluate teaching in the SAEC. With support from the researchers, the
participating teachers focused on developing their teaching at their schools for a number of weeks until the
next meeting in the programme.
As the program lasted for three years (2019-2022), the number of participating teachers varied. When
data for this study was gathered, 73 SAEC teachers were involved in the programme. The work experience
within the teacher group ranged from a few months (newly graduated SAEC teachers) to several decades
_____________
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(SAEC educators with a degree from the 1980s). In the present paper, all respondents are called SAEC
teachers, regardless of educational background. The study conforms to the Swedish Research Council
ethical principles (2017). The respondents were informed at the start of the research and development
programme about the purpose of the research, about the research was going to be published, that
confidentiality was guaranteed and that they may refrain from participating.
Since this research and development programme started just before the start of the COVID-19
pandemic, only two physical meetings with the participants could be conducted. The rest of the meetings
(3-4 per year) were digital. The data used in this study consists of written reflections upon the question:
How do you evaluate learning in the SAEC? To collect the written reflections in a way where confidentiality
was guaranteed, a web-based system was constructed in the Sunet Survey program. By logging in and
writing their reflections, teachers gave their consent. The questions were e-mailed to all participants along
with an individual login to the system, which was used to enter and write their reflections. After a few
reminders, reflections from 47 of the participating teachers were received.
The collected empirical material was handled with confidentiality according to the Swedish Research
Council ethical principles (2017). Even though the respondents in this study were predetermined, and the
questions were e-mailed to the respondents, I did not know who answered the questions. The data have
been stored on the university server and only made available to the researchers in the project through
password-protected computers. The raw material was stored digitally and password-protected in the
digital system Sunet Survey. All research data has been handled in accordance with the university’s
guidelines for data management and the GDPS ordinance. Ethical considerations have been present
throughout the research process as it has been presented honestly, openly, fairly, completely and in an
objective way.
The dataset was analysed as inspired by a combination of what Reay and Jones (2016) call pattern
inducing and pattern matching. First, the empirical data was carefully read through. All individual written
reflections were given a number representing the individual teachers (marked with 1-47). Then, with an
inductive technique, empirical patterns were identified in the raw data using a bottom-up process (Reay &
Jones, 2016). At this stage, patterns such as formal/informal evaluations, evaluation of activities and/or
teaching and goal-related evaluations were induced. Thereafter, these identified patterns were matched to
the predefined logics described in the theoretical section. For example, the formal/informal evaluations
were matched to the market logic based on the focus on customer satisfaction. Thereby, the content in the
text segments could be analysed and meanings could be revealed in each logic. In addition, nuances in the
local practices can be highlighted, and the results can be visualised (Reay & Jones, 2016) as in the following
results section.
Finally, some considerations about this study’s validity and reliability. Internal validity is concerned
about what the researcher can really say something about based on their data. The credibility of the
interpretations is all about the researcher's craftsmanship, about critically relating to his interpretations in
order to avoid distorting the results (Kvale, 1997). The validity is thus dependent on whether the statements
presented hold the test against other alternative statements. The validity in this study has been
strengthened by reporting the analysis process as carefully as possible. Elements from the theoretical base
and previous research also reappear in the results analysis and discussion, which helps to highlight the
new knowledge that has been constructed. External validity is concerned about how the results can be
generalized to other cases or situations (Schofield, 1993). The aim of this study has been to offer as clear
and detailed descriptions as possible so that the reader can determine whether the results can be
generalized. I humbly face the fact that the empirical data does not provide a comprehensive picture of
evaluation in the SAEC. Nevertheless, it can be argued that the statements described in the study are by no
means unique; the reader may find recognition in parts of the data and the results. The selected excerpts
have been discussed at a more general and theoretical level, which contributes to that the examples can
gain value even outside the described national context.
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Findings
The written reflections that have been collected for this study indicate that evaluations do not always
take place, since teachers seem to find it difficult to evaluate what is going on in the SAEC. These difficulties
may be related to the SAEC’s recurring situation-driven informal learning and experience-based activities.
There seems to be an ambiguity in how learning at the SAEC can be captured, what it is that actually should
be evaluated when this evaluation should take place and how:
We find it very difficult to evaluate the learning at the SAEC. Should we even evaluate? When should we evaluate?
(21)
We agree that informal learning takes place all the time at the SAEC, but it is more difficult to evaluate than formal
learning since the goal is not as clear. (35).

In addition to this, the teachers also seem to be limited in their professional assignment. They often
do not have time set aside to evaluate, but rather to look ahead and plan for the coming week. These
reflections go in line with previous research (Ackesjö & Haglund, 2021; Boström et al., 2015;) that has shown
that the teaching in the SAEC often is not organised, but rather embedded in the everyday life and therefore
rather hard to both plan and evaluate.
However, even if there seems to be ambiguity and some confusion about how and what to evaluate,
the teachers also describe how they proceed with the evaluation work. The following sections will illustrate
the logics these teachers seem to be guided by when evaluating the teaching in the SAEC.
The Market Logic - Customer Satisfaction
One common way to evaluate is to ask the children what they think about the activities in the SAEC.
What is evaluated is above all the children’s satisfaction and engagement, but not necessarily what they
have learned or what development the teaching has contributed to.
In the written reflections, mainly two forms of evaluation appear, informal and formal. A common
informal way to evaluate informally is to let the children show whether they liked or disliked an activity
with thumbs up/thumbs down:
We usually do “thumbs up” and “thumbs down” after the activity as we talk about the activity. (44)
Sometimes, for example, if you have been in the sports hall, you can do a quick check with “thumbs up or down”.
Then you’ll get the children’s opinions. (41)
We ask the children after each activity, listen to them and their views and wishes. (38)

A more formal way of evaluating together with the children is to let them grade the activities and/or
fill in questionnaires:
We usually do simple evaluations together with the children after the activities. They use post-it notes and may give
stars or similar things based on certain questions. (31)
Every week we have a children’s council with the whole group. Sometimes we evaluate our activities with them. We
have also had small student councils on Fridays with two children from each class. … They have written [aspects of
the SAEC activities] in stars that we put up in our hall for all children and parents to see. (27)

The above-described evaluation methods are focused on children’s opinions, views, and wishes. Doing
an evaluation seems to be about getting information about whether the children thought the activity was
fun; a five-star activity is a really fun activity. Embedded in this evaluation work appears to be an
underlying ambition to make sure that children are satisfied and also to illustrate performatively and
visually to outsiders (parents, other teachers, school management, etc.) what is going on at the SAEC.
These empirical examples illustrate how teachers are guided by the market logic which holds
consumer preferences and choice (Friedson, 2001) in the centre. When guided by this logic, teachers hold
the process and the customer (child) in focus. If the customer is pleased, all is well. The evaluation can be
seen as a way for the teachers to evaluate their contribution in relation to the children’s satisfaction and
how the children experienced their contribution. The aim here is not to evaluate if any learning took place
or to evaluate teaching towards set goals; it is not even certain that the activities have any clear intentions
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or learning goals to begin with. Rather, the focus is customer satisfaction.
In addition, when teachers are guided by the market logic, it may be possible to identify the
historical, social pedagogic tradition of SAEC, a value system which emphasises aspects such as freedom,
well-being, and children’s play (Gustafsson Nyckel, 2020; Johansson, 1984; Pálsdóttir,, 2012). Within this
logic, individualisation and the individual’s free choices are seen as means and goals. Nowadays, the SAEC
and the school are parts of a market that competes with resources. Hence, through a market lens, a satisfied
customer is preferred.
The Professional Logic - Activities, Not Teaching
Another way to evaluate is through collegial reflections within the work teams. In these
conversations, the teachers evaluate the activities that have been carried out in terms of how things worked
out:
In our work teams, we present and discuss what activities we do in our various departments. (31)
During our weekly planning meetings, we evaluate the past week and the activities we have done. (43)
We evaluate when we have our planning meetings. We highlight what is going well and what we can/could
develop/have done differently in the different activities. (39)

The focus of these evaluations seems to be to make a situation assessment over the past week. The
colleagues give each other feedback on the various initiatives and discuss how the daily work can be built
upon. The evaluation of the week thus forms the basis for discussions on how to develop and plan next
week’s work together.
Notable is how the teachers talk about what is being done during the week. The focus in the
evaluation does not seem to be about making the children’s learning visible or directing the upcoming
activities towards set goals, but rather appears to be about the practical organisation and informing each
other about various completed activities and what went well. That the focus is on how teachers themselves
have carried out the activities rather than on children’s learning is indicated by the use of ‘we’, what we
can/could develop/have done differently, what activities we do and activities we have done.
These excerpts can be related to how teachers are guided by professional logic. Guided by this logic,
teachers rely on their traditional knowledge about how to conduct their practice with others of the same
profession. This logic allows them to take control over the content and organisation of the work (Goodrick
& Reay, 2011) based on the pursuit of a certain autonomy. This is implied with the way in which the
teachers most frequently describe their work as activities and not teaching, which lies partly embedded
within the norms and values (Friedland & Alford, 1991) in their institutional, social pedagogical tradition
and culture in the SAEC. This is also in line with previous research that shows that SAEC teachers’
hesitation about the teaching concept is rooted in the traditions and willingness to use other concepts to
describe what happens in the SAEC (see Andersson 2013; Närvänen & Elvstrand, 2014; Saar et.al., 2012).
This may also be a way to set some distance from the school’s teaching and views of knowledge (see
Haglund, 2016). SAEC teachers rather seem to use other words based on their specific norms and values
from their field of work in describing how they evaluate what happens in the SAEC. In line with the SAEC
traditions, norms, and values, they also reflect upon and evaluate practical and organisational aspects of
the activities rather than the learning aspects of their teaching.
The Bureaucratic State Logic - Goal-Focused Quality Management
A third way to evaluate is carried out in relation to the set national goals for the SAEC. These
evaluations seem also preferably to be made as collegial reflections within the work teams:
Every week the work team evaluates how we have completed our work before making a new plan. We consider the
children’s participation and if we saw any visible learning as well as what we can develop and move forward with.
We work according to a year cycle of pedagogical plans, so that we can ensure that we cover the skills [the children
ought to develop at SAEC] and the Central content [which is prescribed] in the curriculum. (20)

In the evaluations, previous evaluations carried out together with the children can also be included:
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We evaluate the learning process through a clear purpose and set goals. We also document the learning through
written notes. We inform the children about the purpose and goals of the activity before the start and tie the knot
after the activity by asking what they have done/trained. We also have dialogues with the children during the activity
to make the learning visible to the children in order to increase the learning. We then use all this as a basis for assessing
learning at the end of each selected focus area. (40)

These reflections indicate how teachers are guided by the bureaucratic state logic, which stresses
how the state controls the credentials for professional practice and the organisation of their work (Goodrick
& Reay, 2011). Teachers’ work is politically steered through regulations and instructions to ensure
standardisation and equivalent education within the institution (Friedson, 2001) and the excerpts show
how professional desires do not seem to be in focus, rather the fulfilment of the state’s national goals set
for the SAEC. The teachers describe how they draw guidance and direction from the national governing
policy documents when they plan their teaching. It is towards these set goals that the SAEC teaching is
evaluated. This indicates goal-focused quality management of the teaching in the SAEC, based on a kind
of technical rationality in line with the bureaucratic state logic. The focus in teachers’ descriptions, guided
by this logic, seems to be centred on children’s learning, which is in contrast to the focus on activities when
guided by professional logic.
The teachers seem to have developed templates for the plans and the evaluations, templates that are
based on the set national goals for the SAEC. This implies that templates and written evaluation documents
can be made necessary in order to visualise the learning that takes place at the SAEC. The visualisation
seems to be directed both towards the children in order for them to be able to become aware of and increase
their learning, and towards the work team in order to illustrate what needs to be developed and further
worked on. In addition, guided by the bureaucratic state logic, the templates and visualisation emphasise
a top-down perspective, as the results and documentation shall be rendered, as well as the teachers’ loyalty,
to the state regulations (Fredriksson, 2010).
The analysis shows that the teachers are guided by different logics while performing evaluations in
the SAEC. Interesting to note is that the question the teachers were asked to answer was, How do you evaluate
learning in the SAEC?, but very few answers contained reflections about evaluating learning. Instead, the
answers focused on evaluating teaching or organisation (or not evaluating at all). The results are illustrated
in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2. Illustration of the results.

The results show a variation in how the evaluations are done and what they focus on. Guided by the
market logic, customer preferences and the satisfied customer (child/parent) are in focus. Guided by the
professional logic, the collective, the group as well as the activities (perhaps based on the SAEC social
pedagogical traditions) and the organisation around these are in focus. Guided by the bureaucratic state logic,
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the formal teaching, the individual child and the learning and development of certain prescribed skills, the
child’s visible learning and the SAEC’s goal fulfilment are in focus.
Thus, the results indicate that teachers’ focus, regarding both the children and the practice, is
directed differently when they are guided by the different logics. Different logics lead to different
evaluation practices since professionals act differently depending on which logic they are predominantly
guided by (Friedson, 2001; Goodrick & Reay, 2011; Thornton, 2004). This may not be an issue if the teachers
are aware that different logics put different aspects in focus.
Different logics coexist, and some logics dominate others (Ackesjö, 2021; Friedson, 2001; Goodrick &
Reay, 2011; Thornton, 2004). It is safe to say that the SAEC teachers are guided by a coexisting mix of logics,
which all are based on different values. Logics express and manifest themselves differently and leave
different traces in the institution (Thornton, 2004). Teachers’ actions are responses to the state’s demands,
but also to their tradition and culture in the SAEC, at the same time as their actions also are “responses”
which produce new conditions. In other words, teachers are institutional actors and contribute to creating
institutional logics at the same time as they are created by them (see Ackesjö, 2021).
The analysis also shows that GERM, the Global Education Reform Movement (Sahlberg, 2016) and
its worldwide movement of restructuring education, does not dominate the SAEC. Even if some of the
teachers, when guided by the bureaucratic state logic, put formal teaching, the child’s visible learning, and
evaluation of the SAEC goal fulfilment in focus, this does not dominate the teachers’ collective descriptions
of how they evaluate. Even if the SAEC at the policy level is positioned in an evaluation-based educational
landscape where monitoring, assessment, efficiency, and results are central aspects (Biesta, 2011; Pettersson
et al., 2017), this seemingly has not changed the practice in the SAEC in a radical way. It still appears to be
important to ask for children’s opinions, to focus on making children and parents happy and satisfied, to
use democratic ways of working involving children, and to maintain the SAEC social pedagogical
traditions.
Pedagogical Implications – Issues and Contradictions
The results show that there seems to be ambiguity in how learning at the SAEC can be captured in
order to be evaluated, what it is that actually should be evaluated, and when this evaluation should take
place and how. The teachers are also apparently limited in time to be able to evaluate. There are no
nationally formulated standards to be used in evaluation in SAEC. There are no formulated knowledge
requirements for children in the SAEC, only the skills the children should be given the opportunity to
develop and these are not limited in time, but apply during all the years the children are enrolled in SAEC.
This may explain why teachers ask questions about what is to be evaluated and when evaluations should
be done. This may also explain why teachers are guided by several different (and maybe contradictory)
logics when evaluating. But most of all, these results highlight the need for developing professional
knowledge about how to evaluate formal and informal learning at the SAEC.
In addition, there are some notable issues to discuss. For instance, what happens if the SAEC is
mainly regarded as a quasi-market where children are customers with the right to choose whether or not
they want to be present or not? Based on the market logic, the children thus gain power over the teachers;
the focus is to make them satisfied and not change the school or SAEC. If so, there may be a risk that the
teachers mainly adapt to the children’s wishes, and they downplay quality and professionalism in order to
satisfy them (see Lundahl et al., 2014). One risk identified in the results is that customer preferences may
govern how the teaching is conducted (see Fredriksson, 2010) and what the teaching should focus on at the
SAEC, which could lead to the teachers becoming more service-oriented personnel than professional
teachers (see Lundström & Parding, 2011).
Another issue to discuss is the possible need for national evaluation models in the SAEC. Based on
the state and bureaucratic logics, it would be natural to consider increased national control of what is to be
evaluated and how this is to be done to ensure higher quality in the SAEC. However, one pitfall with
national evaluation models is that they tend to become normative glasses, through which all activities will
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be filtered. Thus, there would be the risk that both the collegial reflections and the importance of the
children’s experience, satisfaction, and engagement would be lost if national and normative evaluation
models directed towards nationally set standards were implemented. Another risk is if the national
evaluation models determine the content of the teaching. Within a bureaucratic state logic, the templates
and a top-down perspective with a focus on delivering results (Fredriksson, 2010) are a natural part. But
would this benefit the SAEC?
The results highlight contradictions concerning evaluations in the SAEC. It is safe to say that the
teachers in SAEC are positioned in a field of tension between tradition and new educational policy
intentions. The political reforms have converted the SAEC into a practice that is goal-oriented and
voluntary at the same time (Holmberg, 2018). The teachers must conduct a school law-regulated education
with goal-directed and planned teaching, while at the same time also offering meaningful free time for the
children based on their interests and needs. The practice must be professionally managed, but at the same
time be open to the children’s interests and suggestions. It is still voluntary for children to participate in
the SAEC program. As previous research has shown (Ackesjö et.al., 2020; Ackesjö & Haglund, 2021;
Andersson, 2013; Gustavsson Nyckel, 2000; Haglund, 2015; 2016), the teachers try to navigate between
these two different value systems as they adapt to the educational policy intentions presented in the revised
curriculum, new school law descriptions, and a new teacher education programme. This may explain the
ambiguity that teachers expressed in, for example, what concepts to use (activities or teaching?) and what
and when to evaluate.
We may need to think differently about evaluation in the SAEC. It could be possible to claim that the
learning process that is staged and made visible in the SAEC is broad and complex and cannot be
“moulded” to fit into evaluation schemes. At the SAEC, it may not be enough to have the nationally
prescribed central content and abilities as the norm for the evaluation. The child at the SAEC develops a
number of abilities and skills, both those that are teacher-steered, goal-directed and those that are selfinitiated. These may be hard to evaluate. At the SAEC, learning often takes place at the moment, in different
rooms, and in various social contexts with or without teachers present or engaged. These learning processes
are sometimes both difficult to plan in advance and difficult to capture in an evaluation. Thus, evaluation
may take on a different meaning in the SAEC, a meaning that cannot be compared to the goal-rational
model that dominates the view of the evaluation-based education that, for example, GERM in the era of
measurement proposes.
The results show a variation in how evaluations are done in SAEC and what they focus on, but also
that teachers’ focus regarding both the children and the practice is directed differently when they are
guided by different logics. This creates a variation of evaluation practices with different focus and
intentions. Thus, the implications for practice have the urge to continue discussing what evaluation in the
SAEC is, how it should be carried out and what should be evaluated. If the SAEC is to be expected to
contribute to children’s development and learning, these issues must be constantly present and discussed
in all work teams.
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