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Definition

Agreement Accuracy Realibility Cooperation
Accurate Reliable
To establish how assessment can be assessment can be o
best achieved by best achieved by Group decision-
well experts agree . . making as a cognitive
: consulting a panel consulting a panel
on a particular process based on
: of experts and of experts and c00 -
issue : _ peration
accepting the accepting the
group consensus group CoNsensus

ccost B e https://eurofamnet.eu

EUROPEAN COOPERATION
IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY



WHY AND WHEN? o e

It’s a more comprehensive and multidisciplinary
approach to the development of recommendations

It overcomes disadvantages found in group decision
making

When scientific evidence is limited, or their
quality is questionable

When scientific evidence is uncertain or
incomplete

It can be used both in the process of developing

https://eurofamnet.eu

clinical practice guidelines and expert positions
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Consensus Methods @

Is more than a vote for or
against, it’s a form of
reaching agreement through
negotiation

The group seeks the best
solutions through discussion,
exchange of views and opinions.

To find solutions that are acceptable to
all involved in the process, rather than
being achieved through concessions
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Types of Consensus Methods @

Delphi Method (DM)

Nominal

Group Nominal Group Technique (NGT)

Technique

. | RAND Corporation/University of California Los Angeles Appropriateness Method
| (RAND/UCLA)

Consensus Conference (CC)

m Deliberative Dialogue (DD)
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Delphi Method

-




DELPHI METHOD
Characteristics of Delphi Method

The method was ideated by Olaf
Helmer and Norman Dalkey.

The method was first introduced i
in the year 1950.

- The founding members were part
' of Rand Corporation.

The name Delphi is derived from
the Greek name oracle of Delphi.

This is regarded as an exploratory
and detailed procedure.

The process remains anonymous
and the experts can share
feedback without any discretions.

(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017; Siwiec et al., 2019)



(Jones & Hunter 1995; Campbell et al. 2000; Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017)

Delphi Method Process

Prepare
Final Report

Round Two
Questionnaire

Analyze
and Revise

Problem
Identification

Questionnaire
Distribution

Round Three
Questionnaire

Surveys for
Consensus

Round One
Questionnaire

Selection
of Experts

This process is repeated until the best possible level of consensus is reached, or until a predetermined

number of rounds have been completed (Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017).




Nominal

Group
Technigue




Nominal Group Technique

The nominal group technique was initially conceived by Andrew H. Van de Ven and Andrew L.
Delbecq in their 1975 book Group techniques for program planning: A guide to nominal group
and Delphi processes. The nominal group technigque (NGT) is a brainstorming framework that

encourages equal contribution from stakeholders and facilitates group consensus on key issues,
problems, and their solutions.

14



NOMINAL GROUP TECHNIQUE

4 Stages of Nominal Group Technique

Generating ldeas
Participants were given time to reflect on the
summary of previous findings, making their notes.

Recording Ideas
Participants ldeas were recorded on a flip-chart.

Discussing Ideas

By consensus, the group merges all ideas into
just ten positive exemplars (good practice) &
ten negative exemplars (poor practice).

Ranking Ideas

For each exemplar list, participants individually
rank on paper the order of importance of these
exemplars. Rank order scores are then calculated.




NOMINAL GROUP TECHNIQUE

Advantages & Disadvantages of Nominal Group Technique

» Opportunity for equal * Members frustrated by the
participation rigidity of procedure

» Non-Dominance of discussion * Gain no feelings of
by one member cohesiveness

* Tight Control of time * No cross-fertilization of ideas

* Generation of a larger number of ideas » A smaller number of participants tha
* Potential for discussion and debate the Delphl

* to undul mfluence the group




The
RAND/UCLA

Appropriateness

Method

RAND/UCLA, also
referred to as a
hybrid of the

Delphi and NGT




Review literature and :
; Develop rating form
develop evidence summary

The
RAND/UCLA

Panel median rating

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Bottom third (1-3) Intermediate third (4-6) Top third (1-3)

<1 (Agreement) Inappropriate Appropriate
Uncertain
>1 (Disagreement)

ablo Lazaro & Soon <0

Mirjam van het Loo Ty oWithPLAD. ", EXpert panel repeats ratings

Joseph McDonnell . 33150TEs adinels (second-round)
John Paul Vader R ¢ witho

]ameS P. Kahan

Analyze and develop
raorirore ST consensus statements




Comparison of the Characteristics of Consensus Group Methods and Informal

Consensus Meetings™*’

Mailed or e-mailed questionnaires Yes

F'rl"i'EItE dE‘EIEIDﬂS. C':l”-E"I__tEd {anﬂn?mmﬂ. ."I"-Ié'é.-""" St

Formal feedback of gn:-up ratmgg Yoo Yaec

Face-to-face interactions

Structured interactions
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(firstround)
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(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017Db, p. 1). ”



Consensus Conference




ORIGIN

The U.S. National
Institutes of Health,
which assesses and
disseminates information

about medical
technologies and
research.

AIM

To develop a mutually
acceptable declaration
of consensus on a pre-
defined topic.

PURPOSE

Brings together
representatives of
different groups (e.g.,

professionals,
researchers, patients, and
decision makers).

PROCESS

Includes a literature
review, a summary of the
current state of

knowledge, expert
presentations and
discussions.

DURATION

Conferences often last
for two or more days and
aim to develop an agreed
written common
position.

PARTICIPANTS

The number of experts
participating in the panel
may vary, but usually

ranges from 9 to 18 (M =
10).

7,
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consensus
Conference
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Part 1: Plan ahead

-

Gather @ S
-

rticipants S
e Gather input b e

Who do you want to
Invoive In the Ask attendees for
decision making talking points

Set ground oo
rules

Share a list of your
expectations for
participants Create an Moxeolstol
descussion points ond
agenda  asot time for sach

!

Part 2: Running your meeting

Discussion Pfoposed Attempt to arrive ot a

Hove ticioonts discuss s common ograament
PN S o solution amaong all participants
ideas, opinions, and

concens 0

O e

(6 ;
O
Continued
discussion
~
W e ;@% i o consensus is @_)

Once everyone can sign

: n ,
Meet[ng Co S'en\‘SUS and off on an agreement, the ::2 ;gc;{:(;ghﬁff,
X . conclusion meeting can conclude! iz
introduction ’ the discussion
Stote the purpose of 0
maeeting, What decisson must
you make in the meeting?

!
I
!
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The Consensus Conference starts with the selection of panel drawn

randomly from the organization

Approach to Consensus Conference — Overview

Significant issues relevant to the topic of concern are discovered, drawn, and documented during the first two
weekends prior to the Consensus Conference.

@ (2

O

First study
weekend

&

Second
study
weekend

&

Consensus
conference

Dissemination

Evaluation

Recruitment
& selection of
panel
= Project
manadgements
staff
= Advisory
Committee

= Scope, topic,
fLnding

= Project
Introduction

= |dentification of
ey i55Ues

= [nitial
formulation of
questions

= Expert

presentations

= Expert
presentations

= Formulation of
key questions

= Selection of
expert panel

= Planning for
conference

— Day 1

— Day 2

= Expert presentations

* Panel cross-
examination rebuttals

= Panel supplementary
questions

= Audient questions to
experts

= Panel report writing




Deliberative
Dialogue




Deliberative Dialogue

TO PROMOTE MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND EXPLORE DIFFERENTPERSPECTIVES, RATHER
THAN JUST REACHING A QUICK CONSENSUS.

)
&

Inclusion of Diverse

Open and Reflexive Process Facilitation
Perspectives

Objective

Involves a wide range of

Emphasizes the open Typically facilitated by a Focus on building
participants, including exchange of ideas and neutral moderator to understanding and
ordinary citizens, experts, deep reflection on the ensure all voices are heard collective learning, which
and stakeholders. issuesunder discussion. and the discussion is may ormay not result in a

productive.

consensual decision.

https://eurofamnet.eu
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Appropriate meeting
environment

Adequate resources
Participant commitment
Transparency
Timeliness of policy issue
Group size
Rules of engagement
Pre & post-event work
Facilitation

Appropriate mix of
participants

Fair and balanced
representation of relevant
interests

Individuals motivated and
equipped with resources to
engage with the issue

INTENDED EFFECTS

e =

SHORT-TERM

Appropriate use of
research evidence

Discussions based on what
is currently known about
the issue, including research
evidence, in order to foster
understanding and
dialogue among all
participants

Strengthened capacities at the individual level

MEDIUM-TERM

Strengthened capacities at the community/organizational level

(Sween-Cadieux et al., 2018)




RAND/UCLA

Criterion Delphi method Normal group technigue method Consensus Conference
Scope of the panel multidisciplinary multidisciplinary homogenous multidisciplinary
or multicisciplinary

Number of panelists 611 512 7-15 9-18
Need for a direct meeting No Yes Yes Yes
Literature review Yes — indispensable If the problem under con- | Yes Yes — results

sideration requires review. research/data

Not obligatory presented by experts
Anonymity of assessments/opimons | Yes, fully anonymous Yes. partially No
Moderator/Chaar Yes Yes Yes Yes

Table 1. Characteristics of formal consensus methods

(Siwiec et al., 2019, p. 227)
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Consensus Technique
Advantages Nominal RAND/UCLA Consensus
Group Appropriateness Development
Technique Method Conference

Delphi
Technique

Anonymity /confidentiality ] X X X

Interactive with controlled X - X
feedback

Structured/systematic

Iterative process ]

Lack of group meeting/travel

Results not dominated by
few individuals

Geographical extent of
participants

Large sample size/diverse ]

Ability to revise opinions

Statistical analysis of group
responses

Time efficient

Ease of obtaining
infarmation

Reliability/validity of ﬁndings]

Cost effective

Facilitated group meeting* ]

Unambiguous
statements/less bias/better

quality

Flexibility of technique
Ability to
objectively/impartially
analyze data

(Block et al., 2021)

The "x" next to each item, where applicable, represents a stated advantage or a reason to use a certain technique.
* Certain modified versions of the Delphi incorporate a group meeting aspect.




Advantages Delphi
Technique

Anonymity /confidentiality

Interactive with controlled
feedback

Iterative process
Structured/systematic
Lack of group meeting/travel

Results not dominated by
few individuals

Geographical extent of
participants

Large sample size/diverse
Ability to revise opinions

Statistical analysis of group
responses

Time efficient

Ease of obtaining
infarmation

Reliability/validity of findings
Cost effective
Facilitated group meeting*

Unambiguous
statements/less bias/better

quality

Flexibility of technique
Ability to
objectively/impartially
analyze data

Consensus Technique

Nominal RAND/UCLA
Group Appropriateness
Technique Method
X X

X -

Consensus
Development
Conference
X

X

The "x" next to each item, where applicable, represents a stated advantage or a reason to use a certain technique.
* Certain modified versions of the Delphi incorporate a group meeting aspect.

(Block et al., 2021)
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Advantages/Disadvantages

* Reduction of Bias: Anonymity helps minimize || O Resource Intensive: Conducting multiple rounds

biases and groupthink, leading to more and managing the studies can be resource-
unbiased and independent opinions. intensive in terms of time and effort.

* Diverse Expertise: It leverages the diverse L Expert Availability: Especially in niche or
expertise of participants, from various specialized fields.
geographically distant places, providing also a || U Consensus Difficulty: Achieving consensus can be
comprehensive view of the issue. challenging and may not always be possible,

particularly if experts have strongly divergent
* Systematic Process: The method provides a views.

systematic framework for collecting and

analyzing expert opinions.  Potential for Group Polarization: In some cases,

the process may inadvertently lead to group

* Flexibility: It can be adapted to various polarization, where participants’ opinions become
situations and group sizes. more extreme over time.
U Subjectivity: Still subject to the subjectivity and

* Costs: Relatively inexpensive. biases of the participating experts.

(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017; Siwiec et al., 2019)
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PRACTICAL STRATEGIES
FOR FIVE KEY STEPS



1. Decide which consensus N When choosing one consensus method
technique is hest H over another, having the purpose in mind
Vi is crucial.

Begin with a literature search to
identify existing literature on the
~, topic and prior consensus-based

- mgm Ay
. ocuments in related fields or
~ 2. Develop the initial Vood ts in related field
- questinnnaire J topics. As above, this should align
-------------------- - with the intended purpose of

the study.

U
4

' PRACTICAL
. STRATEGIES

\ ’
\
\ ’

A
Y
A Panels should seek to ensure
diversity among participants
____________________ - as this has been
_ ~~, demonstrated to
3. |d_3|!t|fv the ‘: increase the breadth of ideas
participants ,/ and considerations and may
--------------------- - improve overall performance

oig

o
f
o Q
i

'--——--‘

‘l-,._.-

When reaching consensus, this
design is meant to foster clarification
_____________________ -.  and discussion, with each successive
4. Determine the number ™ round providing feedback to the
of rounds and consensus '} participants to aid in understanding
Qﬁl’l!ﬂ / or decision making. This often
"'tht d‘ """""" - requires several rounds, and we
suggest that two or three rounds is
likely ideal for most studies.

\\ Hence, finding dissensus may be as important as

: incthi i developing consensus. Selection of expert participants
gw[:ﬁfslzralthleo::d |ust|fy any ; also requires careful consideration.

e 1 2+ 8 ARARN _ am R\ . ______ - - Moreover, while the nominal group has traditionally
(Gottlieb et al., 2023, p. 2-3) been conducted in person, increased virtual
conferencing options and pandemic restrictions have
prompted some to convert to virtual models.

A



{

Consensus
development
conference

Participant
anonymity

Small
participant
numbers

Mominal group
technigue

Delphi Technique

Consensus Development
Conference

Nominal Group Technique

Purpose

Postal or email surveys to
assist in prioritisation of
issues relating to policy
and practice

Presentation of current
evidence and subsequent
discussion of issues relating
to policy and practice

Generation and collation of
ideas with subsequent
discussion and voting on
priorities

Location

Distance

Local

Local

Time Frame

Several rounds conducted
over months

One to three days

One day

Anonymity

Yes

No

No

Panel size

Variable

6-12 panel members

6-9 panel members

Delphi technique

(Warren-Forward, 2015, p. 39)

Analysis

Variable
Statistical and descriptive

Variable
Maijority voting and levels of
agreement

Statistical
Ranking

(James & Warren-Foward, 2015, p. 11)




An example:

Family Support
Quality Standards. A
Delphi study
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FAMILY SUPPORT QUALITY STANDARDS

EUrofeuhn

AN
1) Literature review by the members of Working Package 1 (WP1) of the COST Innovators
Grant (CIG), experts on family support provision, quality standards and workforce skills

\

‘ 2) Discussion and questionnaire domain/item generation by the members of WP1 in

face-to-face meetings

|
pROCESS 3) Selection of the Delphi expert panel and invitation to candidates to participate in
Delphi'process.
/

‘ 4) Define number; of rounds'and consensus criteria

/

. 5)IPreparingandidistributing questionnaires
/

“ EDEt R Funded by

v UL the European Union
EUROPEAN COOPERATION
IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY
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o - DELPHI STUDY METHOD

Two rounds, 69 indicators about 3 domains of - The 70% responding to the category 3 and 4
family support: practice system, provision - Mean above 3.5
system and evidence system - The interquartile range below 1

- The standard deviation below 1.5

PARTICIPANTS EXPERTS ASSESSED
46 experts with experience in family (1) Clarity in writing, (2) Coherence between
support provision, quality standards and the indicator and the quality standard and (3)
workforce skills (WP 2 CIG+ Advisory Relevance of the item to the quality standard,
panel CIG + Nacional Leaders CIG). using a 4-point scale

V E D 5 t Funded by
EUROPEAN COOPERATION the European Union
IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY



o

Quality standards in family support: a Delphi study

Dear Colleague,

You are kindly invited to fill in the questionnaire below which is part of the Delphi study performed by the team of researchers from
members of Working Package 1 (WP1) of the COST Innovators Grant (CIG).

We believe that you can make an important contribution to the development of family support quality standards. We planned to collect
data using the Delphi method in two or three rounds.

The research is anonymous, and your personal data will be protected. Only the research team will have access to your personal data, in
order to perform the study properly. Participants in the study will not have access to your responses; they will only receive aggregated
data. Individual responses will not be shared outside the research team and will be stored securely.

Participation in the survey is voluntary, and consent can be withdrawn at any time. By starting the survey, you agree to participate in this
study.

In you have any questions about the study, you can contact the study team at eurofamnet@gmail.com.

* Indica uma perqunta obrigatdria

1. Startthe survey *

Marcar apenas uma oval.

) Yes

) No

DELPHI STUDY Questionnaire

1. Family support practice system

Please evaluate the following indicators (Item) of quality standards, regarding:

« Clarity of writing
» Coherence between the indicator and the quality standard
* Relevance of the item to the quality standard

Use the following scale:
1= Nothing 2= Some 3= Quite 4= A lot

https://eurofamnet.eu

1.1. Quality Standard: Frame the services objectives from the standpoint of rights and developmental needs of children, youth

and families.

1.1.1. Indicator (ltem): The services takes into account the best interest of the child and respects the developmental

needs of children and youth (and their families) when taking action.

Marcar apenas uma oval por linha.

1 2 3 4
Clarity - D) (
Coherence () @) - -
Relevance ( ) (@) C

ocoskt
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FAMILY SUPPORT QUALITY STANDARDS

N\
‘ 6) Analysis of the responses

‘ 7) Was consensus reached? Generation of necessary information and

EUrofeuhn

tabulation of the responses

|
pROCESS ‘ 8) Presentation of the results to the participants (face-to-face meeting)
|

‘ 9)IPreparation and distribution of the next questionnaire.

/
. 10)’Analysisiof theresponsesiand final discussioniamong theimembersioffWPi

/

Funded by
the European Union
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS 15t ROUND

m, Clarity Coherence Relevance
™M sb Mdn IQR _ Quite + A ™M sD Mdn IQR _ Quite + A ™M sD Mdn IQR _ Quite + Al
1.1.1. 3,35 0,70 3,00 1,00 87% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100%
1.1.2. 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,65 0,65 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%
1.1.3. 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 24%
1.2.1. 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 81% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,74 0,51 4,00 0,00 97%
1.2.2. 3,45 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,70 4,00 0,50 87%
1.3.1. 3,52 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24%
1.4.1. 3,45 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 24% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 24%
1.4.2. 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 20% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 20%
1.5.1. 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,65 0,74 4,00 0,00 20% 3,71 0,73 4,00 0,00 20%
1.5.2. 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 20% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 24% 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 87%
1.6.1 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24% 3,77 0,49 4,00 0,00 97% 3,84 0,45 4,00 0,00 97%
1.6.2. 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%
1.7.1. 2,94 0,80 3,00 1,50 71% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20%
67 . 4 1 8 181 3,35 0,86 4,00 1,00 81% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 24%
1.9.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 24%
. 1.9.2. 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97%
e . c o u nt r I e s 1.10.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%
pa rtl c I p atl 0 n 1.10.2. 3,71 0,63 4,00 0,00 97% 3,74 0,62 4,00 0,00 97% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 924%
1.10.3. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 24%
1.11.1. 3,39 0,66 3,00 1,00 20% 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 24%
1.12.1. 3,29 0,81 3,00 1,00 84% 3,35 0,74 3,00 1,00 20% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 20%
1.12.2. 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%
2.1.1. 3,00 0,92 3,00 2,00 71% 3,13 0,79 3,00 1,00 81% 3,26 0,76 3,00 1,00 81%
2.1.2. 3,23 0,79 3,00 1,00 77% 3,35 0,74 4,00 1,00 84% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 84%
2.2.1. 3,39 0,97 4,00 1,00 77% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,90 0,30 4,00 0,00 100%
2.2.2. 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97%
2.3.1. 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%
2.4.1. 3,23 0,79 3,00 1,00 77% 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20%
2.5.1. 3,29 0,81 3,00 1,00 84% 3,45 0,84 4,00 1,00 20% 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 20%
2.5.2. 3,19 0,82 3,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 20% 3,42 0,79 4,00 1,00 87%
2.5.3. 3,42 0,61 3,00 1,00 24% 3,58 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%
2.6.1. 3,48 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100% 3,74 0,44 4,00 0,50 100%
. 2.6.2. 3,45 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 20%
Ag e 5 2 9 = 2.7.1. 3,10 0,86 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 24% 3,55 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%
2.8.1 3,23 0,91 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,88 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%
2 5 wo m e n 2.9.1. 3,74 0,51 4,00 0,00 97% 3,61 0,70 4,00 1,00 24% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 20%
yrs 2.10.1. 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 24% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 20%
Y 2.11.1. 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97%
M — 47 3 7 6 m e n 2.12.1. 3,77 0,49 4,00 0,00 97% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100%
— . 2.13.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 24% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 20%
2.13.2. 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24% 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 20% 3,55 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%
D P 0 7 2.13.3. 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 924% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 924% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24%
— 2.14.1. 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 81% 3,55 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,65 0,48 4,00 1,00 100%
2.15.1. 3,35 0,74 4,00 1,00 84% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20%
2.16.1. 3,55 0,56 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100%
2.17.1. 3,42 0,79 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,91 4,00 1,00 84%
2.18.1. 3,55 0,84 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,83 4,00 0,50 20% 3,58 0,83 4,00 0,50 20%
2.18.2. 3,55 0,71 4,00 1,00 24% 3,42 0,83 4,00 1,00 84% 3,42 0,83 4,00 1,00 84%
2.19.1. 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 20% 3,61 0,75 4,00 0,50 20% 3,65 0,74 4,00 0,00 20%
2.20.1. 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97%
2.20.2. 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,71 0,63 4,00 0,00 20% 3,65 0,70 4,00 0,00 87%
2.20.3. 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,52 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%
2.21.1. 3,77 0,42 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100%
P rofe s s I o n a I 2.21.2. 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 24% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 24%
3.1.1. 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 24%
- 3.2.1. 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 20%
ex e r I e n ce = 3.3.1. 3,23 0,91 3,00 1,00 81% 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 84% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%
. 3.4.1. 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 20% 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 84%
3.5.1. 3,35 0,90 4,00 1,00 77% 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 20%
M — 23 5 24 3.6.1. 3,48 0,62 4,00 1,00 24% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100%
3.7.1. 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 20% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 24%
o 3.8.1. 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,71 0,58 4,00 0,00 24% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 24%
D P — 1 1 S 57 3.9.1. 3,29 0,77 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,67 4,00 1,00 20% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 24%
3.10.1. 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 24% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 24% 3,71 0,58 4,00 0,00 24%
3.11.1. 3,32 0,69 3,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,70 4,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 81%
3.12.1. 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 20%
3.13.1. 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 24% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 20% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 20%
3.14.1. 3,26 0,98 4,00 1,00 81% 3,45 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,45 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS 15t round

o

Family support practice system indicators - Clarity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% M SD IQR
3,35 0,70 1,00
111 3,52 0,76 1,00
1.1.2. 3,52 0,67 1,00
1.1.3. 3,48 0,80 1,00
1.3.1. 3,52 0,71 1,00
1.4 1. | b 0,76 1,00
1.4.2. | 3,58 0,71 1,00
"1..5. 1. | 3,52 0,76 1,00
21,55, 2. 3,42 0,75 1,00
1.6, 3,65 0,60 1,00
1. 6.2 3,55 0,66 1,00
"1 7.1 | 2,94 0,80 1,50
1. 3.1 | 335 0,86 1,00
1.1 3,45 0,66 1,00
1. 2. | 3,61 0,66 1,00
1. 7110 1. | 3,45 0,66 1,00
1. 10, 2. 3,71 0,63 0,00
1. 110, 3. 1 3,45 0,66 1,00
Wb - | 3,39 0,66 1,00
1. 12,1 | 3,29 0,81 1,00
1. 1.2, 2, | 3,61 0,55 1,00
B %Nothing+Some H % Quite + A lot
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 15t round

Family support practice system indicators - Coherence

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M SD IQR

1.1.1. 3,81 0,40 0,00
1.1.2. 3,65 0,65 1,00
1.1.3. 3,58 0,61 1,00
1.2.1. 3,61 0,66 1,00
1.2.2. 3,58 0,66 1,00
1.3.1. 3,65 0,60 1,00
21,411 | 3.68 0,59 0,50
14,2, | 365 0,65 0,50
1.5, 1. | 3.65 0,74 0,00
21,52, | 3,48 0,71 1,00
2116, | 3,77 0,49 0,00
21..6. 2. | 3,61 0,61 1,00
1.7 1. | 3,52 0,67 1,00
1.8 1. | 3,58 0,66 1,00
21..9. 1. | 3,61 0,66 1,00
21,92, | 3,65 0,54 1,00
21,210 1. | 3,61 0,55 1,00
21,10 2. | 3,74 0,62 0,00
21,103 | 3,52 0,67 1,00
21111 | 3,65 0,54 1,00
2171221 | 3,35 0,74 1,00
21,1122, | 3,65 0,60 1,00

B %Nothing+Some H % Quite + A lot
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 15t round

Family support practice system indicators - Relevance

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% M Sb IQR
3,87 0,34 0,00
. 3,68 0,53 1,00
w2 3,68 0,59 0,50
- 3,74 0,51 0,00
2 3,61 0,70 0,50
22 s ) O S E— 3,65 0,60 1,00
o N S S S E— 3,77 0,55 0,00
o R —. 3,65 0,65 0,50
A S S S E— 3,71 0,73 0,00
o T — 3.39 0,79 1,00
e T — 3,84 0,45 0,00
o ————————————————— R — 371 0,52 0,50
1:: I 3,58 0,66 1,00
1.8, 1. | 3,68 0,59 0,50
1.9, 1. | 3’68 0’59 0’50
1.9, 2. 361 0.55 1,00
21,1101 1. | 371 0,52 0,50
1. 10 2. | 3'77 0'55 0'00
1.10.3. I 3'61 0'61 1’00
1. 1.1 1. | 3’61 0’61 1'00
1,12, | 3,39 0.75 1,00
1. 1.2.. 2., | 3'68 0'53 1'00
B %Nothing+Some B % Quite + A lot
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 2nd round

o

Quality standards in family support: a Delphi study
(2nd round)

Dear Colleague,

You are kindly invited to fill in the questionnaire below which is the 2nd round of the
Delphi study performed by the team of researchers from members of Working Package 1
(WP1) of the COST Innovators Grant (CIG).

The members of the research team incorporated the suggestions resulting from the
results of the 1st round, reduced the number of indicators and improved the writing.

We believe that you can make an important contribution to the development of family
support quality standards.

1. Family support practice system

We kindly ask you to evaluate each indicator (item) indicating your agreement with its current
wording with a view to its inclusion in the Quality Assurance Protocol, using the following
scale:

1= Strongly Disagree
2= Disagree
3= Agree

4= Strongly Agree

1.1. Quality Standard: Frame the services objectives from the standpoint of rights and
developmental needs of children, youth and families.

2. 1.1.1. Indicator (ltem): The services take into account the best interest of the  *
child and respects the rights and developmental needs of children and youth
(and their families) when taking action.

Marcar apenas uma oval.

EUROPEAN COOPERATION the European Union
IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 2nd round

% Quite + Intercuar

A lot M SD til Mdn
1.1.1. 0,90 3,68 0,60 0,25 4,00
1.2.1. 0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00
1.3.1. 0,97 3,82 0,38 0,00 4,00
1.4.1. 0,86 3,68 0,66 0,00 4,00
1.5.1. 0,90 3,71 0,59 0,00 4,00
1.5.2. 0,93 3,64 0,55 1,00 4,00
1.6.1. 0,79 3,46 0,78 1,00 4,00
1.7.1. 0,93 3,57 0,56 1,00 4,00
1.8.1. 0,93 3,64 0,55 1,00 4,00
1.8.2. 0,83 3,46 0,73 1,00 4,00
2.1.1. 0,76 3,46 0,82 1,00 4,00
2.2.1. 0,83 3,54 0,73 1,00 4,00
2.3.1. 0,90 3,64 0,72 0,25 4,00
2.4.1. 0,90 3,57 0,62 1,00 4,00
2.5.1. 0,90 3,71 0,59 0,00 4,00
2.6.1. 0,93 3,79 0,62 0,00 4,00
2.7.1. 0,79 3,39 0,77 1,00 4,00
2.8.1. 0,86 3,43 0,86 1,00 4,00
2.9.1. 0,86 3,61 0,67 1,00 4,00
3.1.1. 0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00
3.2.1. 0,90 3,68 0,60 0,25 4,00
3.3.1. 0,86 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00
3.4.1. 0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00
3.5.1. 0,86 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00
3.6.1. 0,86 3,71 0,65 0,00 4,00
3.7.1. 0,90 3,61 0,62 1,00 4,00
3.8.1. 0,86 3,50 0,68 1,00 4,00
3.9.1. 0,93 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00
3.10.1 0,90 3,61 0,62 1,00 4,00

ocoskE
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2.

3

Y.

5.

Select experts that represent the various communities
concerned by the research problem

Choose an adequate number of experts and
close supervision by the trainer

Provide conditions for free speech and
expression of own opinions

Do not omitt any opinion in the process, with
particular reference to extreme positions,
and pay attention to their arguments;

Must have uefulness in solving problems and
establishing a recommended course of action
on a given issue

e (Siwiec et al., 2019)
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