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Abstract: This research is an integrative literature review regarding the variety of university-based
early childhood education and care (ECEC) centre models. This research focuses on those models
that collaborate closely with early childhood (EC) teacher education programmes. The data were
gathered from three different databases: ERIC (Ebscohost), Education Research Complete (Ebscohost)
and ProQuest Central by using six different search terms. A total of 2766 publications were found.
Based on the inclusion criteria, 40 publications were included in a data analysis. These publications
consisted of descriptions of 53 different models regarding the collaboration between ECEC centres and
universities. Two out of three models (n = 34) were university-based ECEC centres that collaborated
closely with EC teacher education programmes by implementing various collaborations in education
and research in their daily work. Outreach efforts were also implemented. This research invites EC
teacher education programmes and ECEC centres for international collaboration and further research
on this topic.

Keywords: early childhood teacher education; early childhood education; preschool; kindergarten;
early childhood education and care centre; university-based ECEC centre; laboratory school; integra-
tive literature review

1. Introduction

A variety of philosophical learning theories are usually incorporated in early childhood
(EC) teacher education. Practical training with children has been an essential part of teacher
education throughout its history, according to many educational theories [1–10]. These
theories typically include, features of Piagetian constructivist theory [1,2], Vygotsky’s
social constructivist theory, Bandura’s social learning theory and Dewey’s learning by
doing approach [3]. Constructivist theory focuses especially on the cognitive aspects of
the learning process [1,2], in which new information is assimilated or accommodated
by the learner [4]. In social constructivist theory, the importance of social interaction [5]
and a zone of proximal development [6] are emphasised. In social learning theory [7],
learning is understood to happen when observing others’ actions [8]. The practical aspect
of learning is also emphasised in Dewey’s [9] learning by doing approach, which includes
the idea of an active learner who processes and utilises their learned skills and knowledge
afterwards [9,10].

The need for this integrative literature review emerged from the establishment of the
first university-based early childhood education and care (ECEC) centre in Finland. In
Finnish research-based teacher education, practical training integrates educational theory
into practical studies and guidance and supports preservice teachers’ reflective and peda-
gogical thinking. Every training period has its own goals and characteristics for supporting
preservice teachers’ pedagogical identity and engagement. The key elements of a good
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training experience are on-campus courses, a “double supervision model” [11] and collabo-
ration with a stable network of community-based and private ECEC centres. The aim of
this integrative literature review is to present various forms of collaboration between EC
teacher education and university-based ECEC centres and to support the development of
the relationships between universities and ECEC centres.

1.1. Conceptual Structuring

Based on the educare model [12], as a part of the Finnish education system, ECEC
programmes include both pedagogical and caring perspectives in promoting the growth
and development of children [13]. Children attend ECEC programmes during the first
seven years of their lives before the start of compulsory basic education [14]. ECEC
programmes are conducted in ECEC centres [13]. In addition to conventional ECEC,
separate programmes of open ECEC [14], also known as playgroups [15], engage parents
in activities with their children. Education following ECEC is performed in schools [16].
In the United States, educational services for young children are offered in two distinct
ways: the term preschool refers typically to the educational programme for 3–4-year-
olds, before kindergarten, while childcare offers a service [17] for children of all ages [18].
Programmes that emphasise educational aspects are carried out in school settings in the
United States [19], which can be noticed in the terminology. In this article, based on the
Finnish definition of ECEC [13], the centres offer both educational and caring aspects of
ECEC programmes for children under seven years.

In Finland, the requirement of an ECEC teacher is a university degree of Bachelor of
Arts [14]. In the United States, the qualification of the ECEC teacher can be accomplished
in universities and community colleges [20,21] in several programmes at associate [21],
bachelor’s and master’s degree levels [22]. In the United States, the qualification for an
ECEC teacher is not necessary when teaching children aged from birth to five years [23,24].
In this article, the term university, in the context of teacher education, refers to all units
that offer EC teacher education programmes. The term preservice teacher refers to ECEC
teacher students in associate, bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral degree programmes.

The educational collaboration between EC teacher education and ECEC centres have
a long history in Finland [25,26] and abroad [27]. In Finland, the Pestalozzi-Froebelian
principles regarding teacher education affected both Uno Cygnaeus and Hanna Rothman,
who were the founders of Finnish teacher education [25,26]. According to their ideas, in the
history of Finnish teacher education, the training schools and training ECEC centres were
an essential part of teacher education seminars from the start at the beginning of the 19th
century. Later, however, they developed into different directions of primary school teacher
education and EC teacher education. In 1974, when primary school teacher education
was moved from teacher training seminars to universities, training schools also moved
into universities. Instead, EC teacher education was developed even further, and training
ECEC centres that operated within seminars were moved into a community-based training
system. Despite having moved EC teacher education programmes into universities in 1995,
a similar, university-based training school system, as with primary and subject teacher
education, does not exist in EC teacher education [28–30].

In the United States, training activities as a part of ECEC have developed from a
university-based laboratory school by John Dewey since 1896 [27]. Laboratory schools are
also known as training schools, model schools, practice schools [31] and demonstration
schools [32]. According to McBride et al. [22], to be called a laboratory school, it should
implement at least one academic mission. This can include educational collaboration,
research [33] and outreach efforts [15]. Educational collaboration includes many types
of training, which should be defined more clearly and implemented more consistently
among teacher education programmes, see [34]. In this article, practicum and internship are
understood as types of supervised training, e.g., [32,35]. Instead, student teaching (in this
article, preservice teaching) is understood as an experience that offers preservice teachers
an opportunity to work in the university ECEC centre either under supervision, e.g., [15,31]
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or independently, e.g., [24,35]. In this article, outreach efforts are activities that aim to
reach out to individuals outside the university ECEC centre. For example, collaborations
with a university [15], local [33], national and international [36] partners are forms of
outreach efforts. In line with Branscomb and McBride [15] and McBride et al. [22], concepts
of academic missions and academic functions are defined hierarchically in this article.
Academic missions are implemented through academic functions that consist of more
practical, academic activities. In addition to functions, the structures of university ECEC
centres also vary due to funding [37] and relationships with universities [38] or external
contractors [22]. In this article, the term university-based ECEC centre (later, university
ECEC centre) is intended to designate university and college-based ECEC centres (including
a variety of models, e.g., laboratory schools) that implement at least one academic function
on a daily basis, see [22].

According to Torraco [39], there are two types of integrative literature review ap-
proaches based on mature topics and emergent topics. In this research, the mature topic
approach of an integrative literature review is implemented, because there is a need for a
review of previous research regarding university ECEC centres. Additionally, the mature
topic addresses the need for a critical review for a potential reconceptualization of the
diversified knowledge of a developing concept or topic [39]. In this case, forms and types of
collaboration between EC teacher education and ECEC centres are continually developing.
Furthermore, university ECEC centre models need to be conceptualized which can be
accomplished by conducting the integrative literature review. Because university ECEC
centres vary in their structural and functional bases [22,38] and only a few related papers
have been published recently, e.g., [3,33,40], an in-depth literature review, that investigates
the relationships between universities and ECEC centres, is needed. Moreover, the aca-
demic functions of university ECEC centres need to be investigated more thoroughly. This
research is relevant because the Early Childhood and Teacher Education Centre (ECTEC)
Rauman pikkunorssi model was developed on the Rauma campus of the Department of
Teacher Education at the University of Turku, Finland. Currently, the ECTEC Rauman
pikkunorssi is the only operating university ECEC centre in Finland. The purpose of this
research is to provide scholarly support not only to the development process of this model,
but also to the development processes of other university ECEC centres in general and
globally. In Finland, EC teacher education programmes and their collaboration with ECEC
centres are developed based on research [28–30], which can enhance the equality in the
training school system as a part of the Finnish teacher education.

Because the data of this review include mainly ECEC centres that operate in the United
States, examples of this theoretical framework aimed to clarify the differences in the ECEC
field between Finland and the United States.

1.2. Aim and Research Questions

The aim of this article was to investigate global university ECEC centres that collab-
orate closely with EC teacher education programmes. To meet this aim, an integrative
literature review was conducted. An overall picture of these centres was formed by
analysing the publications that were published during this century. The process that was
followed in the integrative literature review is described in Sections 2.1 and 2.2.

The research questions were:
Research Question 1 (RQ1). What kind of relationship types between universities and ECEC

centres are described in the data?
Research Question 2 (RQ2). What kind of structural features exist in the basic operations of

university-based ECEC centres that implement daily, academic functions?
Research Question 3 (RQ3). What kind of academic activities are performed in university-

based ECEC centres that collaborate closely with EC teacher education?
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Search Procedure

In this research, the integrative literature review method was chosen over a narrative
approach, because it is conducted more systematically, even though both are forms of a
descriptive literature review [41]. Furthermore, the integrative approach was chosen over a
systematic approach, because it allows us to include many types of scholarly publications
in the data [41]. In this research, a checklist formed by Torraco [39] (p. 365) was followed.
According to the list, search terms and procedures, databases, inclusion and exclusion
criteria, data analysis process and synthesis were reported in this article.

The search procedure was conducted during July and August 2020. Inclusion criteria of
publications were peer-reviewed and full-text research articles, dissertations and scholarly
book chapters that were published in English between 2000 and 2020. To be included in
the analysis, the publication was required to explicitly describe at least one ECEC centre’s
relationship with the university. It also needed to focus on researching, developing or
describing the ECEC centre or its academic mission(s).

Relevant publications were searched by using the following search terms (n = 6):
“university AND early childhood teacher education AND kindergarten”, “university-
affiliated AND kindergarten”, ”university AND early childhood education AND laboratory
school”, ”university AND laboratory preschool”, “teacher education AND professional
development school AND early childhood education” and “campus AND child care centre”
(see Table 1). Overall, 2766 publications were found in the following online databases:
ERIC (Ebscohost; n = 374), Education Research Complete (Ebscohost; n = 411) and ProQuest
Central (n = 1981). Noteworthy, when operated in ProQuest Central, the search process
was conducted in two parts by first focusing on scholarly journals and books, and then
on dissertations. Furthermore, “anywhere” was selected from the drop-down menu, and
speech marks were used before and after every separate word within the actual search
terms. The search procedure was planned and evaluated within a research group of
three specialists. The suitability of publications was verified by conducting a staged
review [39] by reading bibliographic information and abstracts. If publications seemed
to fulfil inclusion criteria, the full texts were evaluated by the first author and double-
checked by the research group. Finally, 40 relevant publications were selected for the final
review process.

Table 1. The search procedure and sources of included publications (n = 40).

Search Term (n = 6)

Database

ERIC
(Ebscohost)

Education Research
Complete (Ebscohost)

ProQuest
Central

Quantity of Search
Results

n = 2766 1

n = 70 2

n = 40 3

University AND early
childhood teacher education AND

kindergarten

42 149 1071 1262
1 0 4 5
1 0 0 1

University-affiliated AND
kindergarten

3 4 5 12
1 1 1 3
1 0 0 1

University AND early
childhood education AND

laboratory school

93 56 368 517
20 12 7 39
20 4 5 29



Educ. Sci. 2022, 12, 141 5 of 17

Table 1. Cont.

Search Term (n = 6)

Database

ERIC
(Ebscohost)

Education Research
Complete (Ebscohost)

ProQuest
Central

Quantity of Search
Results

n = 2766 1

n = 70 2

n = 40 3

University AND laboratory
preschool

45 41 84 170
2 1 3 6
0 0 0 0

Early childhood education AND
teacher education AND professional

development school

89 45 417 551
4 6 3 13
4 1 1 6

Campus AND child care
centre

102 116 36 254
3 1 0 4
3 0 0 3

Total
374 411 1981 2766
31 21 18 70
29 5 6 40

1 Quantity of all search results; 2 Quantity of search results that met the inclusion criteria; 3 Quantity of search
results, that met the inclusion criteria and were included in analysis, are bolded.

2.2. Data Analysis

The critical analysis of this integrative literature review [39] was performed via the
process of classification [39,42]. After reading the publications (n = 40) and writing the
initial notes regarding the information of ECEC centres, the first author considered whether
research questions could be answered by the collected data. Thus, the publications were
read several times and their contents were classified into the following categories: 1. name
of the ECEC centre, 2. organisational and operational information, 3. information regarding
the ECEC activities (programme type, children served, educational philosophy or curricu-
lum of ECEC) and 4. information regarding the academic functions. It was observed that
not every publication offered the same type of information. For example, some publica-
tions reported the ages of children who participated in ECEC activities [3,24], while others
did not, e.g., [18,43]. However, it was possible to continue the analysis, because general
descriptions of the organizational structures and functions of ECEC centres were available.
To ensure the quality of this analysis, it was double-checked by the research group.

In the integrative literature review, the synthetisation of data is necessary [39]. This
is defined as a creative activity that results in the summarisation of the data and the
generation of new knowledge or perspectives. In this research, the synthesis process was
conducted from three different perspectives that were based on the research questions (see
Section 1.2). The form of synthesis process followed mainly “taxonomy or other conceptual
classification of constructs” [39] (p. 363) because the classification was based on previous
research and knowledge for laying the foundation for models of university ECEC centres.
First, the organisational and functional information of ECEC centres was investigated by
reading publications (n = 40) and identifying and coding each ECEC centre’s name and
potential organisational connection with the university, collaboration with the university
and/or implemented academic functions. After that, each ECEC centre was placed into the
four-field model (see Figure 1). Second, the university ECEC centres that were presented in
the top right quadrant (see Figure 1), were chosen for in-depth investigation. The remaining
publications (n = 28) were investigated by seeking, coding and organizing (see Table S1
in the Supplementary Materials) information regarding the affiliation of the university
ECEC centre, publicity of host university, structures of ECEC and theoretical framework
of the curriculum. The aim of the third perspective was to form a general view of the
academic activities that were implemented in the university ECEC centres that collaborated
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with EC teacher education. Based on the definition of academic missions [22] three upper
categories were formed, and they supported the identification of separate units of analysis
(i.e., academic activities) in the publications. After identification, coded units of analysis
(n = 441) were collected and organised (see Table S2 in the Supplementary Materials).
To ensure the quality of this synthesis process, a double-check was performed by the
research group.
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Figure 1. Four types of relationships between universities and early childhood education and care
(ECEC) centres (n = 53).

3. Results
3.1. Relationship Types between Universities and ECEC Centres

The data consisted of research articles (n = 27), dissertations (n = 6) and chapters
(n = 7) of a book. They included quantitative (n = 3), qualitative (n = 13) and mixed
method (n = 4) studies, but also descriptive papers (n = 20). Publications were published
between the years 2000–2010 (n = 17) and 2011–2020 (n = 23) mainly in the United States
(n = 32), but publications were also written in Canada (n = 1), China (n = 2), Cyprus (n = 1),
Jordan (n = 1), Netherlands (n = 1) and Turkey (n = 2). The search terms and databases used
produced several overlapping findings, as depicted in Table 1.

The purpose of the first research question was to explore the types of relationships
between universities and ECEC centres (n = 53). Almost 75% of the ECEC centres were
university-based (n = 39) and over 25% of the ECEC centres operated independently
(n = 14). Almost every ECEC centre (n = 48) implemented academic functions as part
of their daily activities, while five ECEC centres focused only on the production of the
ECEC service. These differences are presented in a four-field model in Figure 1. The
four-field model consists of two axes and four quadrants. The horizontal axis illustrates
the implemented academic missions, while the vertical axis indicates whether the ECEC
centre operates within the university. The four quadrants demonstrate four different types
of relationships based on the two variables described above.

In Figure 1, the bottom left quadrant represents ECEC centres that have not imple-
mented academic functions in their activities. No publications regarding this model exist in
this research, because the purpose was to focus on relationships between universities and
ECEC centres. The quadrant located in the top left includes university ECEC centres (n = 5)
that focused only on producing ECEC services for the university or local community [44–47].
The bottom right quadrant represents community-based and independent ECEC centres
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(n = 14) that implemented academic functions in their activities. These centres, named
professional development schools (n = 6) or partnership sites (n = 1), are public or private
ECEC centres that collaborate with universities [19,48–54]. The bottom right quadrant also
includes a privately owned Families First Children’s Center [40] and the Institute of Human
Development [43] that are located on campus but operate independently.

The top right quadrant represents approximately 64% (n = 34) of the centres.
These university ECEC centres implemented academic functions in their daily
activities [3,15,18,23,24,31,32,35,36,40,43,55–71] and are reviewed in Section 3.2.

3.2. Structural Features of University-Based ECEC Centres

The aim of the second research question was to investigate the structural features
of university ECEC centres that implement academic functions in their activities (see
Figure 1). These centres (n = 34) were discussed in 28 publications. Data regarding centres’
structural features were distributed in two tables. Table 2 illustrates the affiliations of
university ECEC centres, and Table 3 illustrates the structures of university ECEC centres’
programmes. Accurate information regarding the publicity of the host university, type of
ECEC programme and ages of participating children was not available in every publication.

Table 2. Affiliations of university ECEC centres that implement academic functions in their daily
activities.

Affiliation

Publicity of Host Institution

Public
(n = 20)

Private
(n = 2)

No Details Were
Available

(n = 12)

Educational or
developmental
institution that
operates within

university
(n = 20)

Merrill-Palmer Institute, laboratory
programme [43]; Kent State Child
Development Center [56]; Child
Development Laboratory [15];

USC/Gateway Child Development and
Research Center [18]; Child Study

Centre 2 [58]; Kent State University
Laboratory School [36]; South Dakota

State University Laboratory School [36];
Laboratory school 1 [60]; URI Child
Development Center [62]; Dr. Pat

Feinstein Child Development Center [62];
Myrna’s Children’s Village [32]; Harriett
Laboratory School [67]; Malcolm Price

Laboratory School [68]; Child
development laboratory school 1 [69];

Child Development Center for Learning
and Research [70]

Hashemite University
nursery [55]; Early

Childhood Research
Laboratory [63];

University laboratory
preschool 1 [3],

Laboratory
preschool 1 [64]; The SM

Laboratory
Preschool [71]

Medical school
(n = 1)

Yale Child Study
Center [43]

Community college
(n = 3)

Child development
center 1 [31]; Wytheville

Community College
Child Development

Center [40]; Housatonic
Community College

Early Childhood
Laboratory School [65]
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Table 2. Cont.

Affiliation

Publicity of Host Institution

Public
(n = 20)

Private
(n = 2)

No Details Were
Available

(n = 12)

University but no
details were available

regarding the
affiliation
(n = 10)

Karen Slattery Educational Research
Center for Child Development [57]; The

campus laboratory school child
development center 1 [23]; Harold E.
Jones Child Study Center [61]; GMU

Child Development Center [40]; Virginia
Tech Child Development Lab School [35]

Child development
laboratory school 1 [59]

Botanical Garden
Room 1 [24];

Experimental
Greenhouse Room 1 [24];
Wildflower Valley Room

1 [24]; Harold E. Jones
Child Study Center [66]

1 Pseudonym or the type of centre, if the name was not mentioned in a publication; 2 According to the publication,
the centre is not operating anymore.

As Table 2 (see also Table S1 in the Supplementary Materials) shows, university ECEC
centres were affiliated with units that focused on educational or developmental perspectives
of early childhood (n = 20), with the medical school of the university (n = 1) or community
college (n = 3). Moreover, some centres were linked to the university without more specific
information provided (n = 10). Almost two-thirds of the descriptions indicated whether the
host university was public (n = 20) or private (n = 2). Nearly every university ECEC centre
was fully operated by a host university (n = 28) and few university ECEC centres (n = 6)
have utilised non-traditional ways to operate their functions and leadership by creating
partnerships with external contractors. First, the GMU Child Development Center [40]
is operating within the host university but is a separate, non-profit organisation. It has
implemented a public Al’s Pal’s programme, and it can receive additional funding from
the host university. Second, the university-operated Hashemite University nursery [55] is
the result of a collaboration between the university and the National Council for Family
Affairs. Third, the USC/Gateway Child Development and Research Center [18] was created
and is operated in partnership with a for-profit contractor, Gateway Academy. Fourth,
Myrna’s Children’s Village [32] combines various funding sources and partnerships with
community programmes and state agencies. It operates several ECEC programmes that
have their own curriculum and structural features, such as opening hours, number of
children and principles regarding maintaining children’s welfare and safety. The host
university participates in the funding of this centre. Fifth, the child development laboratory
school [69] is operated and partly sponsored by the affiliated university. However, it also
collaborates with community programmes that have offered additional funding. Sixth,
Wytheville Community College Child Development Center [40] is a university-operated,
non-profit organisation that was developed in partnership with the city.

As shown in Table 3, full-day (n = 32) and half-day (n = 16) ECEC services were offered
for infants (n = 10), toddlers (n = 13), preschool-aged children (n = 15) and kindergarteners
(n = 9). Open ECEC activities (n = 2) were offered for infants and their parents. Furthermore,
programmes were offered for ECEC aged children (n = 29) and primary school aged children
(n = 3) without more specific details provided regarding programme types. As a part of their
ECEC programmes, some university ECEC centres also implemented a variety of specific
programmes such as Al’s Pals, Bank Street, British Infant School, Head Start, High/Scope,
School for Young Children or programmes for children with special needs. Additional
programmes included Saturday programmes for toddlers (n = 1) and summer programmes
or workshops (n = 7) for preschool-aged children, kindergarten-aged children and primary
school aged children. Applied learning theories and approaches were Reggio Emilia
(n = 7), constructivist theory (n = 4), social constructivist theory (n = 5), social learning
theory (n = 2), socio-cultural theory (n = 1), psychosocial development theory (n = 1),
Montessori (n = 1) and learning by doing (n = 2), exploring (n = 1) or playing (n = 2).
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Educational activities were research- or inquiry-based (n = 4), child-centred (n = 2), child
focused (n = 1), play-based (n = 1) and developmentally appropriate (n = 4).

Table 3. Structures of ECEC programmes in university ECEC centres.

Ages of Children
Types of ECEC Programmes

Full-Day ECEC Half-day ECEC Open
ECEC

Additional
Programmes

No Details Were
Available

Infant (n = 15) 6 4 2 - 3
Toddler (n = 21) 9 4 - 1 7

Preschool-aged (n = 29) 10 5 - 3 11
Kindergarten-aged (n = 20) 6 3 - 3 8
Primary school aged (n = 4) - - - 1 3

No details were available (n = 5) 1 - - - 4
Total (n = 94) 32 16 2 8 36

3.3. Academic Activities of University-Based ECEC Centres

The goal of the third research question was to investigate academic activities that
were implemented in university ECEC centres that collaborated closely with EC teacher
education. The Yale Child Study Center was excluded from the analysis because it was
operating within the Medical School [43]. The remaining centres (n = 33) appeared in 28
publications. In this section, an overall picture of the academic activities of university ECEC
centres is formed, but they are not compared. The units of analysis (n = 441; see Table S2
in the Supplementary Materials) of the data were organised hierarchically in the coding
frame [42], which includes three types of categories. Subcategories consist of academic
activities, such as educational collaboration, research activities and outreach activities
(n = 30). These separate academic activities were combined into the following categories:
a set of educational collaboration activities (n = 3), a set of research activities (n = 3) and
a set of outreach activities (n = 5). These categories formed the upper categories that
represent academic missions (n = 3). Similar descriptions regarding academic activities
were found within several model descriptions. When the frequencies of these descriptions
were added together, similar activities within one centre were combined in one unit of
analysis. Therefore, the frequencies of academic activities in sub-categories do not exceed
the total number of centres (n = 33).

University ECEC centres offered their services for preservice teachers at many levels,
including in associate, bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral degree programmes. Table 4
illustrates this educational collaboration. Observation (n = 25), as a part of preservice
teachers’ coursework and research projects, was one of the most commonly implemented
forms of educational collaboration. Observations were conducted in ECEC classrooms
(group rooms), observation booths or observation rooms that were located above the group
room. In addition, various course assignments (n = 18) and research projects (n = 23)
were implemented by preservice teachers. In this action, preservice teachers received
support from ECEC teachers who were working in university ECEC centres (later, ECEC
teachers). Research activities took many forms, including various course projects, theses
and voluntary or obligatory collaborative research projects. ECEC teachers were described
as pedagogical consultants who guide preservice teachers and organise time for reflective
discussions, and demonstrators who model reflective and high-quality ECEC practices and
utilise modern equipment and materials in their work.

The training of preservice teachers (n = 48) took many shapes. Preservice teaching
(n = 17) was often connected with later studies [70]; see also [24,35,56,59–61,66,67,71], and
an earlier teaching experience in the (university) ECEC centre [59,62] might be required
before the start of preservice teaching. It was a common type of training in the bachelor’s de-
gree programme (n = 12) and it focused on offering a working experience under supervision
or mentoring. It might include observation, coursework, planning pedagogical activities,
evaluating programme plans, working as a teacher assistant, doing work shifts and substi-
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tuting ECEC teachers. Preservice teaching was also a commonly implemented training type
in the master’s degree programme (n = 10) and it offered working experience in the roles of
teacher assistant, ECEC teacher and supervisor or mentor of younger preservice teachers.
The duration of preservice teaching typically varied from eight weeks to a year. Moreover,
internships (n = 11) might be placed at the end of the studies [3,15,64,69] and might have
required earlier experience in the university ECEC centre [59]. Internships were supervised
or mentored teaching experiences at bachelor’s (n = 8) and master’s degree programmes
(n = 2), but they were also an essential part of the qualification process after bachelor’s
studies (n = 2). In internships, preservice teachers applied research-based knowledge into
practice, planned and conducted learning situations. Preservice teachers also assessed cur-
riculums and helped ECEC teachers in research efforts. Lengths of internships varied from
eight weeks to a year. Practicums or practical experiences (n = 12) were part of associate
(n = 1), bachelor’s (n = 9) and master’s (n = 1) degree programmes. Practicums could
take place before other forms of training [62] and they were completed simultaneously
with other courses in a timeframe of 16 weeks. Other types of training (n = 8) that were
described that could not be categorised in the aforementioned categories, because the de-
scriptions of the concepts were unclear (n = 7), were hands-on experience, supervised field
experience, practical (field) training and training in a monitored setting [40,55,57–59,64,68].
Furthermore, apprenticeship arrangements were provided to preservice teachers in the
bachelor’s degree programme [36]. ECEC teachers were described as mentors and supervi-
sors who model, improve and explain ECEC practices, give feedback and work together
with preservice teachers.

Table 4. Forms of educational collaboration with early childhood (EC) teacher education (n = 134).

Academic Mission
Set of Educational

Collaboration
Activities (n = 3)

Educational Collaboration Activities (n = 10)

Educational
collaboration with the EC teacher

education
(n = 134)

Supporting preservice
teachers to accomplish

variety of course
requirements (n = 66)

Observation (n = 25)
Research 1 (n = 23)

Course assignments or projects (n = 18)

Training collaboration
(n = 48)

Preservice teaching (n = 17)
Practicum (n = 12)
Internship (n = 11)

Other types of training (n = 8)

Other forms of educational
collaboration (n = 20)

Giving lectures and presentations (n = 10)
Participating in reportage and evaluation (n = 7)

Organising events (n = 3)
1 Research (n = 23) is also included in research collaboration (see Table 5).

According to Table 5, the most commonly presented form of research collaboration
was the facilitation of the research (n = 55) for preservice teachers (n = 23), faculty members
(n = 21) and researchers from other academic units (n = 11). The research included observa-
tional, interventional, implementation, applied, qualitative, evaluative, pilots, surveys and
experimental approaches. Multidisciplinary research collaboration included many fields,
including anthropology, (educational) psychology, English as a second language, family
studies, home economics, kinesiology, marketing, medicine, nursing, nutrition, political sci-
ence, sociology, special education and speech and hearing. ECEC teachers were described
as collaborators who assisted researchers, preservice teachers and students from other
faculties in various research efforts, shared new research ideas and produced the research
data (e.g., collecting data, answering questionnaires and making evaluations). Almost half
of the centres involved their directors (n = 14) in research as actual researchers. According
to the information sections, a third of the analysed publications in this research question
(n = 11) were written by ECEC directors. Moreover, almost a third of the centres involved
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their ECEC teachers (n = 10) in conducting research as a part of their daily work. Its
purpose was to promote educational activities systematically, develop teachers’ own re-
flective thinking and strengthen the research aspect of teaching. Research conducted by
teachers was mainly collaborative (n = 8), involving colleagues, faculty members, preser-
vice teachers, children or parents and members of other university ECEC centres in the
process. The research mentioned in the publications represented a qualitative approach.
Research methods were mostly action research and systematic evaluations, and they might
include questioning and planning, studying literature, observing, collecting, organising
and analysing data, documenting, interpreting, reflecting, speculating, forming theory,
evaluating, writing, publishing and giving presentations of results.

Table 5. Forms of research collaboration with university (n = 98).

Academic Mission Set of Research
Activities (n = 3) Research Activities (n = 5)

Research
collaboration

with university
(n = 98)

University ECEC centre as
research facility (n = 55)

Facilitate research conducted by preservice teachers (n = 23) 1

Facilitate research conducted by faculty members (n = 21)
Facilitate multidisciplinary research (n = 11)

University ECEC centre as
knowledge generator

(n = 24)

Directors as researchers (n = 14)
ECEC teachers as researchers (n = 10)

University ECEC centre as applicator of research results (n = 19)
1 Research (n = 23) is also included in educational collaboration (see Table 4).

Table 6 demonstrates outreach activities that involved ECEC teachers as well as di-
rectors in action. Most often outreach activities were based on the dissemination of the
information (n = 56) by writing scholarly papers (n = 20), giving presentations at local,
state, national and international conferences (n = 13) and offering information regarding
university ECEC centres (n = 23) through writing for newsletters, newspapers and websites,
producing audio-visual material, sharing brochures, schedules, handbooks, reports, con-
versing and giving presentations. Furthermore, networking and communication activities
(n = 55) were common. Nearly three out of every four university ECEC centres (n = 24)
hosted local, state, national or international visitors, e.g., for members of the host university
and other universities, ECEC professionals, policy or decision-makers, (former) parents or
students from other schools. ECEC teachers and directors were involved in various collab-
orative meetings (n = 21) with faculty members, representatives from other universities,
parents and other partners, e.g., local agencies and organisations.

Moreover, educational outreach activities (n = 52) took many forms. Parent training
and education (n = 17) were implemented either in a formal manner, e.g., organising events,
classes and courses, or in informal ways, e.g., instructing, assisting, offering help and giving
instructive material, such as literature, statements and information. In-service training of
national or international ECEC professionals (n = 14) included professional development
classes and courses, organising professional development events, offering courses and field
experiences or producing educational material. Multidisciplinary educational collabora-
tions (n = 12) were developed with fields of anthropology, dance, (educational) psychology,
English as a second language, family studies, home economics, kinesiology, marketing,
medicine, nursing, social work, sociology and special education.

Professional services included participating in various committees and boards
(n = 14) at university, local, state and national levels, but also consulting, accomplish-
ing leadership activities and sharing knowledge and expertise within the ECEC field
(n = 10), specifically for staff in community-based and university ECEC centres and decision-
makers who work at the state and national levels. Collaborative projects (n = 7) with faculty
members, parents, local agencies, committees and international collaborators included
aspects of charity, marketing, family events, international exchange and well-being of
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the environment. Fundraising efforts (n = 9) were aimed at supporting the continuity of
university ECEC centres by searching private and public funding opportunities, contacts
with potential funders, submitting grant proposals, conducting evaluations, organising
sales and fundraising events and producing marketing material.

Table 6. Forms of outreach activities (n = 209).

Academic Mission Set of Outreach
Activities (n = 5) Outreach Activities (n = 15)

Outreach
efforts

(n = 209)

Dissemination of
information (n = 56)

Sharing information about university ECEC centre (n = 23)
Writing scholarly publications (n = 20)

Giving conference presentations (n = 13)

Networking and
communication (n = 55)

Hosting visits (n = 24)
Participating in collaborative meetings (n = 21)

Networking and visiting in other centres (n = 10)

Educational outreach
activities (n = 52)

Training and educational activities for parents (n = 17)
In-service training for ECEC community (n = 15)

Multidisciplinary educational collaboration with other university
departments (n = 12)

Supporting professional development of university faculty
members (n = 8)

Professional services
(n = 37)

Representing in variety of committees or boards (n = 14)
Consulting ECEC community (n = 10)

Conducting collaborative projects with partners (n = 7)
Contributions to the organisation of conferences (n = 6)

Other outreach activities
(n = 9) Carrying out fundraising efforts (n = 9)

4. Discussion
4.1. Conclusions

The main purpose of this integrative literature review was to form a comprehensive
picture of university ECEC centres that collaborate closely with EC teacher education
programmes and have implemented academic missions in their daily functions. According
to McBride and colleagues [22], the definition of laboratory schools (in this article, university
ECEC centres) is academic collaboration and connection to the universities. The main
result of this literature review was the identification of four different relationship types
of ECEC centres and universities. As illustrated in Figure 1, ECEC centres, that operated
within universities (n = 39) and/or collaborated closely with universities (n = 48), were
studied in this research. Most of the university ECEC centres (n = 28) operated and
were owned by universities, and some of them (n = 6) were developed in cooperation
with external contractors. Almost every university ECEC centre with academic functions
(n = 33) collaborated closely with the EC teacher education programme. As illustrated in
Table 4, the educational collaboration was implemented especially by serving as a facility for
preservice teachers to observe (n = 25), research (n = 23), complete their course assignments,
projects (n = 18) and preservice teaching periods (n = 17). Almost every university ECEC
centre (n = 27; see Table S2 in the Supplementary Materials) served as a research facility
for researchers from host faculty (n = 21) and/or from other faculties (n = 11), see Table 5.
Nearly half of university ECEC centres (n = 16; see Table S2 in the Supplementary Materials)
implemented research activities by their directors (n = 14) and/or teachers (n = 10), see
Table 5. As depicted in Table 6, the most commonly implemented outreach activities were
hosting visits (n = 24), sharing information regarding the centre (n = 23), participating in
collaborative meetings (n = 21) and writing scholarly publications (n = 20).

This research confirmed previous research, e.g., [22,31,33,38] concerning the structural
and functional variety in university ECEC centres by claiming that each university ECEC
centre is unique, and they are organised in many different ways. Moreover, this and the
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earlier research, e.g., [15,22,33,69] claim that, in addition to ECEC, educational collaboration,
research collaboration and outreach activities are essential functions of university ECEC
centres. According to Torraco [39], the integrative literature review plays an important
role in stimulating further research for the generation of new ideas on the topic. Further
research is needed to analyse the pedagogical approaches concerning collaboration between
university ECEC centres and EC teacher education. According to the results, several
educational learning approaches were implemented in the pedagogies of university ECEC
centres. Especially the constructivist arts pedagogy, Reggio Emilia, was applied most
often. In this research, different types of university ECEC centres and their functions were
reviewed. It is important to notice that academic activities of non-university-based ECEC
centres have not been included in this research. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that the
implementation of academic actions only concerns university ECEC centres. Due to this,
comparative research of the similarities and differences regarding the operational cultures
and possible academic actions between four types of ECEC centre models’ (see Figure 1) is
needed in the future.

4.2. Limitations

According to Torraco [39], the critical discussion of the reviewed publications is
necessary. In spite of the fact that the findings of this research succeeded to address to
research questions, several limitations were found. First, almost every analysed publication
was written in the United States (n = 32), while every fifth publication (n = 8) was written
in other countries. This limitation is critical if this geographical division in the publications
is due to the chosen search terms (see Section 2.1). Additionally, it is also possible that the
influential development work of Dewey [27] might have promoted certain publications
in particular. Second, the historical perspective of analysed data needs to be considered.
The analysed publications were published during the first two decades of the 21st century
and provided certain information that was current at the time of publishing. Changes may
have occurred after publishing. It would be interesting to study how these contexts have
developed since then, and especially lately, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, particularly
from a technological point of view. Third, it is important to pay attention to the fact that this
research does not illustrate the reality of university ECEC centres unambiguously. The data
consisted of content that researchers chose to include in their publications. This affected
how and how often certain content appeared in the data, analysis, and finally, in the results.
For example, few publications of university ECEC centres [40,43] did not offer specific
descriptions of research conducted in university ECEC centres, but it cannot be inferred
that research activities are not conducted in those centres. Instead of comparing academic
actions, the aim of the third research question was to form a general view of the different
academic activities that were implemented in university ECEC centres. Furthermore, the
classification of the data concerning the training collaboration should be viewed critically,
because of the incomplete information of the analysed publications. Due to this, seven
descriptions of those publications were classified into the “other types of training”, but
they might belong to other categories, e.g., practicums or internships (see Table 4).

4.3. Concluding Thoughts

The purpose of this research was to find different kinds of university ECEC centre
models for the future reflection regarding the development of the Finnish university ECEC
centre model, ECTEC Rauman pikkunorssi, which started operating at the University
of Turku in Finland in January 2021. According to the results of this research, ECTEC
Rauman pikkunorssi belongs to the group of university-based ECEC centres with academic
functions, as most of the analysed models (see Figure 1). This shows that the developed
model in Finland is part of the trend, which is also internationally a common collaborative
model between EC teacher education and ECEC centres. This invites EC teacher education
programmes and ECEC centres for international collaboration.
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In Finland, ECEC pedagogy is continuously developed and researched in collaboration
between EC teacher education and ECEC centres [72], and ECTEC Rauman pikkunorssi
collaborates closely with its host institution, the Department of Teacher Education, Rauma
campus. In the future, the ECTEC model will need more research to reflect how Finnish EC
teacher education should be developed equally with other Finnish teacher education pro-
grammes that already have their university-based training school systems. This literature
review has given international examples of these kinds of models whose collaborations
have been successful with EC teacher education. This article provides ideas and perspec-
tives not only for the developers of the ECTEC Rauman pikkunorssi model, but also for
others who are interested in developing ECEC centres in university-based teacher educa-
tion contexts globally. The results of this research can inspire and support development
work in all similar contexts.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://
www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/educsci12020141/s1, Table S1: Supplementary material concerning
results of the research question 2 (see Tables 2 and 3); Table S2: Supplementary material concerning
results of the research question 3 (see Tables 4–6).
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