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What | Hope to Achieve
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Have you gain some insight
Into the limitations of
outcome evaluation models
— specifically the Kirkpatrick
model

Get you thinking more
broadly about
Impacts/outcomes of
educational interventions

Get you thinking about how
we can improve our
evaluation processes
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What are Outcomes or Impacts?
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The multiple and varied short,
medium and long-term effects that occur as a
result of educational interventions



Categorising the broad impacts of continuing
professional development: a scoping review

Louise M Allen_,l Claire Pdltll‘ﬂ(l Elizabeth /

CONTEXT A numl
have evaluated the impacts ()f(()nlmumﬂ
essional development (CPD). These
s, due to their focused nature, ma f'-'

METHODS The autho arched MEDLINE,
CINAHL and ERIC databases for studies
published between 2007 and 2017 that looked at
the nnpll(h 0{' formal CPD programmes for all
he: { als. Studies were independently

was 1
data were analysed us fr}x)lh(lullhllm\t and
quantitative content analysis

RESULTS The search returned 2750
manusc nanuscripts de
studies were included in this review.

les were from the USA (78 studies, 419
and included medical doctors in the
population (105 studies

rmstrong” & Margaret Ha‘yl

('ll[.t.‘l‘,_’"(Jl"it.‘S of ill']l.)ll(.'[. were l‘,_"'t‘l'lt.‘l'll[t.‘(l [l’ll"()Lll‘,_’"l'l
conventional content anal

practice change, skill, confidence, attitudes,

career deve lopmvnl networking, user
outcomes, intention to (lhlll”t (8] Htuumll(nml
change, personal change and scholarly
accomplishments. Knowledge was most
commonly measured (103 s , B

whereas measurement of scholarly
accomplishments was the least common (10
studies, 5%)

CONCLUSIONS Existing evidence takes a
narrow view when assessing the impacts of
CPD. Emphasis on measuring impacts as
knowledge, behaviour, confidence, skills and
attitudes may be due to the widely accepted
four levels of evaluation from the Kirkpatrick
Model or because the majority of studies used
quantitative methods. The categories proposed
in this review may be used to capture a
broader view of the impacts of CPD
programmes, contributing to the evidence
base for their value and translating into CPD
programmes that truly transform health
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wooclap

Go to wooclap.com and use the code HIHNRT

What is your level of experience with evaluation?

| have never been involved with evaluation

I am not currently involved in evaluation, but | have been previously

| am newly involved in evaluation

| have been involved in evaluation for several years

@ Q 100% Q@

21 /31 4t

-----



Go to wooclap.com and use the code HIHNRT ¢

What evaluation frameworks or models do you use (or if you haven't been involved in evaluation have you
heard of, or might you use)?

& Kirkpatrick's

- re-amKirkpatric

New world Kirkpatrick 4-Ps

o

wooclap

CIPP Mode

kc;pp Nothing

'_ Proctor KitkpatriCkS

Kirkpatricks (sorry )

10 48
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Why Evaluate?

MELBOURNE

©

g ©

@



What

IS Evaluation?

|Ideally evaluation refers to

-

-

Measuring outcomes/
Impacts of an intervention
(outcome evaluation)

~

J

AND

Considering the design and
iImplementation of

programmes/interventions, and

understanding the underlying

processes that lead to outcomes

\_

(programme evaluation)

/

MELBOURNE



Evaluation in HPE

P AUDE.
THE UNIVERSITY OF

MELBOURNE

A range of evaluation models are used in health professions education

HOWEVER

T use of the Kirkpatrick Model in health professions education despite:

v'Published cautions on the use of the Kirkpatrick Model in the complex HPE
environment

v'Calls to move beyond focusing on outcomes to how and why programmes
worked and what else happened

v'A number of criticisms of the Kirkpatrick Model
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Abstract

Introduction: In an effort to increase the rigour of evaluation in health professions
education (HPE), a range of evaluation approaches are used. These largely focus on
outcome evaluation as opposed to programme evaluation. We aim to review and
critique the use of outcome evaluation models, using the Kirkpatrick Model as an
example given its wide acceptance and use, and advocate for the use of programme
evaluation models that help us understand how and why outcomes are occurring.
Methods: We systematically searched OVID medline, Scopus, CINAHL and Pubmed,
and hand searched six leading HPE journals to provide an overview of the use of the
Kirkpatrick Model as well as a range of programme evaluation models in HPE. In
addition to this, we synthesised the existing critiques of the Kirkpatrick Model as an
example of outcome evaluation, to highlight the limitations of such models.

Results: The use of the Kirkpatrick Model in HPE is widespread and increasing;
however, studies focus on categorising outcomes, rather than explining how and
why they occur. The main criticsms of the model are as follows: it is outcomes
focused and fails to consider factors that can impact training outcomes; it assumes
positive casual linkages between the levels; there is an assumption that the higher-
level outcomes are more important; and unintended impacts are not considered. The
use of the Kirlpatrick Model by the MERSQI, BEME and WHO contribute to the
myth that the Kirkpatrick Model is the gold standard for programme evaluation.
Discussion: Moving forward, evaluations of HPE interventions must shift from
focusing largely on measuring outcomes of interventions with little consideration for
how and why these outcomes are occurring to programme evaluation that
investigates what contributes to these outcomes. Other models that fadlitate the
evaluation of the complex processes that occur in HPE should be used instead of
Kirkpatrick's.
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The Kirkpatrick Model

What is it? THE UNIVERSITY OF
MELBOURNE
Kirkpatrick Model
Level 1 — Reaction Measures how those who participate in the programme react to it.

Measures the extent to which participants change attitudes,
Level 2 — Learning improve knowledge, and/or increase skill as a result of attending
the programme.

Measures the extent to which change in behaviour has occurred

LevEl 9 = Byl because the participant attended the training programme.

Measures the final results that occurred because the participants

Level 4 — Results attended the programme.



Programme Evaluation Models

What are They? THE UNIVERSITY OF
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v" Go beyond answering ‘Did it work?’ to ‘How and why did it work?’

v Concerned with the design and implementation of the programme, in addition to
the programme outcomes

GOAL.: ‘to identify the sources of variation in program outcomes both from within
and outside the program, while determining whether these sources of variation or
even the outcome itself are desirable or undesirable’ (Frye & Hemmer, 2021, p.
289).



Programme Evaluation Models — Realist e
Evaluation

MELBOURNE

Seeks to explain:

1

“‘what kinds of outcomes, for whom, in what respects, in what contexts,
how, why and when not, why not?” (Westhorp et al., 2018, p. 47)

)J

Context Mechanism OQOutcome



Programme Evaluation Models — CIPP
Evaluation

Assess needs, problems, assets and opportunities +

context relevant contextual conditions and dynamics
Examining alternative approaches and assessing
Input . . .
feasibility and potential cost-effectiveness
Monitors and assesses implementation of the
Process

Intervention

Product Assesses costs and outcomes
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Programme Evaluation Models — Theory- e
Driven Evaluation
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Seeks to understand:

1’

What outcomes are occurring and the ‘hows and whys of programme
success or failure.” (Chen, 2015, p. 232)

)

Change Model Action Model



Programme Evaluation Models —
Contribution Analysis

Seeks to understand:

How much of a difference (or contribution) has the intervention or
programme made to the observed outcomes? (Mayne, 2011)

Theory of Proximal System wide
change Outcomes Impacts
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Programme Evaluation — Layered Analysis
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Seeks to understand:

1

“What is the intended intervention” and “Did that intervention, in fact,
occur?” (Cianciolo & Regehr, 2019, p. 789)

))



Programme Evaluation Models — Re-AIM
Framework
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Reach
\

Effectiveness
Adoption
Implementation

/
Maintenance
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Use of Evaluation Models in HPE

Kirkpatrick Model compared to Programme Evaluation Models

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
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m Kirkpatrick ®CIPP ®mRealist ®RE-AIM = Theory-driven evaluation Layered Analysis Contribution Analysis



The Kirkpatrick Model — Summary of
Critiques

v It is outcomes focused failing to consider how and why outcomes occur
v' The outcomes of focus are short-term, quantifiable outcomes
v It assume positive causal linkages between the levels

v Unintended outcomes are not considered

1

“Was outcome X achieved as intended, or not?” rather than
“‘What were the outcomes of this intervention?” A clinical parallel
would be a clinical trial that measured only the intended effects of
a new drug and not its side-effects (Yardley et al., 2010, p. 100).
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Use of the Kirkpatrick Model in HPE
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Seldom reported that it is used in the development of programmes
Inconsistent and inaccurate terminology

Medical Education Research Study Quality Instrument (MERSQI)
Best Evidence Medical Education (BEME)

World Heath Organisation (WHO)
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Moving Beyond Outcome Evaluation — P
Towards Programme Evaluation
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Health professions education interventions are complex,

and they do not occur in a bubble




Improving Evaluation

What Should We Move Towards? THE ONIVERSITY OF
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[OUTCOI\/IE EVALUATION } — [ PROGRAMME EVALUATION }
PREPARATION AND PLANNING

Evaluating at multiple
time points including
during interventions and

Discussing and
recording how and
why the intervention

Including ways to
capture unintended
outcomes

IS expected to work longer term follow up

Multiple methods — Multiple perspectives — Consideration of various
including qualitative learners, colleagues, stakeholders and their
methods patients etc. differing goals




Considerations: How to Choose an

Evaluation Approach
Scholarly Teaching

Scholarly Innovation
Research

Accreditation

Time
People (Expertise)
Money

Power

THE UNIVERSITY OF
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Final Thoughts
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Evaluation is more than just measuring outcomes; it is about
understanding:

« Why our educational interventions are intended to work,
 If they are being delivered as intended, and
* The broader context within which our educational interventions occur

All of which help us better understand how and why the outcomes are
occurring.

Hence, if using Kirkpatrick Model — incorporate as part of a broader
evaluation strategy and look beyond predetermined outcomes
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