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To provide Judicial Training
Institutions with a tool for
evaluating the learning and impact
of (human rights) training

Easy to use
Sustainable

Methodologically sound and
credible

Fully integrated into the
training cycle

Able to increase the capacity to
deliver effective training



What does evaluating hurman right
training mean?

Starting point is OHCHR's definition as “systematic
activity used to:

e Collect information about the extent of changes
at the level of the individual, organisation/group
and broader community/society leading to greater
respect for human rights that can reasonably be
connected with a given education intervention.

e Support decisions about how to improve the
effectiveness of the human rights training activities
and offer.”



The models used

Kirkpatrick’s model Cycle of Continuous Improvement
. (CCI)
Reaction , .
Evaluation during

Learning o Planning (training needs assessment)

h . o Implementation (formative evaluation)
Behaviour o End-of-training (summative evaluation)
Impact o Follow-up (transfer and impact

evaluation)




A sinplified version of the models

T ery and
P entation

Design and
planning
implem

\__‘_____/




Underlying theories

Andragogy Experiential learning
(M. Knowles) (D. Kolb)




the degree to which
participants find the training
Leve' _1 - favorable, engaging and
Reaction relevant to their jobs




Level 2 - Learning

how far training programme
participants have improved their
know ledge and skills as a result

of the training




The degree to which participants apply what they
learned during training when they are back on the job

Level 3 -

Behaviour

Represents the reflection of levels 1
and 2 «on the job»




Level 4 — Impact
(collective/society)

the extent to which
the training

participants Comprehensive

contributed to a and institutional
global change

(attitude, values...




The tools ceveloped

Reaction Questionnaire (training Practical exercises society, journalists,
framew ork) . justice professionals,
Happy sheets Focus group (trainees)
court users, etc.)
. . Rapporteur . .
Questionnaires Follow-up questionnaire

Pre- and post-training
Rapporteur

o ) ) test
Debriefing with trainers

. Practical exercise
Observation

Impact

] Behaviour L
Learning Focus groups (civil




the degree to which participants find
the training favorable, engaging and
relevant to their jobs.

Level 1- Approximately 100% of training

events measure Level 1 Reaction in

ReaCtion some fashion.

customer

. . satisfaction
Three dimensions: R EEEETET

relevance




Customer
satisfaction

Participant satisfaction with the training




Engagement

The degree to which participants are actively involved in
and contributing to the learning experience.

Engagement levels directly relate to the level of learning
that is attained.




Relevance

Relevance is important to
ultimate training value
because even the best
training is a waste of

resources if the participants
have no application for the
content in their everyday
work.

degree to which training
participants will have the
opportunity to use or apply
w hat they learned in training
on the job.




Example 1
electronic-based
evaluation
questionnaires

(www.mentimeter.com)



eslektaslarinizin performansini derecelendirin (1 en dusuk - 5 en yuksek

|zleyicilerin ilgisini cekme kapasitesi (pratik alistirmalar)

Sdzel olmayan iletisim becerileri (beden dili, ton, hiz...)

zleyicilerin dikkatini canli tutma kapasitesi

Destek materyallerinin kullanimi (gorselisitsel araclar, videolar, bildiriler...)

2]

zleyicilerden gelen sorulari ele alma kapasitesi

Liderlik/tutum

Strongly disagree Strongly agree




how far training
programme participants
have improved their
knowledge and skills as
a result of the training

Level 2 -
Learning

Approximately 90% of
continuous training
events measure Level 2
in some way.

Three aspects:

Did the participants
learn what was intended
to be taught?
(know ledge)

*What is the extent of
advancement or change
in the participants after

the training? (skills)

*Were there any
particular barriers to or
promoters of learning?

(values)




!

Example 2
paper-based pre and
post training tests

\




99%D 23777 W13 #NB A3

Pre test Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Post test

La ce este utilizat Modelului
1 de Evaluare Kirkpatrick? 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Care sunt nivelurile de
evaluare ale Modelului
2 Kirkpatrick? 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1

La nivelul "Invitare" al
Modelului Kirkpatrick, ce
aspect al progresului
participantilor este evaluat in
3 principal? 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

Cum contribuie nivelul
"Reactie" al Modelului
Kirkpatrick la imbunatatirea
4 programelor de formare? 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0

iIn contextul programelor de
formare continua, ce nivel al
Modelului Kirkpatrick s-ar
concentra pe perceptiile
5 participantilor la formare? 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

. Cum contribuie nivelul
Invatare al Modelului
Kirkpatrick la eficientizarea
programelor de formare
6 continua? 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0

Care nivel al Modelului
Kirkpatrick se concentreaza
pe evaluarea intelegerii si
retinerii continutului formarii
de catre participanti?

. Ce distinge nivelul Reactie al
Modelului Kirkpatrick de
8 nivelul Invitare? 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
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Example 2
electronic-based pre and
post training tests

(www.trainingcheck.com)

\




Total Respondents :

2. Konog ofar ¥ jBef BRAYYY e of ™ BO Ha uneH 5? O ™M np Te oAr [ 2. Kow o cnegHMEe OrOBOPH HajeepojaTHO BKAYJYYBaaT ,.Jf Y e of Ha uneH 5?7 O3HaueTe ru NPUMEHNHBUTE OATOBOPH
Response Response Response Response
Total Percent Total Percent
a) 3aTBOpCKa Ka3Ha BO OTBOPEH 3aTBOp 3] 60% a) 3aTBOpCKa KasHa BO OTBOPEH 3aTBOp a8 80%
6) Onkonyearke BO MyEa Ha NPOTECTAHTH 6) Onkonysarbe BO ryxBa Ha NPOTECTAHTH
BO JaBEH MpOCTOP, CO Len Aa Ce JawTuTar 3 30% { BO jaBeH NpocTop, €o Len Aa ce 3awTurar 1 10%
Of HaCWNHKW fejcTBMja 0f CTpaHa Ha : O/, HACWNIHK AejcTEMja o4 cTpaHa Ha
KOHTPa-NpPoTECTAHTH { KOHTPa-NPOTECTaHTH
B) KykeH NpUTBOpP KOj BKNYYyBa CaMo ase : B) KyKeH NpuTBOp KOj BKNy4yBa camo aBe
Baparka: Bapare NMUETD Aa OCTaHe Bo bapara: baparbe NMUETD Aa ocTaHe Bo
KyKeH npuTeop 6es Hag3op Bo NepuoaoT 4 40% KyKeH npuTeop 6e3 Hagsop BO NepwogoT 5 50%
on 18:00 oo 08:00 vacor u 3abpana on 18:00 o 08:00 uacor u 3aBpaHa
NMUETO Aa@ NaTyea BO CTPEHCTEO NWUETO Aa NaTysa BO CTPaHCTBO
r) UMurpadT win nuue wro Gapa asun Ha 1) MIMWUIDaHT MK Nuue wWwTo 6apa azun Ha
KOro He My e A03BOJEH Bne3 Bo 3emja : KOro He My e 003BONIeH Bies Bo 3emMja
w3bwpa aa ,npectojysa”™ Bo jasHuTE : u3bwpa na npectojysa” Bo jaBHWTE
AeNOBM Ha aepoApoMoT, co oaobpyeatbe . enosK Ha aepoapoMaT, co 0AoBpyBate
04 BNECTHUTE KOWWTO o CMETAAT HEeroBuoT 3 30% 0/l BNACTUTE KOMIITO Mo CMETAAT HEroBUOT 3 30%
Cnyyaj Kako HMCKAYUNTEREH BNea. TaksoTo Cy4aj KaKo MCKNyuuTened enes. TakeoTo
JIHUEe CMee 13 ]Ja HanywT K 2eMjaTa Bo nuue cMee ga ja HanywTw 3eMjaTta Bo
6MNo KOE BPEME WK A3 Bne3e W aa buge G1no Koe BpeMe WK Aa Bnese u aa buae
I35AD)K3HCI'IEI'0 anTE‘?P. i 33ApXaHO BO NPUTEOP
Total Respondents 10 Total Respondents 10
3. Koe of cnegHWBe OAroBOpH Ce CMeTa fleka ro noepegysa unen 5 (1)7 ( ofr
3. Koe opj cneaHWEe OArOBOPH Ce CMETa fleka ro nospeaysa unex 5 (1)? Oanauere ru np oArosof Response Response
Total Percent
Response Response
Total Parcent a) MNpWTEOP Ha NUUE CO MEHTANHO
. nopeMeTyearse 1 Ynja Gonect He Moxe fa
;@) NMpUTBOP Ha NWMUE CO MEHTANHO ce Tpetupa. Mako HajeepojaTHo He
| NopeMeTysare W unja Gonect He Moxe Aa NPEeTCTaByea OnacHoCT 3a APYruTe, NMUeTo 10 100%
i ce TpeTupa. Wako HajeepojaTHo He € 334pMaHO BO MEHTaNHa WHCTUTYLUM]a co
| NpeTcrasyBa ONAcHOCT 33 APYrUTe, NULETO 7 70% ronemo obesbenysare HaMeCTo co Mano
| @ 33ApKaHD BO MEHTANHE MHCTMTYUM]a o obezbeayearke, BO NoKanHa GonHWUA BO
i ronemo obesbeaysarbe HaMECTo CO Mano 1 6NM3KMHA Ha HEMOBOTD CEME]CTBO
; obesbeayeare, BO NOKaHa S0MHWLE BO ;
| BNW3MHA Ha HErOBOTO ceMejcTeo 1 6) 3aTBOparse Ha ,MUA OCOMHUYEHM 3a
: i Tepopm3amM”, CO UEN Aa ce cnpeuyarT ga 4] 0%
i 6) 3aTEOpatbe Ha ,MUA OCOMHHYEHM 3a | M3BPLUAT TEPOPMCTMUKK AeNa BO WAHWHA
| Tepopu3am®, co Uen Aa ce cnpedart ga 2 20% i
| MZBPLWAT TEPOPHCTHUKK AeNa BO MOHWHA B) 3anuparke W NPeTpec Ha XeHa on
; CTpaHa Ha nonuumjara co getaned
| B) 3anupatbe W NpeTpec Ha xeHa oA npetpec. Xexata Buna 3agpxmaHa 0 0%
| cTpana Ha nonuuujaTta co AeTane MONOBKHA Yac BO NOMMLMCKO BO3WUNO
i npetpec. Xenata Guna sagpwada o] 0% A0OeKa Ce Yekano na
| NONOBWHA YaC BO NOMMUMCKO BOIMAO
| nofexa ce yekano Aa NPHUETHIHE NOMMUMCKUOT CRYKEEHUK - 1 10%
: WEHA 338 A2 W3BPLM NPETPec
| NPHCTUIHE NONMUMCKMOT CNYKEEHHK — o [T B B
| WEHa 33 A3 W3BPLUIKM NPeTpec r) MpuTeopame Ha MNaj TMHejuep Bo
; - GesbeneH AOM 3a ManoneTHUUM.
i 1) NpuTBOpatse Ha MNaa TMHeEjep Bo TUHEjUEePOT HE CTOPMA KPHBMYMHO OEN0, HO
| Gesbenex noM 3a MANONETHULM. C& BEPYBa [EKa € OArOBEOPEH 33 MHOMY 2 70%
| THHE]UEPOT He CTOPMA KPUBMYHO Ao, HO SHTM-ONIUTECTBEHK Aena. [oMoT
| ce Bepysa fexa e OAroBOPEH 3a MHOTY 6 §0% obesbenyBa CMecTyBatbe 3a
| @HTU-ONWTECTBEHYU Aena. fomaT NpoBNEMATHYHKM THHEJUEPM M HULWTD
| oGesbenysa cMecTyBame 38 noeegke
§np061_1eMaTMHHM THUHEJEPM M HMWTO
| noBeke Total Respondents 10
10




Key elements

Participants are Organizers are able
able to: to:

e Anonimity is e Appreciate e Determine
central progresses learning curves
e [dentify e [dentify training
weaknesses needs




" Formative
evaluation
(during training)

and

Summative
evalutation (after
training)



Formative evaluation (during training)

Collect reactions and respond immediately (i.e.

happy sheets during coffee breaks)

Analyse pre-training tests and decide to adapt
programme

Pulse check of the group to help define content




Summative evaluation

e High response rate e Neutralizes effect of
e Participants can highly charismatic
provide only limited Instructor
information e Elicits more objective
feedback




Summative evaluation (after training)

Feedback from trainees
Comparison between pre and post-training tests
Feedbacks from trainers

External observers (substantive and methodological experts)
appointed for a significant number of training sessions

All checked against the training frameworks developed by
trainers (spelling out learning objectives)




Thank you!
Grazie!




