
Evaluation of human rights 
training 
E x p e r i e n c e  f r o m  t h e  C o u n c i l  o f  E u r o p e   i n  S o u t h -

E a s t  E u r o p e  

P re s e n t e d  b y  I v a n a  R o a g n a



Objectives

T o provide J udic ial T raining  

Institutions  w ith a tool for 

evaluating  the learning  and impact 

of (human rights ) training

•Easy to use

• S ustainable 

•Methodologically  sound and 

credible 

• Fully  integrated into the 

training  cyc le 

•A ble to increase the capac ity  to 

deliver effective training  



What does evaluating human right 
training mean? 

S tarting point is OHC HR’s definition as “systematic

ac tivity used to:

• C ollec t information about the ex tent of changes

at the level of the indiv idual, organisation/group

and broader community/soc iety leading to greater

respect for human rights that c an reasonably be

connected w ith a given education intervention.

• S upport dec is ions about how to improve the

effectiveness of the human rights training ac tiv ities

and offer.”



The models used 

K irkpatric k’s  model

Reaction

L earning 

Behaviour 

Impact 

C yc le of C ontinuous Improvement 

(C C I)

Evaluation during 

◦ Planning (training  needs  assessment)

◦ Implementation (formative evaluation)

◦ End-of-training  (summative evaluation)

◦ Follow -up (transfer and impact 

evaluation) 



A simplified version of the models 
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Underly ing theories

Ex periential learning  
(D. K olb)

A ndragogy
(M. K now les )



Level 1 -
Reaction

the degree to w hich 

partic ipants  find the training 

favorable, engaging and 

relevant to their jobs



Level 2 - Learning

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

of the training



Level 3  –
Behaviour

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

Represents the reflec tion of levels 1  
and 2  «on the job»

Training and Advanced Education Programme, May 2024



Level 4 – Impact 
(collective/society)

the ex tent to w hich 
the training 
partic ipants  

contributed to a 
global change 

(attitude, values ...

C omprehens ive 
and institutional



The tools developed 

Reac tion

Happy sheets

Questionnaires

Rapporteur

Debriefing  w ith trainers

Observation

L earning 

Questionnaire (training 

framew ork) 

Rapporteur

Pre- and post-training

test

Prac tic al ex erc ise

Behaviour

Prac tic al ex erc ises

Foc us  group (trainees)

Follow -up questionnaire

Impac t

Foc us  groups  (c iv il 

soc iety, journalis ts ,  

justic e profess ionals ,  

c ourt users , etc .) 



Level 1-
Reaction

the degree to w hic h partic ipants  find 
the training  favorable, engaging  and 
relevant to their jobs .

A pprox imately  1 0 0 %  of training  
events  measure L evel 1  Reac tion in 
some fashion. 

T hree dimens ions : 

c ustomer 
satis fac tion

engagement

relevanc e



Customer 
satisfaction
P a rt ic ip a n t  s a t is f a c t io n  w ith  th e  t ra in in g  



E n g a g e m e n t

T he degree to w hic h partic ipants  are ac tively  involved in 
and c ontributing to the learning ex perienc e. 

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



R e l e v a n c e

degree to w hich training  
partic ipants  w ill have the 

opportunity  to use or apply  
w hat they learned in training  

on the job. 

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

resourc es  if the partic ipants  
have no application for the 
content in their everyday 

w ork.



Example 1

electronic-based 

evaluation 

questionnaires

(www.mentimeter.com)





Level 2 -
Learning

how  far training  
programme partic ipants  

have improved their 
know ledge and skills  as  
a result of the training

A pprox imately  9 0 %  of 
c ontinuous  training  

events  measure L evel 2  
in some w ay. 

T hree aspec ts : 

•Did the partic ipants  
learn w hat w as  intended 

to be taught? 
(know ledge)

•What is  the ex tent of 
advanc ement or c hange 
in the partic ipants  after 

the training? (skills )

•Were there any  
partic ular barriers  to or 
promoters  of learning? 

(values )



Example 2

paper-based pre and 

post training tests





Example 2

electronic-based pre and 

post training tests

(www.trainingcheck.com)





Key elements 

Evaluating training
- not partic ipants  

• A nonimity  is  
c entral

Partic ipants are 
able to:

• A pprec iate 
progresses

• Identify  
w eaknesses  

Organizers are able 
to:

• Determine 
learning c urves

• Identify  training 
needs



W h e n ?

F o r m a t i v e  

e v a l u a t i o n  

( d u r i n g  t r a i n i n g )  

a n d

S u m m a t i v e  

e v a l u t a t i o n ( a f t e r  

t r a i n i n g )



Formative evaluation (during training)  

• C ollect reactions  and respond immediately  (i.e. 

happy sheets  during  coffee breaks) 

• A nalyse pre-training tests and dec ide to adapt

programme

• Pulse check of the group to help define content  



Summative evaluation

Immediately  

• High response rate
• Partic ipants  c an 

prov ide only  limited 
information 

Delayed (days  or 
w eeks)

•Neutralizes  effec t of 
highly  c harismatic  
ins truc tor
• Elic its  more objective 

feedbac k



Summative evaluation (after training) 

• Feedback from trainees  

• C omparison betw een pre and post-training tests  

• Feedbacks  from trainers  

• Ex ternal observers  (substantive and methodologic al ex perts ) 

appointed for a s ignific ant number of training  sess ions  

A ll c hec ked against the training  framew orks  developed by 

trainers  (spelling  out learning objec tives) 



Thank you! 
Grazie! 


