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Abstract  
 
Improved student learning is an ultimate outcome for measuring the effectiveness of 

postgraduate courses in higher education.  However, there is a higher outcome - application of 

the learning in the student’s workplace (ie. in the school/classroom). Kirkpatrick’s (1994, 1996, 

1998a, 1998b) four-level model of evaluation, a well-known and used model for measuring the 

effectiveness of training that is used extensively in business organisations, has been applied to 

understanding program evaluation in Higher Education. The two levels of evaluation in 

Kirkpatrick’s model used in the current study are: Level 2, Learning - to what degree students 

acquire the intended knowledge and skills based on their participation in the program, Level 3, 

Behaviour - to what degree students apply what they learned during the course, when they are 

back ‘on the job’ (Kirkpatrick 1956), in their own classroom.  

 

The participants in this study are past students of the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy 

Intervention course at the University of Melbourne, between 2002 and 2010. The effectiveness 

of the course was measured by analysing students’ self-rated responses in relation to Learning 

and Behaviour – ‘acquisition to application of knowledge’, via two questionnaires and students 

final grade for assessment tasks (including an action research project) which involved applying 

the new knowledge in their classroom. 

Results indicate that students rated both their ‘acquisition of knowledge for course content’ 

(Learning) and ‘application of knowledge in the classroom’ (Behaviour) as high, suggesting a 

positive outcome for program evaluation. However, there was only a very weak correlation 

between student’s self-rating of ‘application of knowledge’ and their final grade (r = 0.05), which 

involved application of the course content through an action research project.  
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Rationale 

The focus of this research is program evaluation through a retrospective analysis (summative 

evaluation) of past student feedback and student performance results, with the aim of informing 

future planning for the course (formative evaluation), focussing on student acquisition and 

application of knowledge, gained through a postgraduate course. 

The Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention has been operating for nine years 

with 17 cohorts completing the two subject course (17 x 25 students = 425 students in total) 

between 2002 and 2010. The students are practicing teachers from Catholic primary schools, 

throughout Melbourne.  

At the conclusion of each subject in the course, in addition to QoTs, each student fills out an 

evaluation questionnaire, designed by one of the course lecturers. The aim of the feedback has 

been to evaluate the program’s effectiveness using the student’s ‘reactions’ to the course and to 

guide the direction of the course, for future cohorts. The questionnaire gathers feedback using a 

5-point Likert scale and has provision for written comments on aspects, such as: 

1. How relevant was the content presented in this subject? 

2. How effective was the presentation format used in this subject? 

3. How useful did you find the online discussion forum?  

4. What level of knowledge about early reading intervention was gained from this subject? 

5. Overall, how would you rate the value of this subject? 

6. How effective was the Action Research project format used in this subject?  

Following an initial analysis of the data collected over the past nine years, it was identified that 

student’s perceived level of knowledge of early literacy intervention (at the time of completing 

the subject) was overwhelmingly positive. The  response from students indicated that they rate 

their knowledge as substantial, with an overall self-rating across the cohorts of 4.65 using a     

5-point Likert scale (1. limited knowledge through to 5. substantial knowledge). 

 

However, a student self-rating is only one measure of program evaluation. Therefore, the next 

stage in the process is to determine if this knowledge is being put into practice, back in the 

student’s workplace, their school, with their own students. 1     In other words, is the new 

knowledge acting as a change agent (Kutner, Sherman, Tibbetts & Condelli, 1997).                                                        

 

                                                 
1
 To prevent confusion students in schools, not the adult postgraduate students, will be identified by italics 

as school students. 
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Similarly,  Hattie (2003) argues that teachers account for about 30% of the variance in student 

achievement. “It is what teachers know, do, and care about, which is very powerful in this 

learning equation, not just what they know” (p. 2). They must put this knowledge into practice if 

they are to produce gains in their school students’ learning outcomes. Therefore, training 

courses for teachers must provide the proper supports for students to plough the new 

knowledge and skills into their current practice, if they are to ‘make a difference’ and influence 

school students’ results. 

 

This study will explore the following primary and secondary aims, as follows: 

 

Primary Aims 

• To establish whether or not, since completion of formal study, students have applied 

their new knowledge in the classroom, i.e. workplace. (Application) 

• To compare students’ current self-rating of their existing knowledge of early literacy 

intervention to their perceived level of knowledge of early literacy intervention (as 

recorded in their subject evaluation questionnaire, filled out at the completion of the 

course), to establish any change in knowledge levels.  

    (Acquisition & Acquisition) 

• To compare students’ perceived level of knowledge of early literacy intervention 

(recorded at the completion of the course) with their grade for the assessment tasks 

for the first subject. (Acquisition & Acquisition) 

• To compare students’ perceived level of knowledge of early literacy intervention 

(recorded at the completion of the course) with their application of the knowledge 

through an Action Research project, using their final grade.  

 (Acquisition and Application) 

 

Secondary Aims 

• To establish whether or not those with the self-rated highest knowledge were those 

students who have reported application of the new knowledge in their classrooms 

(i.e. acquisition to application, putting knowledge into practice). 

• To establish what factors influence a change in teaching practice (i.e. application of 

new knowledge) For example; more than one teacher from the school completing the 

course, a supportive principal, holding a POL (Position of Responsibility),  being a 

leading teacher in the school...). 

• To establish whether or not, students have gone on to do further study, as a direct 

result of participation in the course. 
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Introduction 

Postgraduate courses, in Higher Education, aim to bring about change in workplace practice 

(i.e. in education, change in classroom practices of teachers), in their beliefs and attitudes and 

in the learning outcomes of the school students in their own classes (Guskey, 2002).  Education 

researchers agree on the importance of evaluating education programs (Alliger, Tannenbaum, 

Bennett, Traver & Shotland, 1997; Arthur, Bennett, Edens & Bell, 2003; James, 2007; 

Ramsden, 2003) to ensure that these changes in teacher practice are occurring. There is 

equally strong agreement among practitioners on the difficulty of doing so (Alliger et al, 1997; 

Arthur et al. 2003a, Kutner et al., 1997) through program evaluation.   

Program evaluation takes many forms and can be at multiple levels ranging from a simplistic 

form of evaluation to a deeper, more meaningful level. The more simplistic level of evaluation is 

generally also more easily gathered and therefore, more widely used.  Reaction criteria, the 

simplest form of evaluation, (Alliger et al., 1997; Arthur et al., 2003a; Clark, 2008; Kirkpatrick, 

1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b) uses self-reporting measures, to represent students’ affective and 

attitudinal responses to a training program.  Where as, those forms of evaluation that provide a 

more meaningful form of evaluation, such as change in practices, are more difficult to gather, 

can be costly and time consuming and therefore used less frequently.  

By far the most commonly collected evaluation criteria in Higher Education is ‘student reaction’ 

(Arthur et al., 2003a) which, although easy to collect, may or may not be related to other, often 

more meaningful indicators for program evaluation.  

Douglas Kirkpatrick developed a model for measuring the effectiveness of training programs in 

the late 1950s. Kirkpatrick (1994, 1996, 1998a , 1998b) identifies four levels of evaluation, these 

are: Reaction (Level 1 - the degree to which participants react favourably to the program), 

Learning (Level 2 - the degree to which students acquire the intended knowledge and skills 

based on their participation in the program), Behaviour (Level 3 - the degree to which 

participants apply what they learned during training when they are in their own workplace) and 

Results (Level 4 - the degree to which targeted outcomes occur as a result of participation in the 

program).  

In addition to its original use in business and organizational contexts, Kirkpatrick’s model has 

been applied to understanding program evaluation in Higher Education. Arthur et al. (2003b) 

applied the four level model to evaluation of teaching effectiveness in Higher Education, but only 

used the criteria for levels one and two (reaction and learning).  
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Applying the other two levels of criteria (behaviour and results) to Higher Education requires 

some adaptation of the model to the specific context and purposes of universities. The following 

section will describe the four-level model in more detail and discuss how the criteria can be 

used in Higher Education.  

 

Kirkpatrick’s 4-Level Model: Program Evaluation in Higher Education 

The four levels of evaluation in Kirkpatrick’s model are reaction criteria, learning criteria, 

behaviour criteria, and results criteria (Kirkpatrick 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b).  

 

Figure 1: Kirkpatrick’s 4-level model, incorporating acquisition and application.  

 

Reaction criteria 

Reaction criteria, the simplest form of evaluation, use self-report measures to represent 

students’ affective and attitudinal responses to a subject/course, often considered to be the 

“happiness quotient” (Kutner et al., 1997, p. 13). They are students’ perceptions of the teaching 

(Kirkpatrick 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b), how much they enjoyed the teaching (affective 

reactions) and how much they believe they have learned (utility judgments) within the reaction 

criteria. Reaction level criteria in Higher Education are represented by student evaluations of 

instruction (e.g. QoTs) and in some instances through student self reports regarding perceived 

educational gains (egg. post-subject questionnaires). 

 

A meta-analysis by Alliger et al. (1997) found no relationship between affective reactions and 

other levels, and only a weak relationship between utility judgments and the other levels of 

criteria. However, despite the fact that many researchers caution against the use of reactions 

alone for program evaluation, reaction level criteria remain the most often used (Alliger et al. 
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Behaviour 
(Application) 

Learning 
(Acquisition) 

Reaction 
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1997; Arthur et al. 2003a). According to Arthur et al. (2003a), one of the likely reasons for the 

wide use of reaction level measures is the ease of collection.  

 

In addition, Arthur (2003a) reports that there is very little reason to believe that how students 

feel about or whether they like a subject/course tells researchers much, if anything, about (a) 

how much they learned from the program (learning criteria), and (b) changes in their job-related 

behaviours or performance (behavioural criteria). This is supported by the lack of relationship 

between reaction criteria and the other three criteria (Alliger et al., 1997; Arthur, et al., 2003a).  

 

Learning criteria 

At the next level, learning criteria are measures of the learning outcomes, typically assessed by 

using various forms of knowledge tests, pre and post tests and content-based assessment tasks 

(Kirkpatrick 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b). These tasks provide the most direct measure of learning, 

and such measures are typically used in Higher Education settings (Arthur et. al. 2003b).  

 

Measuring the acquisition of knowledge and skills is significant for two reasons. First, the data 

from the evaluation provide insight into how effective the subject/course experience is in 

establishing a new knowledge base or in developing a higher skill level. Second, it allows the 

lecturer/s and the course coordinator to assess how well the goals set out in the professional 

development plan have been met. 

 

Behavioural criteria 

Behavioural criteria are measures of actual workplace performance and can be used to identify 

the effects of training on work performance (Kirkpatrick 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b). In Higher 

Education settings, such criteria may include the evidence of student use of knowledge and 

skills learned in previous related classes in their following class work, including action research 

projects. In other words, what degree of transfer was achieved as a result of the instruction? 

Little is known about the effects of instruction (whether it be a professional development activity 

or a university course) in bringing about significant change in practice. Key issues in assessing 

change revolve around identifying changes in student behaviour (doing things they did not do 

before) and application of new knowledge (Kutner et al., 1997). 

 

Results criteria 

The final and most complex level of evaluation are the results criteria they are both highly 

desirable and most difficult to evaluate. In organizational settings they are productivity gains, 

increased customer satisfaction, or increase in profitability of organizations (Arthur et al. 2003a;  
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Kirkpatrick 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b). Results are often difficult to estimate. In Higher 

Education settings, such criteria may include improved learning outcomes, of the school student 

in the classroom.  

 

In summary, the four levels of criteria of training evaluation in organizational settings appear to 

have clear parallels for program evaluation in Higher Education.  The 4-level model provides 

universities with a tool for creating and refining their evaluation and assessment systems. Some 

possible sources of evaluation information for each level, in Higher Education, are listed below. 

 

Possible sources of evaluation information using Kirkpatrick’s 4-Level Model. 

 
Level 1 (Reaction) 

• QoTS – Quality of Teaching Surveys 

• CEQ - Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

• Student self-ratings – course/subject specific  
 
Level 2 (Learning) 

• Pre- and post-test scores - subject specific 

• Content-based assessment tasks - subject specific * 

• Student self-ratings of knowledge – course/subject specific * 
 
Level 3 (Behaviour) 

• Action Research * 

• Classroom observations, in the workplace (teaching practices) 

• Student self-ratings – application of knowledge (level of implementation) * 
 
Level 4 (Results) 

• Students’ learning outcomes (utilising existing longitudinal school student data) 
 
* Information (data) collected for the current study in levels 2 & 3, Learning and Behaviour. 

 

Current Study 

The present investigation aims to extend the earlier research by establishing whether or not, since 

completion of formal study, students have applied their new knowledge in the classroom and by 

examining whether or not there is a relationship between perceived high levels of knowledge and 

change in teacher practice, and to establish what other factors influence teachers’ change in 

practice (i.e. more than one teacher from the school completing the course, a supportive principal, 

holding a POL (Position of Responsibility),  being a leading teacher in the school, access to 

further study).  
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Method 

Design 

A program evaluation of the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention course was 

conducted, using Kirkpatrick’s (1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b) evaluation model. The program 

evaluation was carried out to measure the effectiveness of the course in achieving perceived 

change in teacher knowledge and bringing about perceived change in practice.  

 
 
Data was collected at two levels of Kirkpatrick’s model to measure the effectiveness of a 

postgraduate course.  

1. Students’ acquisition of knowledge, defined as the degree to which students acquire 

the intended knowledge and skills based on their participation in the program  

            (Level 2: Learning), and  

2. Students’ application of knowledge, defined as the degree to which students apply 

what they learned during the course when they are ‘back on the job’, in their own 

classroom (Level 3: Behaviour). 

 

Data was collected at these two levels of Kirkpatrick’s model Learning and Behaviour), via two 

forms. Firstly, students contributed via two questionnaires. The results from the first 

questionnaire, that was filled out at the completion of their course, were used to establish each 

participant’s self-rated exit knowledge of the course content. A second questionnaire, was 

completed as a reflection, to establish each students’ perceived current level of knowledge and 

perceived self-rating of change in practice as a result of new knowledge gained from the course. 

The questionnaires completed by each participant consisted of a combination of rating scales 

and open questions (allowing for explanation). The second form of data collected was the 

students’ final mark for each of the two subjects in the postgraduate course. The formats used 

to collect the data are listed below: 

Learning (Acquisition) 

• Questionnaire / Self-rating (5-point Likert scale and comments) 

• Final mark – content-based tasks 

Behaviour (Application) 

• Final mark – Action Research  

• Questionnaire / Self-rating (5-point Likert scale and comments) 
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Participants 

A subset of participants from a cohort of 400 past students, who completed the Postgraduate 

Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention between 2002 and 2010, were invited to participate in 

the project.  The subset consisted of participants from Cohorts 1, 3, 5, 7 and 16; a group of 

approximately 120 past students. Of the 120 invitations sent out, via email, 34 students sent 

back Consent Forms and went online to complete the online survey, a 28% response rate. Of 

the 120 emails distributed seven did not reach their target (incorrect email address) and four 

had to be disregarded as no final mark or initial questionnaire was available. Of the final 30 

participants one was male and 29 were female. The students’ profiles are shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1:  
Participants’ demographics 

 
Participant 

Teaching 
Complete 

course Intake 

Completed 
PGC 

Further study, a 
direct result of 

PGC course 

Past  student Years Year 1 - 16 Current staff Yes/No 

1 33 2004 3 0 No 

2 20 2003 1 0 No 

3 28 2005 5 0 No 

4 32 2006 7 2 Yes 

5 25 2006 3 0 No 

6 20 2006 3 0 No 

7 27 2006 7 5 Yes 

8 22 2006 5 3 Yes 

9 35 2003 3 1 No 

10 33 2003 1 1 Yes 

11 20 2010 16 4 Yes 

12 27 2004 3 0 No 

13 24 2006 7 1 No 

14 21 2004 3 2 Yes 

15 7 2010 16 3 No 

16 18 2010 16 2 Yes 

17 17 2010 16 5 Yes 

18 26 2010 16 3 No 

19 9 2010 16 0 No 

20 5 2010 16 6 No 

21 32 2006 7 6 No 

22 30 2006 7 0 No 

23 31 2006 7 0 Yes 

24 41 2004 3 1 Yes 

25 33 2006 7 1 Yes 

26 8 2010 16 4 No 

27 29 2006 3 1 No 

28 36 2004 3 0 No 

29 10 2010 16 6 Yes 

30 22 2010 16 0 Yes 

Average / 
Totals 23.82 yrs   

 
2.11 Yes = 13  No = 17 
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The participants are 30 past students, who completed the Postgraduate Certificate in Early 

Literacy Intervention between 2002 and 2010. They range in teaching experience from five to 

forty-one years with an average of 23.82 years teaching experience. Some participants come 

from schools where teams of teachers have completed the course and others are the only 

teacher at the school having completed the course. 

Thirteen (43.3%) of the 30 participants have gone on to complete a Master of Education, as a 

direct result of participation in the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention, as 

indicated through the online questionnaire. 

The Ethics Process 

Minimal Risk Human Ethics Approval was aquired, prior to commencement of any data 

collection.  Ethics approval was sought because participants were being asked to provide 

access to existing data (exit questionnaires) and their course results. Students were informed 

both via email and in writing, via the Plain Language Statement) that their responses on the 

questionnaire would be de-identified.  

 

The student researcher (Ms Brenda Dalheim) is also one of the lecturers of the course. 

Therefore, current students were excluded from involvement in the project as they may have felt 

compelled to provide expected responses.  
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Findings and Discussion 

To evaluate whether or not the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention course has 

achieved changes in teacher knowledge and teacher practice, in the workplace (i.e. the classroom), 

data were collected at two levels, learning and behaviour (Kirkpatrick, 1994, 1996, 1998a, 1998b).  

 

Learning Criteria (Level 2) Acquisition 

Learning criteria are measures of the learning outcomes, measuring the acquisition of knowledge 

and skills, providing insight into how effective the subject/course experience is in establishing a 

new knowledge base or in developing a higher skill level.  

 

Exit Knowledge  To identify students’ level of knowledge, students rated their perceived level of 

knowledge of early literacy intervention (at the completion of the course through a post-subject 

questionnaire), using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale ratings ranged from ‘limited to ‘substantial’. 

Details of the students’ exit knowledge are presented in Figure 2.  

 

Current knowledge  To identify students’ current, existing knowledge of early literacy intervention, 

students rated their perceived level of existing knowledge of early literacy intervention on the online 

questionnaire, using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale ratings ranged from ‘limited to ‘substantial’. 

Details of the students’ existing knowledge are presented in Figure 2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 2: Comparison of students’ exit knowledge (post-course) and current/existing knowledge 
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Results indicated that both the students’ perceived level of knowledge of early literacy 

intervention, at the completion of the course (exit knowledge) and students’ current, existing 

knowledge was substantial.  At the completion of the course the students’ (exit knowledge) 

average score was 4.7 out of a possible 5 points (M = 4.7, sd = 0.3). Students’ current, 

existing knowledge of early literacy intervention average score of 4.39 (M = 4.30, sd = 0.67).   

 

Seven students (23.3%) rated their exit knowledge lower than their current knowledge, while 

thirteen students (43.3%) rated their current knowledge as higher than their exit knowledge, 

with one student rating their knowledge as lowering by three points. A further ten students 

(33.3%) rated their exit and current level of knowledge as having no change, since leaving the 

course.  Overall, students rated their level of knowledge, as relatively stable. 

 

Reasons given by the students for high levels of knowledge in early literacy intervention 

included: 

 

• participation in the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention course,  

 

• years of teaching experience,  

 

• previous training in Reading Recovery,  

 

• participation in related Professional Learning activities run by the Catholic Education 

Office, Melbourne (ERIK2, PERI3, OLSEL4),  

 

• professional reading, 

 

• opportunity to implement strategies in the classroom, and  

 

• access to a knowledge community in the school (a team of teachers). 

 

 

                                                 
2
 ERIK – Enhancing Reading Intervention Knowledge program 

 
3
 PERI – Phonological Early Reading Intervention program 

 
4
 OLSEL – Oral Language Supporting Early Literacy program 
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To establish the relationship between the students’ perceived level of knowledge of early 

literacy intervention, recorded at the completion of the course (exit knowledge) with their grade 

for the assessment tasks for the first subject, Pearson’s product-moment correlation (Pearson r) 

was employed, using the following guidelines: 0.19 and below is  very low; 0.20 to 0.39 is low; 

0.40 to 0.69 is modest; 0.70 to 0.89 is high; and 0.90 to 1 is very high (Cohen & Holliday, 1982, 

cited in Bryman & Cramer 2001). 

 

Pearson’s r revealed a very low correlation between the student’s self-rating of their knowledge 

at the time of course completion and learning acquisition as indicated by the content based 

assessment tasks (r = 0.02). Details of the students’ acquisition of knowledge are presented in 

Table 2. Details of the students’ application of knowledge are presented in Table 3.  

 

Table 2:  

Learning criteria - exit & current knowledge (5-point scale) and students’ grades, content-based tasks 

 Exit 
Knowledge 

Current 
Knowledge 

Acquisition  
Content-based Tasks 

 4.5 5 75 
 4.5 4 82 
 4.6 5 66 
 5 5 68 
 4.5 5 79 
 4.5 4 68 
 5 5 64 
 4.7 5 65 
 4.5 5 73 
 4.5 5 80 
 5 4 77 
 4.7 4 74 
 5 2 78 
 4.7 5 68 
 4 4 81 
 5 4 80 
 5 5 66 
 4 4 72 
 5 5 79 
 5 4 80 
 5 5 77 
 5 4 74 
 4.6 4 77 
 4.7 4 67 
 5 5 86 
 4 4 79 
 4.7 4 70 
 4.7 4 73 
 5 4 82 
 5 5 81 

Average 4.70 4.39 74.70 
St Dev 0.32 0.67 6.08 
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Behavioural criteria (Level 3) Application 

Behavioural criteria are measures of actual workplace performance and can be used to identify 

the effects of training on work performance. In Higher Education settings, such criteria may 

include the evidence of student use of knowledge and skills learned in previous related classes 

in their following class work, including action research projects.  

 

The relationship between learning (acquisition) and behaviour (application)  Results indicated a 

low negative correlation between the student’s self-rating of their knowledge at the time of 

course completion (exit knowledge) and application of the knowledge, their grade for the action 

research project (r = -0.19). Details of the students’ application of knowledge are presented in 

Table 3.  (Supplementary data located in Appendix 1.) 

 

Table3:  

Behaviour criteria – application of knowledge (5-point scale) and students’ grades for Action research 

 

 
Application of Knowledge 

in the Classroom 
Application of Knowledge  

Action Research 

 3 72 

 3 77 

 5 73 

 5 66 

 4 68 

 4 66 

 5 77 

 3 64 

 4 72 

 4 78 

 3 75 

 2 74 

 2 69 

 4 73 

 4 83 

 4 75 

 5 73 

 3 74 

 4 87 

 5 77 

 5 61 

 3 71 

 5 74 

 4 79 

 5 74 

 4 80 

 4 84 

 3 82 

 5 85 

 4 64 

Average 4.00 74.21 

Std Dev 0.91 6.48 
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To establish whether or not, since completion of the course, students have applied their new 

knowledge of early literacy intervention in the classroom, students rated their perceived level of 

application, using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale ratings ranged from ‘limited to ‘substantial’. 

Details of the students’ application of knowledge in their classrooms are presented in Figure 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Figure 3: Students’ self-rating on application of knowledge 
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knowledge and application of the knowledge in their classrooms (r = 0.5). Details of the 

students’ current knowledge are presented in Table 2. 
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comments from past students, in post-course questionnaires and informal discussions. The 

scale ratings ranged from ‘low to ‘high’. Details of the students’ factor ratings are presented in 

Table 4.  (Supplementary data located in Appendix 1.) 

Table 4:  

Factors influencing application of knowledge in classroom 

Possible Factors Rating (Mean) St Dev 

Current position       4.58 0.92 

Team training 3.62 1.52 

Team planning 4.04 1.24 

Supportive principal  4.56 0.90 

Good literacy leadership 4.44 1.03 

Participation in tutorials 3.92 1.01 

Twenty students (66.6%), nominating 5 points, rated their current position at the school as a 

highly contributing factor (M = 4.58, sd = 0.92). Nineteen (63.3%) and seventeen (56.6%) 

respectively, rated a supportive principal (M= 4.56, sd= 0.90) and good literacy leadership (M = 

4.44, sd= 1.03) as highly contributive factors. Team training (M = 3.62, sd = 1.52) and 

participation in tutorials (M = 3.92, sd = 1.01) were rated moderately, with only eight (26.6%) 

students nominating 5 points to these two factors. 

Students were also given the opportunity to identify other factors influencing, the level to which, 

teachers apply the knowledge gained from the course in their classroom / school. The factors 

that had either a positive or negative influence, as identified by the students, are as follows: 

Positive factors 

o increased knowledge base; deeper understanding of Learning Difficulties; 

o identified applicability to learning needs of ALL students; 

o identified applicability to whole class and small group work; 

o increased ability to work with others to build a knowledge community; 

o provided the knowledge to lead others through Professional Learning Teams 

Negative Factors 

o lack of time 

o full curriculum 

o assessment process - time consuming 
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Summary 

Two levels of Kirkpatrick’s model (Learning and Behaviour) were used to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention course in achieving 

change in teacher knowledge (acquisition of knowledge) and change in teacher practice 

(application of knowledge) in the workplace.  

Self-rated results indicate there was some change in students’ exit knowledge (M = 4.70) and 

current knowledge (M = 4.39), however levels remained high within the group.  Reasons given 

by the students for high levels of knowledge in early literacy intervention included participation 

in the course, years of teaching experience, previous training, ongoing training in a related 

field, professional reading, the opportunity to apply in the classroom, and access to a 

knowledge community within the school (a team of teachers, past students of the course). 

 

Students were consistent with their self-ratings across the levels of evaluation (Learning and 

Behaviour). Students’ self-ratings of their ‘knowledge of course content’ (M = 4.39) and 

‘application of knowledge in the classroom’ (M = 4.00) were both high, with a moderate 

correlation between these two aspects (r = 0.52) suggesting a positive outcome for program 

evaluation using student self-ratings as a measure. However, when we compare student self-

ratings with independent learning measures we discover little or no correlation. 

 

Results indicated a very low correlation (r = 0.07) between students’ self-rated knowledge and 

independent measure of knowledge (content-based assessment tasks). These results are 

supported by Arthur et al. (2003) who concluded that student self-ratings and learning 

measures are not correlated and cannot be used interchangeably. These results support the 

need for more rigorous, complex forms of program evaluation, rather than relying solely on 

simplistic forms of evaluation, such as student self-ratings, if we are to truly understand the 

effectiveness of the teaching on student learning. 

 

A similar outcome was revealed for ‘application of knowledge’. Although student’s rated their 

application of knowledge in the classroom as high (M = 4.00) there appears to be little 

correlation between the students’ self-rated application of knowledge and independent 

measure of application of knowledge (action research project) with a very low correlation        

(r = 0.04). The factors that influence a change in teaching practice (application) were identified 

by the students as the teacher’s current position in the school and having a supportive 

principal, followed by good literacy leadership in the school. 
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On a more positive note, independent learning measures show, both learning and behaviour 

to be within the high range, with students achieving the average mark for content-based 

assessment tasks as 74.7 (H2B) and the average mark for the action research assessment 

task as 74.21 (H2B). The number of students who have gone on to do further study, as a 

direct result of participation in the course, is also a very  positive outcome for the program, 

with 43.3% continuing on to complete their Master of Education. 

 

Overall, a positive evaluation of the Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention 

course, achieving both change in teacher knowledge (acquisition of knowledge) and change in 

teacher practice (application of knowledge) in the workplace.  

 

Implications 

Program Development 

Kirkpatrick’s 4-level model was used in the current study to guide program evaluation for the 

purpose of guiding future planning of the Postgraduate certificate in Early Literacy Intervention. 

Similarly, Clark (2008) has suggested that rather than being just an evaluation tool, Kirkpatrick’s 

4-level model should be presented as both a planning and evaluation tool. To do this, it needs 

one simple adjustment . . . turn it upside down! That is, rearrange the steps into a "backwards 

planning" tool by starting with the end in mind: 

Level 4 – Results 

� 

Level 3 – Behaviour (Application) 

� 

Level 2 – Learning (Acquisition) 

� 

Level 1 – Reaction 

 

 

Figure 2: Backwards planning using Kirkpatrick’s 4-level model (Clark, 2008). 

 

Planning and evaluation need to work backwards by firstly, 1. identifying the desired outcome 

(result) that will improve student performance in the workplace (i.e. the school/classroom); 2. the 

level of performance the learners need, to create the desired outcome (behaviour); 3. the 

knowledge and skills they need to learn in order to perform (learning); and finally 4. what they 

need to perceive in order to learn (reactions) (Clark 2008). 
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Therefore, using the inverted model to re-evaluate the desired outcomes of the Postgraduate 

Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention course, so that the results achieved (improved school 

student learning) should now drive the students' perceptions of the need to learn more and 

perform better in order to achieve even better results. This outcome needs to be clearly stated 

at the outset of the course and throughout the course to ensure students are focused on this 

result. Thereby using the learners' desire to learn, to motivate them to learn which, in turn, 

causes the desired performance that drives the desired outcome by the student. This causality 

should continue in a circular fashion. 

 

Student assessment tasks 

Assessment for both subjects is to remain the same, as they provide students with the 

opportunity to demonstrate both their acquisition and application of knowledge (learning and 

behaviour) in early literacy intervention. 

•   Subject 1 – three spaced assessment tasks, students are asked to display their acquired    

           content knowledge 

•   Subject 2 – Action research project, students are asked to demonstrate application of the  

           knowledge gained in the first subject with a group of students in their classroom. 

However, formative assessment tasks will be included, as part of the ‘in-class’ activities, to 

promote continual application of the new knowledge, along the way. 

 

Course Evaluation – Student questionnaires 

•  Improved course evaluations-  utilise some of the questions from the online survey  

•  Don’t waste time on simplistic forms of evaluation, student reactions to the course, include  

          more criteria from Level 2 and 3 (Learning and Behaviour) 

• Reintroduce the pre-test, as part of the first subject to use as a measure for growth in 

         knowledge. 

 

Monitoring change in school student outcomes 

To improve school students’ learning outcomes, by having teachers in schools:   

• promote the importance of monitoring school student progress 



CEOM Sponsored Course Analysis  -  Postgraduate Certificate in Early Literacy Intervention 

 

Acquisition to Application of Knowledge                        

 
19 

• track their student’s progress using effect sizes, to ensure the  teaching is having the 

desired effect – Hattie (2009). 
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