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Context

¢ University of Toronto requisite IPE curriculum

¢ 4 core learning activities
Teamwork: Your Future in Healthcare
Conflict in Interprofessional Life
Case-Based Discussion

IPE Component in Clinical Placement (Structured or Flexible)

¢ Selection of elective learning activities



Core Competencies

A Framework for the Development of Interprofessional Education Values and Core Competencies
Health Professional Programs, University of Toronto

EXPOSURE: Introduction IMMERSION: Development COMPETENCE: Entry-to-Practice

Colaboration Enowledge Skill | Babavisur Skill ) Behaviour
+Ienar professicnal (] theoey + Describe owe o, respo nsilities, valles and scop e of practics affecthvedy 1o clleetsi « Aecumabely et S roles, repornibibties and scapes of practioe of cher peofesions i Lo d
e atientsFarmilies s otheer professionals, " J - Lt Ly interventian and mak decigons t optimize ol eeapatienttamily heakh outemas
e — FE D and imgrove qua iy of care.
care system 5 pract v theories reee R . " _
el ibilRies, behird tearmwork. and responsislities. oluumghlmmm;mmlll:!lsﬂ!l - "
e B : AN I m that -~ Effective decian making P teamwnk iing ket and < ritcal thinking - Refecaan,
. - Promotion of effective demioe-mak
« Dichtian-rakirarerineal thiking « untly I maee s whare IP 2o il 18 vl 2l BBy SURCEMGL ::“ "‘“""““"";“““"""‘mm""'P'”'" i . e
- Perform as an effective team member o 3 Including pewes and Nararch
partrerships. - e by and miapiakd
- Fasibily, enoparation, ity and adaptabity, _
T Yo e - Ak 82 asvurme e e vl in these I e and scpors others in the roles,
e edith mab e - Evtablish and raintain efictive IF ‘ i wi v
i Patioets! families s athir suppart
L achieyement of comman gols.
< Chinge
- Promctive Antivudu
+Based on ch ¥ reeds, oo d practice &
1P calabaration and wilinaly el borate.
E A B c
=
T w Knowledge Skill/Behavisur Z Sl jBadaricar
E = Fecognize srd unclerstancd how ane's own uniquensess, inchacing power snd < Certilsiati 15 et IP 2o mmunication, induding: = . and 5
'll_ﬂ_m > w Fiararchy e, e 10 Givieg ared mcaiving fosdback, " + Advance IP group functiceing thia effectively scdesssing IF conflic
+G@iving andd recerving feedback 3 andioe P insion. - Madressing conflat or chienence of opinions, m <Pt it as an olfecthon [P ain mwin ke by
+Sharing informeation esecively @ « Fcugnize seed Leckrisie haw he Leiguenis of ik s membes, - SelFreflecting n - sharing idcemation,
e e including powes and hisrarchy within the F tasm, may coeaributs to etisctive u] - Listeniee attentively,
T = communication androe IF terion. Atitude < - Using undesstandakie communications,
Dresling with conflict ]  Hwioe e s of and e o e s develnp et ive |P comemunicason skl H - Previding faadback 1o sthars
= E + Risipending to fiscback from cthers
w
=1 = At itwde
z E pet '
e
E D E 5 chymamics and group atfuctivelF E
w
Enowladge Koo wledgu SKill ) Beharwiont
‘aluss and Eihics = Describe IP team dyramics as sy relate to ndridusl tesm members values and + Drascribe franrvweorks Tor ethical deciion-making within an F ream. . el tod
 Relwiomak centred she impact on team functicrang i ethical dikemmas. . T
e ill | Bearvianr +Fractice shicaly i an IP anvircesons.
. Diversity sensitive B e « Guide by an wtbics lramewrk, cors ibute 1 1P adical reson g and decisian-making. Jpe—— el et e 3 -
SR ——— Skl { Behaviowr within an F taam,
N " Attitu de
«Creal rroumtion .
tivity identify P ethical lssues whhin a team contexs. v ) B N e Atioude
« il thie i kils of resicriegg il justification as it telates ey 2 I el 1o I o Tamection ey b maximize:
A th raspect ared valug, others and thek contribuiions in
‘athical issues withie 30 1P ssam. e S, m&mﬂ;‘:
Atttude
« Refhect o own valies, I and g ather I team
memmberclienasfamiles
. raspecE, \ TrUSE, intagrity,
honesty aned ethical bebaicur, equity as it relates to 1P team funciioning to
mimdrmize qality, safe patient care G H ]
REFLECTION, LEARNING AN D FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT © Carimsfor Iearpsiv kol Educatian Universty of Tormin 2068
LEARNING CONTINUUM I




Challenge

Assessment
of Student Meaningful
Competency Feedback
Development

Develop
Competencies:
Communication,
Collaboration,
Foundational
Team Values




Context: Pain Curriculum

¢ 950 senior students from seven professions (Medicine,
Nursing, Occupational Therapy, Pharmacy, Physical
Therapy, Physician Assistant) attend the Pain Curriculum

¢ 3.5 day curriculum with two three-hour sessions in
facilitated interprofessional groups

¢ Additional 2 hour un-facilitated group assignment




Assessment Question

¢ Assess individual performance in the context of the team?

¢ Assess performance of the team?
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Interprofessional Collaborator

Assessment Rubric (Curran et al, 2011)

¢ Full version (assessment of 6 dimensions — 31 items)
Communication
Collaboration
Roles and Responsibilities
Collaborative Patient/Client-Family-Centred Approach
Team Functioning
Conflict Management/Resolution



Modified ICAR (curran et a1, 2013)

¢ Same domains (excluding Collaborative
Patient/Client/Family-Centred Approach)

¢ 17 items
¢ Global rating of overall Collaboration Ability

¢ Reliability and validity with medical residents



Dimensions

¢ Five dimensions:
Communication
Collaboration
Roles and Responsibilities
Team Functioning
Conflict Management/Resolution



Methods
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*Two pilot groups (§1xtéams f ten students
per group with all disciplines represented)

Self Peer Facilitator
Assessment
Assessment (x2) Assessment

*Facilitated debrief of process




Preparation

é Facilitators:

watched a video presentation to familiarize them with the ICAR
and help them to consider scoring students

Attended a face-to-face session to address questions and review
process for completion (as part of a full orientation for the
curriculum)

¢ Students:
No specific orientation to the ICAR

Told they would be assessing themselves, their peers and would
receive feedback from facilitators



Results

¢ Comparison of overall collaboration assessments between
self-, peer, and facilitator in aggregate

¢ Review of qualitative comments



Comparison of Overall Collaboration Ability
between Self-, Peer, and Facilitator in Aggregate

(Groups 5 and 6)

é Self Assessment

% Well below % Well below % Below %Below Yhaverage5 % Above % Above % Well
N M 5 averagel  average?  averaged  averaged averageb  average7 above
average ]
Overall collaboration 200 618 114 0.00 0.00 0.00 455 02 o ( 2?.2?5 E 13.64 )
¢ Peer Assessment
Overall Collaboration Ability
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Dssassmant Type N M D average 1 average 2 average 3 average 4 average b average 7 above
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¢ Facilitator Assessment
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Comparison of Overall Collaboration Ability
between Self-, Peer, and Facilitator between groups

(Groups 5 and 6)

¢ Group 5 Self-Assessment

N

M 50
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¢ Group 6 Self-Assessment
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Comparison of Overall Collaboration Ability
between Self-, Peer, and Facilitator between groups

(Groups 5 and 6)

¢ Group 5 Peer Assessment

Overall Collaboration Ability
% Well below % Well below % Below % Below % average5 % Above % Above % Well above
average 1 average 2 average 3 average 4 average 6 average 7 average 8
|Assessme| nt Type N M 5D
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¢ Group 6 Peer Assessment

Overall Collaboration Ability
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Comparison of Overall Collaboration Ability
between Self-, Peer, and Facilitator between groups

(Groups 5 and 6)

¢ Group 5 Facilitator Assessment

Overall Collaboration Ability

% Well below % Well below % Below %Below  %average5 % Above % Above % Well above
average 1 average 2 average 3 average 4 average b average 7 average 8
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¢ Group 6 Facilitator Assessment
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Qualitative Comments
N=36 (Peers)

N=27 (Facilitators)
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¢ Generally fairly superficial

Great job highlighting nursing and showing respect for other team
members

Good contributions. Would be good to hear more

¢ Some offered more constructive feedback
Had lots to offer, but did not hear from you as much
Seek more input for balanced construction

Work on actively seeking out input from other professionals..



Qualitative Comments

Frequency

¢ Individual Strengths
Teamwork/cooperation skills (n=11)

¢ Team Functioning
Contributions (n=13)

¢ Communication
Respectful (n=11)

¢ Roles and Responsibilities
Knowledgeable (about own profession n=13)
Sought input (n=2)



Observations

¢ Students over assess themselves
¢ Peer assessment can be generous

¢ Facilitator assessment across groups showed strong
agreement

¢ Facilitator assessment, in this context, seems to be rather
superficial



Conclusions

¢ Provision of feedback to students on development of
collaborator competencies 1s important

¢ ICAR i1s one tool that may provide the needed structure to
facilitate feedback, but there were challenges



Conclusions

Greatest value:
¢ Opportunity for discussion and feedback with colleagues

¢ Prompting of self-reflection, reflection and comparison with
others for self-regulation

¢ Sensitization to multiple dimensions of collaboration

¢ Formative feedback is important!



[essons I.earned for Next

Iteration

¢ Greater refinement of process

¢ Preparation for feedback: Some students/professions find the
process of giving and receiving feedback more challenging

¢ Time allotted for this process needs to be reconsidered
¢ Learn more about student responses to the feedback process

¢ Focus on dimensions and consider use of global rating scales



Questions




