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INTRODUCTION 
 
The research for this report has been conducted with the intention of perceiving as broad a 
scope as possible of the possibilities surrounding approaches to CPD measurement.   
 
In order to achieve this, PARN has used two main research methods: a review of literature 
relating to the measurement of CPD (including books, academic papers, articles, websites 
and research reports), and case studies of a diverse sample of professional bodies, 
detailing the measurement techniques used by them, as well as their valuable opinions 
and advice regarding input and output-based measurement of CPD.  Data from the PARN 
professionalisation survey 2006 will also be analysed in order to build a profile of the 
characteristics of professional bodies using input and output based schemes.  
 
By a combination of the theory yielded by the literature review, and the reality as reported 
in the case studies of professional bodies, a model of CPD measurement will be 
developed.  The model will act as a framework to encompass the approaches discovered 
in both aspects of the research, enabling the results from each case study to be mapped 
out on the model.  This mapping will illustrate the combination of factors which constitute 
the CPD scheme in each case study. 
 
From these illustrations, paradigms of a few main approaches to CPD measurement will be 
selected.  Along with these illustrations will be a commentary developed from the 
interviews and data from PARN surveys, on the type of professional body that might be 
most suited to each approach to CPD measurement. 
 
The end result will be a set of recommendations or options regarding what approach to 
CPD measurement should be adopted in particular circumstances and in terms of the 
preferences of the professional body. 
 
Below is a summary of: 
 

• Literature review 
• Explanation of the model 
• Methodology of case studies 
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• Analysis of case studies 
 
PARN is currently working on mapping the case studies on the model, and developing 
paradigms of typical characteristics of various approaches to CPD. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
The CPD cycle 
 
The literature surveyed highlighted the importance of planning and reflection, and 
demonstrated the view that the CPD cycle played a fundamental role in making CPD 
systematic and continuous. 
 
Literature on the CPD cycle suggests that it wholly changes the nature of CPD, making the 
transition from what is now thought of as the disjointed CPD of the past to a continuous 
and meaningful process which is perpetually revisited and revised by drawing on prior 
sessions and experiences. 
 
Much of the literature suggested a shift in mentality indicating that ‘doing’ CPD is no longer 
purely attending events, but a much richer and more complex process. 

 
From evident recognition in the literature of the usefulness of planning and reflection in 
CPD, sprung ‘The CPD cycle’, inspired by Kolb’s learning cycle.  
 
Kolb (1984) developed a theory of experiential learning in which reflection was central.  He 
identified four cyclic stages of learning:  

1. Concrete experience (doing/ having an experience);  
2. Reflective observation (reviewing/ reflecting on the experience); 
3. Abstract conceptualisation (concluding/ learning from the experience); 
4. Active experimentation (planning/ trying out what you have learned). 

 
Clara Davies (accessed 19.03.07) comments on the Kolb cycle:  
 

‘The learning cycle suggests that it is not sufficient to have an experience in order 
to learn.  It is necessary to reflect on the experience to make generalisations and 
formulate concepts which can then be applied to new situations.  This learning 
must then be tested out in new situations.  The learner must make the link between 
the theory and action by planning, acting out, reflecting and relating it back to the 
theory’. 

 
 
Input and Output measurement  
 
Literature confirmed that the recording and measurement of CPD has traditionally been 
done by inputs: the amount of hours spent doing CPD, or the amount of points accrued 
corresponding to attendance at CPD events. 
 
Recent literature echoed what has recently been recognised as a fatal flaw of input-based 
CPD: that it does not indicate whether or not any learning, change in behaviour, or any 
impact whatsoever has occurred.  Input measures time spent doing an activity, not how 
effective that activity actually was. 
 
The current trend is to shift towards an output-based approach, which will ensure that 
those undertaking CPD have proved that they have done meaningful and valuable CPD.  
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There are however serious drawbacks to measuring CPD by outputs.  It takes a great deal 
more time and effort, and it is inherently difficult to accurately measure how much learning 
has taken place as a direct result of CPD.  The details of such difficulties will become 
apparent through analysis of the case studies which will reveal the real experiences of 
professional bodies. 
 
An interesting point the literature uncovered is that effective learning does not always lead 
to change in performance, so even output measures may not be entirely useful in 
assessing competence of professional practice. 
 
Planning 
 
An opinion widely represented in the literature was the importance of planning in order to 
set goals which can be assessed at a later stage.  Planning makes evaluation easier 
because one can think about how to measure whether or not goals have been met prior to 
the event. 
 
It was also suggested that formal planning made people feel more committed to their goals 
and hence increases the effectiveness of CPD. 
 
The prevalence of competence frameworks to enable an individual to set specific learning 
goals based on competencies determined by the professional body, was found to be an 
increasingly common practice.  
 
Evaluation of learning 
 
Due to the lack of literature specifically on evaluation of learning in the direct context of 
CPD, literature on training evaluation was surveyed and yielded many interesting ideas for 
measuring output at the outcome stage of the CPD cycle. 
 
The literature review examined various training evaluation models: 

1. Tyler (1942) 
2. Kirkpatrick (1959) 
3. Metfessel & Michael (1967) 
4. Hammond (1973) 
5. Stufflebeam (1969) 
6. Scriven (1991) 
 

Of particular interest was Scriven’s goal-free evaluation, which attempts to evaluate 
without concentrating on pre-determined goals, in order to allow for unexpected positive 
outcomes.  It would be interesting to consider this approach in relation to CPD, as much 
modern CPD is centred around pre-determined goals. 
 
However, it is the Kirkpatrick model which is the main focus in this report, as a source for 
possible implementation in a CPD context.  This model is the most commonly used model 
for training evaluation. 
 
It consists of four levels: 

1. Reaction – determines whether the learner was satisfied with the quality of the 
learning activity 

2. Learning – literally a measure of what has been learnt/ knowledge gained. 
3. Behaviour –the extent to which the learning has been used in practice, and how the 

knowledge gained has changed behaviour in everyday work. 
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4. Results – the impact of the training on the organisation.  What exactly this is 
depends on the type of organisation, its aim and mission, and ultimately, its bottom 
line.  If CPD impacts positively on the bottom line of an organisation, it indicates a 
high level of success and extremely valuable CPD output. 

 
There has been a great deal of discussion about the final level of the Kirkpatrick model, 
which he himself does not elaborate on.  Guskey (2000) adapted the Kirkpatrick model to 
be applicable to professional development in education.  He interpreted the results stage 
as ‘student learning outcomes’, which relates to a key objective in education.  This 
objective could be changed according to profession, and hence the specific meaning of 
‘results’ adapted in various contexts.  
 
There is much discussion in literature surrounding return on investment (ROI) as part of 
the ‘results’ level of evaluation.  However, it is debatable whether of not this is relevant to 
the project.  CPD in the true sense of the term, must incorporate the learning needs of an 
individual and this will not necessarily have a significant impact on organisational 
performance. 
 
It was decided that level one (reaction) was not necessarily relevant to CPD, but that levels 
2, 3 and 4 should be incorporated into the model of CPD measurement. 
 
Measuring tools and methods 
 
Various sources of literature suggested assessment techniques at each level.  These 
included: 
 
Level 2: Self assessment 
  Interviews  

Portfolio 
Tests 
Performance evaluation 
Role play 
Learning games 

 
Level 3: Observations 
  Video/ audio recordings  

Interviews 
Surveys 
Portfolio 
Simulations 
Self and peer assessment 

 
Level 4: Quantifiable aspects of organisational performance, such as: number of 

complaints, staff turnover, attrition, failure, non-compliance, quality rating, 
achievement of standards etc. 

 
Reflection 
 
Reflection is thought by many to be integral to any CPD scheme; as Friedman puts it, 
‘reflective practice is often viewed as the hallmark of professionalism’ (2007; p.74).  This is 
especially emphasised by Mezirow (1990), who argues reflection leads to ‘transformative 
learning’.  He states:  
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‘Perhaps even more central to adult learning than elaborating established meaning 
schemes is the process of reflecting back on prior learning to discover whether 
what we have learnt is justified under present circumstances.  This is a crucial 
learning process egregiously ignored by learning theorists’. 

 
Of significance is Schon’s contribution to thought on reflective practice for professional 
development.  Schon (1996) attempted to change the nature of professional practice by 
replacing technical rationality, the belief that professionals solve problems by applying 
specialist knowledge, with his new epistemology of professional practice, based on his 
concept of ‘knowing in action’ and reflection.   
 
This epistemology also involves the concept of ‘reflection-in-action’ as opposed to 
‘reflection-on-practice’.  It is the former which Schon claims characterises the work of 
professionals and is described by Moon (1999: 45) as reflection which occurs in 
association with action and knowledge in use.  This has been extended by some to include 
‘reflection-before-practice’ (planning). (Friedman 2007: 80). 
 
Various models of reflection were observed in the literature: 

1. The DATA (Describe, Analyse, Theorise, Act) model (Peters 1991). 
2. The Critical Thinking Method (Brookfield 1987) 
3. The Experiential Learning Method (Kolb 1984) 
4. The Action Research Model (Hopkins 1993) 
5. The Critical Incident method (Brookfield 1990) 
6. The Concept Map Method (Deshler 1990; Novak & Gowin 1984). 

 
The literature involves discussion of the effectiveness of written portfolios, journals and 
logs as means of measuring reflection.  The problem of someone having excellent 
reflective skills, but poor writing skills, is addressed. Group discussions are posited as an 
alternative measure of reflection in CPD. 
 
The literature review proved very useful for the development of the model, which drew 
particularly on the fundamental role of planning, reflection, and indeed the CPD cycle 
based on the Kolb cycle.  The Kirkpatrick model for training evaluation was also utilised to 
a great extent, using it as the basis for measurement of the ‘outcomes’ stage of the cycle.  
 
The suggestions for measurement tools and techniques were also an important discovery 
with regard to possible measures for professional bodies. 
 
The information collected in the literature review will form the basis of the theory 
concerning the model, and the information collected in the case studies will complement 
that theory, by providing details of the practical realities of CPD measurement, and the 
tools currently in use. 
 
A MODEL OF CPD MEASUREMENT  
 
Development    
 
What came out of the literature review was the centrality of the Kolb cycle of experiential 
learning, or some adaptation of it, to any modern CPD scheme.  Simply utilising the cycle 
indicates a move towards output-based CPD, even if no measurement takes place. For 
this reason, it was decided that our model of CPD measurement must have the CPD cycle 
at its heart. 
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Building a system of CPD measurement on this cyclic model would mean that there would 
be an individual system of measurement for each stage of the cycle.  It was noted that it 
was crucial that each stage of the cycle individually was recognised as valuable in its own 
right, and that this must be taken into consideration when developing a comprehensive 
model of CPD measurement.  It was therefore decided that the model should have 
different scales of measurement for each stage of the cycle, rather than just a single scale.  
The prototype model was a ‘sunshine’ model, with four ‘rays’ representing output at each 
stage of the CPD cycle. 
 
 
 
 

 
From reading Kirkpatrick and Guskey, and the methods employed by training providers to 
measure learning, it became clear that even the learning stage of the CPD cycle could not 
be measured singularly. For the purposes of CPD, learning could not simply be measured 
by increase in knowledge, but that it was important to measure the impact of learning on 
behaviour, job performance, organisational development, and indeed, personal 
development.  The output of ‘learning’ is multidimensional, and this must be reflected in the 
model.  
Therefore, the resulting model looks like this: 

 
 
 
 
 
The final model (see appendix A)  
 

ACTION 

LEARNING 

REFLECTION 

 
 
   PLANNING

ACTION REFLECTION 

PLANNING 

OUTCOMES
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The concept behind the model is the notion of a scale by which the effectiveness or value 
of output at each stage of the CPD cycle can be measured.   
 
We have developed the concept of ‘outputness’ which represents what it is that is being 
measured.  Outputness is the extent to which the output is reaching the desired standard: 
how much the CPD output is contributing towards/ achieving the aim of the CPD, and 
ultimately, to professionalism in general. 
 
‘Outputness is a scale for the effective measurement of the value of CPD to 
professionalism’. 
 
The model represents a context in which a professional body can observe what levels of 
outputness their measurement system is capable of detecting, or what types of 
measurement tools are required to detect the level of output more accurately. 
 
Stemming from the centre of the model, there are four main ‘rays’ – one for each stage of 
the CPD cycle. 
 

1. Planning 2. Action 3. Outcomes          4. Reflection 
 
The ‘outcomes’ ray on the model splits into three at the line which represents the input/ 
output distinction, in order to measure the different categories of outcome - knowledge, 
behaviour, results (for example, impact on clients, organisation, personal development 
etc).  
 
Each ‘ray’ on the model represents a scale of outputness, with various markers along the 
way representing standards or levels of output.  The arrows indicate the direction towards 
ideal impact on professionalism, which is represented by the outer circle on the model.   
 
The scale on the rays starts in the ‘input range’ of the model, which illustrated basic to 
more representative input.  The barrier or this input range is the inner circle on the model, 
after which the ‘output range’ is depicted.  
 
Measurement of the impact of CPD on professionalism in general can be gauged through 
the combined measurement of each stage of the CPD cycle.  In theory, measurement 
along any one of the rays is a type of micro-measurement, which contributes to the overall 
macro-measurement of contribution to professionalism. 

 
A range of measurement tools has been identified, which will be plotted on the model as 
appropriate.  Subject matter, what stages of the cycle they may be useful for, what level of 
outputness they can accurately detect and how precise they are will all be taken into 
consideration.  The correspondence between the level of outputness and what tools are 
appropriate for detection of each level will be mapped out accordingly on the model, by 
illustrating the approaches taken by various professional bodies. 

 
[ 

For IAESB Discussion 
1. Consider the proposed model in general.  Does it meet the needs of the 

board? Is it comprehensive? Is it too complicated? (pp. 6-7) 
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METHODOLOGY OF CASE STUDIES 
 
The case studies intended to give an alternative approach from the literature review, which 
focused on theory.  They provide an insight into what professional bodies are actually 
doing in terms of CPD measurement.  Where the literature provided an abstract 
examination of measurement methods which could be implemented in CPD schemes, the 
case studies will show the reality of what measurement techniques have already been 
implemented.  
 
Two dimensions were significant in selecting professional bodies to participate in case 
studies: interesting measurement techniques, and international scope.   
 
Initial searches for appropriate professional bodies to interview involved looking at data 
from the PARN Professionalisation Survey 2006, and identifying those organisations that 
stated they measured CPD by output.  To provide a balanced viewpoint, a selection of 
those with input-based systems was also chosen for further investigation.  
 
Web research was then conducted into these professional bodies, and a shortlist was 
created of those with interesting CPD measurement schemes.  These organisations were 
contacted, and most agreed to participate. 
 
The PARN survey at the time only involved data from the UK, Ireland and Canada, 
although no organisations in Ireland or Canada reported using output-based schemes.  In 
addition to survey data, interesting candidates overseas were identified through extensive 
web searches as well as information provided by UK professional bodies.  IFAC also 
provided contacts for various international accounting bodies.  
 
Throughout August and September 2007, telephone interviews were held with 16 
professional bodies worldwide, across sectors including: Accounting, Medical, Construction 
& Engineering, and Information Technology.  As well as the UK, interviews were held with 
professional bodies in New Zealand, Canada, USA, Germany, Singapore, Kenya and 
South Africa. 
 
The professional bodies interviewed were: 
 
Accounting 
The Chartered Institute of Management Accountants (UK) 
The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants (UK) 
The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Germany  
The Institute of Chartered Public Accountants in Kenya 
The Institute of Chartered Public Accountants in Singapore 
The South African Institute of Chartered Accountants 
 
Medical 
The Royal College of Psychiatry (UK) 
The British Academy of Audiology  
The Pharmacy Council of New Zealand 
The College of Pharmacists of British Colombia (Canada) 
Anonymous (USA) 
 
Construction and Engineering 
The Construction Industry Council (UK) 
The Institute of Civil Engineering Surveyors (UK) 
The Royal Institute of British Architects  
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Other 
The Institute of IT Training (UK)  
The Charted Institute of Public Relations (UK) 
 
Telephone interviews were conducted by Susannah Woodhead and Andy Friedman, and 
were on average 45 minutes in duration. Two templates of questions were used: one for 
those with input-based schemes and another, more extensive set for those with output-
based schemes.  Questions asked about the CPD scheme in general and their experience 
so far, whether or not they use a CPD cycle, and if so, the details of that cycle, methods of 
assessment/ measurement (at each stage of the cycle where applicable), and competency 
frameworks.  The questions for those with input-based schemes looked particularly at 
whether or not evidence was required, and if it was, the type of evidence required in 
addition to basic input measures.  This was done in order to try and identify if an 
organisation is using some sort of output measure, without realising it.  (Question 
templates in appendix B). 
 
The interviews were recorded and fully transcribed before being written up into case 
studies encapsulating the most interesting features of the conversation.  
 
The next section details the main points yielded from the case studies. 
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ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDIES 
 
General consensus on input vs. output measurement 
 
All of the representatives interviewed displayed a favourable attitude towards output-based 
CPD.  Out of the fifteen organisations interviewed, only three had an exclusively input-
based CPD scheme. 
 
Reasons for this included: 

• Lack of knowledge about what was required in the implementation of output-based 
schemes, or the benefits of output measures. 

• An attitude which prioritised company results and quality of product over the 
development of individuals. 

 
Two organisations officially offered input and output as options for the members, but for 
both, the main system remained input-based. 
 
Reasons for this included: 

• Problems with uptake of input-based CPD which lead to scepticism over whether or 
not the membership was ready to embrace output-based CPD. 

• International members in developing countries still rely on inputs and many 
regulators still require a certain number of CPD hours. 

 
Different approaches to output measurement 
 
The case studies revealed four different approaches to output measurement: 
 

a) Qualitative statements/ prose 
 

• The standard approach to measurement of CPD outputs.  
• Members fill out a form detailing their activities and what they have learnt as a 

result.  Often they have specific sections where members must demonstrate 
evidence of reflective practice and planning. 

• Often based around learning objectives derived from competence frameworks.  
• The ‘measurement’ in such systems is generally done by means of self-

assessment. 
 

This sort of approach to CPD has several problems:   
 

• Members often find it confusing – they do not know what is expected of them – 
detailed guidelines and examples of what is expected must be produced. 

• Even if examples are provided, this stimulates further problems: one organisation 
experienced members actually copying the content of the examples. 

• People try and ‘see what they can get away with’ in terms of how much detail they 
include in their records 

• Time restraints.  
• Difficult for people who are not good at writing: professions which are more 

scientific or mathematically orientated.  
• Difficult to determine a standard. 

 
 
 

b) Numerical scale 
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For example, The BAA has an output scheme in place which involves an ‘effectiveness 
index’.  It still retains a standard points system, where the BAA assigns one point to 
each hour of study, but in addition to this, members must rate the effectiveness of the 
CPD between 0.0 and 1.0 based on guidelines (see full report).  This effectiveness 
value is then multiplied by the points determined by hours to give a ‘CPD value’. 

 
Problems with this type of system include: 
 

• People tend to give themselves maximum effectiveness values irrespective of the 
actual impact the CPD.  This is minimised by auditing records, and requiring 
evidence to justify the score attributed to any given activity.  

• ‘Effectiveness’ is a rather vague term, and will mean different things to different 
people.   

 
The motivation behind the development of this system was the specific skill set, or way of 
thinking of the members of this profession. It is particularly appropriate for scientists, and 
are not skilled in writing prose, especially reflective pieces of writing.  Audiologists work 
with numbers and using a scale such as this comes much more naturally to them. 
 
 
The PCNZ operate a similar scheme, the ‘outcome credit scale’, which is based purely on 
self-assessment, and there are only three levels. There are varied and more detailed 
criteria than there are for the BAA scheme, and the audit is more robust.  Members are 
required to give specific examples to back up their score, not just general statements.  
They also require that members consider both increase in knowledge as well as impact on 
practice when assigning an outcome credit. 
 
 

c) Questionnaires 
 

None of the organisations interviewed actually used questionnaires as a way of measuring 
CPD output, but given problems concerning confusion with approach (a), this was being 
considered by the ICES. In place of providing the extensive guidance needed for approach 
(a), ICES is considering more user-friendly questions in a questionnaire format, which will 
guide members through evaluation of CPD in a straight-forward manner, avoiding any 
unnecessary confusion. 

 
d) Peer group discussions 
 

• Informal technique of output measurement, grouping members into peer groups 
where they discuss their development plans, and then evaluate whether or not 
they have met their learning objectives.  

• Anecdotal evidence suggests that members like this way of evaluating CPD.  
They find peer groups not only valuable in terms of support, but find it a fruitful 
way of reflecting on what they have learnt and how it has affected their practice.   

 
 

 
 
 
 
Auditing 
 

For IAESB Discussion 
2. Weigh up the pros and cons of a numerical scale against a qualitative 

form for the measurement of CPD output. (pp.10-11) 
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Due to the fact that all the above measurement techniques are based on self-assessment, 
most professional bodies interviewed felt the need to conduct some sort of audit of 
members’ CPD records. 
 
The rigour of the audits varied throughout the organisations interviewed.   
 

• Some organisations, believe self-assessment is sufficient, as the onus is on the 
individual to complete their CPD to a suitable standard.   

 
Of those that do perform audits, the systems varied.   
 

• Of the organisations that audited, all checked only a sample of submissions, with 
one targeting those carrying a higher risk.   

• Several organisations audited a proportion, but ensured that after the duration of a 
full cycle of CPD, the entire membership will have been audited. 

 
Resources required for auditing varied: 
 

• One organisation had four or five auditors who work on a voluntary basis out of 
office hours.  The auditors are provided with training and guidelines, and spend 
around 30 minutes per record. 

 
• Another had a more advanced auditing system, where auditors are elected and 

paid.  They go through considerable training, where they are provided with various 
examples, and then asked to assess the learning, giving them a clear idea of what 
meets the standards.  There is also a chat group for auditors where they have the 
opportunity to present different scenarios to each other, discuss what sort of level 
they would require for the different outcome credit levels, and what sort of evidence 
they think is acceptable.   

 
Quality 
 

• The majority of organisations audited records on a satisfactory/ not satisfactory 
basis.  

• For the organisations that have implemented a numerical scale for self-
assessment, levels of quality were established, and it was the auditors’ job to 
ensure the validity of these levels.  

• For those with qualitative self-assessment, there was no distinction between 
records other than the often vague distinction between those that did and those that 
did not meet the requirements. 

 
This issue brings up the question of whether it is necessary, or even desirable, to have a 
scale of quality. 
 
It also highlights the distinction between ‘audit’ and ‘assessment’: a check that something 
had been done, rather than how it had been done.  
 
 
 
This is the point at which many professional bodies encounter a major hurdle – 
establishing standards and benchmarks beyond that of mere competence.  
          
 
 

For IAESB Discussion  
3. Think about the importance of establishing a scale or levels of quality of 

CPD output and whether that is preferable to a satisfactory/ non-
satisfactory measurement.  What would be the benefits of such a scale, 
and in what circumstances would it be necessary? (p.13)
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The Validity of self-assessment 
 

• All except one of the professional bodies used self assessment as the primary 
means of output measurement.   

• Some stated that this was the most resource-efficient. 
• Many believed that out of principle, the individual should have the autonomy, and 

indeed be granted the trust required to assess their own competence in their role.   
• Competence frameworks are also a common tool to aid self assessment.  
• A popular opinion evident in the interviews was that only the individual knows 

exactly what is effective CPD for their role – and the professional body, with such a 
diverse membership of people doing very different jobs, is not at liberty to dictate 
what is useful for an individual. 

 
Measures can be taken to maximise the validity and objectiveness of self assessment, 
such as: 
 

• A system which involves a complex calculation where members assign a point 
score to each competency they are working on, which is then multiplied by a 
competence weighting, which is unknown to the individual.  This hidden calculation 
system avoids any manipulation of the system. 

 
• A robust and clear set of criteria for the self-assessment scoring, which perhaps 

makes this method of measurement ‘semi-objective’.  By defining these criteria so 
well, the IITT has developed an alternative to rigorous training of external 
assessors, hence limiting the resources required in this area. 

 
Ultimately though, an opinion which came through in so many of the interviews was that 
the individual will gain no benefit from being dishonest in self-assessment.  “OK, so self-
assessment isn’t the strongest mechanism in the world, but at the same time, if you put 
something different to what is real, then it’s the equivalent of cheating at Patience 
[Solitaire] – it’s yourself that’s the loser”. 
 
Only one organisation had actually moved away from self-assessment as the principal 
method of output measurement.  The XXXX uses a combination of self assessment, 
patient records, patient and peer feedback questionnaires, and knowledge tests.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Output/ outcome distinction 
 
The two most advanced organisations in terms of measurement only apply their developed 
system to the outcome stage of the cycle.  

• One of those does not measure the other stages of the cycle.   

For IAESB Discussion  
4. Try and determine whether self assessment methods of measurement are 

preferable to more objective assessment methods. What are your reasons 
for this choice? (pp.13) 
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• For the other, although the other stages are required and audited, they are not 
measured in the same detailed manner. 

 
This brings up an issue over the distinction between CPD output and CPD outcome, and 
questions which of the two should have priority in a professional body’s measurement 
regime.   
 

• ‘Outcome’ is the actual result or impact of the learning activity – how it has affected 
knowledge, practice or organisational development, for example.  It is only one 
stage of the CPD cycle, and therefore measurement of outcomes is not 
measurement of the output of CPD. 

 
• ‘Output’ is generated at each of the four stages of the CPD cycle, including 

outcome.  But output can come in the form of a personal development plan at the 
planning stage, or a reflective piece of writing at the reflection stage, for example. 

 
Is measurement of outcome or output preferable? 
Considerations include: 
 

• The role of the professional body: if it is to ensure competence, then measurement 
of outcomes is perhaps enough, but to monitor the professional development of an 
individual, output at each stage will be equally valuable. 

• The regulatory function of the professional body, or the risk involved in the 
particular profession.   

• A more rounded measurement of output may also be advantageous in instances 
where the individual is already competent in the particular area, so there will be no 
tangible change in knowledge or performance.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Practicalities and considerations 
 
There are dimensions to consider when deciding what type of measurement approach to 
implement: 
 

• Different stages of the cycle may require different measurement tools.   
• Type of learner – does this affect assessment? 
• Stage of career. 
• Sector – some more comfortable with writing or scales, depending on skill set of the 

profession. 
 
 
Use of employers’ development schemes 
 
An alternative to developing a system of output measurement within the professional body 
itself, is to accredit the development schemes of employers which meet the criteria set by 
the professional body.  This saves on resources for the professional body. 
 

For IAESB Discussion  
5. Clarify the notions of ‘outcome’ versus ‘output’.  Is it important for IFAC to 

measure the output at each stage of the cycle, or is outcome most 
important? What priority does ‘outcome’ have over the other stages, if 
any?  What are the reasons behind this? (p.14)
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There are two problems with this: 
 
1. Not all employers have development schemes, and if they do, they may not meet the 
standards of a professional body’s CPD requirements. Alternative arrangements must be 
made for members in such circumstances. 
 

2. The objectives of the employer may not be aligned with the objectives of CPD for 
the individual as a professional in the broad sense of the term.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
PARN is currently using these main factors from the case studies to map profiles of various 
approaches to CPD measurement on the model, and develop paradigms highlighting the 
various options available to professional bodies. 
 

PARN October 2007 
 
 

For IAESB Discussion  
6. From the case studies, PARN has come up with a set of stages of 

sophistication of CPD measurement.  Please consider the order of these 
stages. 

 
1. Input by hours 
2. Input by points assigned to different types of activity 
3. Input + evidence of participation in activity 
4. Guidance on the CPD cycle 
5. Evidence of reflection or planning 
6. Planning using a comprehensive competency framework 
7. Evidence of each stage of the CPD cycle 
8. Self assessment of one stage of the cycle 
9. Self assessment of more than one stage of the cycle 
10. Audit of self assessment on an on/ off basis 
11. Formative audit of self assessment 
=11. Objective assessment of impact on knowledge or performance 
12. Measurement of all stages of the cycle and impact of CPD on 

knowledge, performance and objectives of the professional body 
separately 
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Planning activities around objectively 
determined competencies 

Planning activities arbitrarily or 
because of interest 
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learning needs 
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