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Abstract
Purpose Despite improved treatment and care, children and adolescents diagnosed with cancer continue to die, while many of
those cured are burdened by treatment-related sequelae. The best clinical management of children and adolescents with cancer
depends on healthcare professionals with various skills and expertise. Complex treatment, care and rehabilitation require col-
laboration between healthcare professionals. The purpose of this scoping review is to identify and evaluate existing interprofes-
sional education in paediatric cancer.
Methods We utilised the scoping review methodology and searched PubMed, Scopus and Education Resources Information
Center. Inclusion criteria were postgraduate studies targeting more than one profession and evaluation of the educational
intervention. We applied Kirkpatrick’s modified interprofessional education outcomes model to systematise outcomes.
Results Of 418 references, nine studies fulfilled the inclusion criteria. The design, strategy and content of all the studies were
heterogeneous. None of the interprofessional educations systematically evaluated knowledge, skills, attitudes or the effects on
patient outcomes or quality of care.
Conclusion There is a lack of well-structured, interprofessional education in paediatric cancer that has undergone evaluation.
Paediatric cancer may benefit from systematic education and evaluation frameworks since interprofessional education could
potentially strengthen the treatment, care and rehabilitation for children and adolescents with cancer.
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Abbreviations
ASPHO The American Society of Pediatric
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ERIC Education Resources Information Center
NOBOS Nordic Society of Pediatric Oncology Nurses
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and Oncology

PRISMA Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
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Introduction

Despite improved treatment and care, children and adoles-
cents diagnosed with cancer in the Western world continue
to die, while many of those cured are burdened by
treatment-related sequelae [1, 2]. The best clinical manage-
ment of children and adolescents with cancer depends on
healthcare professionals with various skills and expertise [3]
as the treatment, care and rehabilitation of children and ado-
lescents with cancer is so complex that it surpasses the respon-
sibilities and abilities of one single profession. To provide the
best treatment and care, healthcare professionals are thus re-
quired to collaborate [4, 5] and interprofessional teams appear
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to be a vital component of the quality of care for children and
adolescents with cancer and their families [6, 7]; however, the
evidence supporting this remains limited.

In the process of designing an interprofessional education
in paediatric cancer at Rigshospitalet, the largest paediatric
cancer department in Copenhagen, Denmark, this research
group found it relevant to explore if any interprofessional
education in paediatric cancer existed. A steering group was
established comprising oncological consultants (MHH, BL),
the professor (KS), the head nurse of the Children and
Adolescents Unit (MMA), the head nurse of the paediatric
cancer department (PR), the leader of psychosocial research
in Laboratory of Paediatric Oncology (HBL) and head of ed-
ucation and associate professor (JLS and PhD student
(MKTOP)).

Interprofessional education should be strategically planned
based on a curriculum to continuously ensure and strengthen
high-quality care for children and adolescents with cancer and
their families. In medical education, various frameworks exist
[8–10], such as the six-step approach to curriculum develop-
ment [11].

A curriculum can be defined as Ba planned educational
experience^ [11] that includes short- and long-term learning
experiences. The curriculum comprises problem identification,
needs assessment, aims and objectives, educational strategies,
implementation, assessment and evaluation and feedback [11].

Interprofessional education can be defined as Boccasions
when two or more professionals learn with, from and about
each other to improve collaboration and the quality of care^
[12]. A systematic review of the effects of interprofessional
education identified empirical research that supports the un-
derlying assumption that interprofessional education enhances
the delivery of safe, high-quality care for patients [13].
Further, that learners react positively to interprofessional edu-
cation by improving collaborative attitudes and perceptions,
and report improvements in both knowledge and skills on a
variety of outcomes [13].

This assumes that an education intervention improves how
healthcare professionals work together, which in turn may
lead to improved patient outcomes [13]. Interprofessional
education has been established and in some settings shown
to have a positive impact on the knowledge, attitudes and
behaviours of healthcare professionals [14]. To derive the
most benefit from educational interventions, medical educa-
tion can be viewed as a health technology applying evidence-
based practice and evaluation for clinical practice [15].
However, interprofessional outcomes are not easily monitored
and research addressing interprofessional education is inher-
ently complex [13, 16].

Curriculum outcomes typically cover cognitive (knowl-
edge), psychomotor (skills) and affective (attitude) objectives,
as defined by Bloom’s taxonomy [11]. A robust evaluation
design is essential to report changes in the knowledge, skills

and attitudes of healthcare professionals [14, 17, 18].
According to Kirkpatrick’s outcome evaluation model, which
dates from the 1950s [10, 19], learning takes place when a
change is registered in knowledge, skills or attitudes. The
model pragmatically assists in framing potential areas and
purposes of evaluation. Kirkpatrick’s model has been widely
applied in the assessment of interprofessional education [20].
Barr and colleagues extended the model to capture more de-
tailed outcomes relevant to interprofessional education and
also incorporated a level of benefits to patients as shown in
Table 1 [14, 20].

Health education research has widely applied scoping re-
views [21–25] to identify key concepts in specific research
areas, especially complex ones that have not been reviewed
earlier [26]. According to Arksey and O’Malley, a scoping
review can examine the extent, range and nature of research
activity; determine the value of undertaking a full systematic
review; and summarise and disseminate research findings but
also identify research gaps in the existing literature [26]. The
scoping review methodology differentiates from other review
methods such as the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) in several ways [27].
Most notably, the research questions for scoping reviews are
more broadly defined compared with systematic reviews’ re-
search questions. This leads to the inclusion of all types of
methods as opposed to specific methods in systematic reviews
[27]. Scoping reviews can contribute to generating hypotheses
and chart the data according to key issues rather than
synthesizing and aggregating findings as in a systematic
review [26, 28].

The purpose of this scoping review is to identify and eval-
uate existing interprofessional education in paediatric cancer.

Methods

We applied Arksey and O’Malley’s scoping review stages 1–6
[26]. Table 2 provides an overview of how we applied the
scoping review stages in this study.

Stage 1: Identifying the research question In the process of
designing an interprofessional education in paediatric cancer, a
literature search was needed to identify existing education. Our
research question was formulated to encompass the broad as-
pects of education planning and evaluation in paediatric cancer.

Research question:

& What does the literature reveal about interprofessional ed-
ucation in paediatric cancer?

With this broad research question, we wish to examine the
extent, range and nature of educational activities in paediatric
cancer, specifically explore if and how education programmes
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are evaluated and determine the nature of the reported
outcomes.

Stage 2: Identifying relevant studiesAn information specialist
assisted in generating a search strategy based on keywords
involving the research question: (Oncology OR Hematology)
AND (BPediatric medicine^ OR Pediatrics OR BAdolescents
medicine^) AND (Curriculum OR BEducation programme^
OR BEducational programme^ OR BInterprofessional
education^ OR BInterdisciplinary education^ OR Program
Development OR Postgraduate).

We searched the following databases with educational in-
terventions: PubMed, Scopus and Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC). The searches were not limited
by date, country of origin or original published language.
Figure 1 provides a flowchart of the studies identified and
how they were selected.

The scoping review methodology allows for inclusion of
grey literature [26], which can be defined as Banything that has
not been published in traditional format, or in library parlance,
lacks bibliographic control […] this includes […] conference
proceedings, conference posters […]^ [29].

Table 2 Application in this study
of scoping review methodology
based on Arksey and O’Malley
and inspired by Reeves et al. 2017

Review stage based on Arksey
and O’Malley [26]

Specifications on how we applied stages in this study

1: Identifying the research
question

In the present study, we defined broad inclusion criteria to encompass the
wide-ranging aspects of education planning and evaluation in paediatric
oncology and to find as many relevant articles as possible; defining
keywords such as paediatric, oncology and haematology has implica-
tions for the depth and range of included studies.

2: Identifying relevant studies We searched databases for identification of relevant studies; scoping
methodology permits comprehensive searches of e.g. electronic
databases, lists of articles, conference papers and grey literature, such as
websites.

3: Study selection We applied broad inclusion and exclusion criteria both before and after the
search and subsequently defined which job titles were monoprofessional
and determined if an intervention was presented.

4: Charting the data In this study, we decided which information to register and how to compare
the various interventions before sorting the material; key issues relevant
to the research question, such as education topics, types of healthcare
professionals and evaluation methods were included.

5: Collating, summarising and
reporting the results

The purpose of a scoping review is not to present evidence the way a
systematic review does but to use the reviewed material to help present
an overview; we reported data in relation to two theories relevant to
medical education: Kern’s six-step [11] approach to curriculum
development, to assess the educational content, and the interprofessional
education outcomes model [20], to evaluate the outcomes of the
identified articles.

6: Consultation (optional) Consulting with stakeholders about results can help in identifying
additional articles and provide new insights; all authors of this scoping
review comprised a steering group that discussed the findings and
implications on an ongoing basis.

Table 1 Classification of Kirkpatrick’s interprofessional education outcomes model modified by Barr et al. 2005

Level Outcome Details

Level 1 Reaction Learner’s views on the learning experience and its interprofessional nature

Level 2a Modification of attitudes/perceptions Changes in reciprocal attitudes or perceptions between participants
groups. Changes in perception or attitude toward the value and/or use of
team approaches to caring for a specific client group

Level 2b Acquisition of knowledge/skills Including knowledge and skills linked to interprofessional collaboration

Level 3 Behavioural change Identifies individuals’ transfer of interprofessional learning to their practice
setting and their changed professional practice

Level 4a Change to organisational practice Wider changes in the organisation and delivery of care

Level 4b Benefits to patients/clients Improvements in health or well-being of patients/clients

This model describes evaluation of educational programmes and is based on Kirkpatrick [19] and modified to interprofessional education by Barr et al. [20]
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We searched online for interprofessional education in
organisations such as the American Society of Pediatric
Hematology/Oncology (ASPHO) [30], the Nordic Society
of Paediatric Haematology and Oncology (NOPHO) [31],
the Nordic Society of Pediatric Oncology Nurses (NOBOS)
[32] and hospital websites, such as MD Anderson
Cancer Center [33] and St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital
[34].

Stage 3: Study selection To answer the research question, we
applied the following four inclusion criteria: (1) postgraduate
education interventions (2) in the field of paediatric cancer (3)
targeting more than one profession and (4) including an eval-
uation of the education intervention.

The exclusion criteria were monoprofessional education,
education in other medical fields and interventions regarding
patient treatment, care and rehabilitation or patient education.
Figure 1 illustrates the study selection process.

We (MKT, LIR and MH) independently screened titles and
abstracts. If the abstract met the inclusion criteria, full-text pa-
pers were obtained and assessed individually by two authors
(MKTandMH). Full-text articles are included in supplementary
1. In the event of a disagreement, each author provided justifi-
cation for their decision-making process until consensus was
achieved. When the educational or methodological approaches
diverged, JLS was consulted, while a second senior consultant
(BL) was consulted of divergences involving paediatric cancer.

Articles in languages other than English as elaborated in sup-
plementary 1were screened based on abstracts written in English
and then filtered according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria.

EndnoteX8was used to store all articles, while theweb-based
programmeRayyan [35] using a semi-automatic process assisted
in screening and sorting studies based on abstracts and titles.

Stage 4: Charting the dataWe extracted information from the
articles regarding general information such as country of

PubMed

N=373

Scopus

N=7

ERIC

N=38

Search results combined N=418

Duplicates removed N=2

References screened by title or 

abstract N=416

References excluded N=385

Paediatric cancer treatment, care 
and rehabilitation N=140
Mono-professional education N=128
Not paediatric cancer N=66 
Patient education N=35
Not peer-reviewed; 
conference papers, protocols, and 
proceedings N=16

Articles reviewed in full-

text for eligibility N=31

References excluded N=24

No education intervention N=14
Reviews N=10

Articles included N=9

Articles found 

through reference 

lists N=2

Fig. 1 Search strategy and
selection of studies
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origin. We also extracted specific information about the
healthcare professionals involved and the aims, strategies
and outcomes of the educational activities.

Stage 5: Collating, summarising and reporting the resultsWe
reported data from the identified articles in accordance
with two theories relevant to medical education: Kern’s
six-step approach to curriculum development [11], to
assess the curriculum and educational content, and the
modified Kirkpatrick outcomes model [20], to evaluate
the outcomes.

Stage 6: Consultation (optional) The scoping review method-
ology as formulated by Arksey and O’Malley consists
of five steps. However, Arksey and O’Malley suggest
that including the opinion of stakeholders such as prac-
titioners and consumers can contribute to applicability
of the results. This step is optional to researchers and
there is no description on when and how to apply this
sixth optional step [36].

We applied the sixth step throughout the iterative process
of the scoping review when we presented the findings to the
steering group. All authors of this scoping review comprised
the steering group that discussed the findings and implications
on an ongoing basis.

Results

The database searches resulted in 418 records, two of which
were removed because they were duplicates. Of the 416
records that remained, a further 385 records were ex-
cluded. After reading 31 full-text articles, we identified
two additional studies from their reference lists. This
process led to the final inclusion of nine studies for
analysis as shown in Fig. 1. The excluded 24 articles
covered reviews (n = 10) and 14 articles which did not
include an education intervention.

Supplemental information S1 provides an overview of
the final nine references’ educational activities, an over-
view of the final 9 references’ methodological informa-
tion, overview of the 33 full-text articles, articles in
languages other than English and the number of cita-
tions in Scopus.

No relevant interprofessional education was identified in
the searched grey [29] literature. Included studies’ dates
ranged from 1967 to 2017.

MH and MKT consulted with JLS on four occasions to
resolve whether full-text articles should be included or
excluded.

Results were sub-classified as existing interprofessional
education as shown in Table 3 and evaluation of interprofes-
sional education as shown in Table 4.

Existing interprofessional education

The number of participants in each study varied from 19 [37]
to 229 [38]. The healthcare professionals represented in the
studies were predominantly nurses, physicians and psychoso-
cial staff [37–39]. These groups of interprofessional
healthcare professionals were supplemented in one study by
a child-life specialist [40], a pharmacist [41] and a music ther-
apist [42]. Two studies only targeted physicians and nurses
[43, 44], and one study supplemented these two groups of
healthcare professionals with paramedics and patient care
technicians [45].

The topics that the interprofessional educations covered
included pain management and assessment [38, 39, 41], team
training to prevent burnout [37, 40], collaboration of
healthcare professionals [43], training on the attitudes
of healthcare professionals toward death [42], apheresis
training [44] and improving initiation of antibiotics for
febrile patients [45].

Learning activities and educational strategies covered in
the included studies are seminars [43], educational sessions
[38, 41], lectures [42], staff meetings [45], slide presentations
[44] and activities such as role play [39], reflections [37] and
formal meditations [40].

Evaluation of interprofessional education

Five studies were pre-post intervention studies that compared
baseline measurements with outcomes following an interven-
tion [37, 39, 40, 42, 44]. Three studies had control groups [38,
40, 42], one of which randomised participants to either the
control or intervention group [40]. Data collected included
questionnaires on knowledge [38, 44] and attitudes [38, 42]
and information gathered in focus groups [37, 41] and struc-
tured interviews [39]. One study collected data from medical
records [45], and one training programme offered certification
of the skills acquired; however, there was no validation of the
certification [44].

None of the identified articles applied a medical education
or curriculum model, such as the six-step approach, to curric-
ulum development [11], or Harden’s Bten questions to ask
when planning a course or curriculum^ [46].

None of the nine studies applied systematic evaluation the-
ory to participant assessments in terms of knowledge, skills,
attitudes or the effects on patient outcomes, such as quality of
care. However, six studies reported statistically significant
findings concerning knowledge [38, 44], behaviour change
[39] and attitudes [37, 40, 42].

We applied Kirkpatrick’s [19] modified model [20] to sys-
tematise outcomes across the interventions identified for close
analysis as shown in Table 4.

One study reported on the reaction of participants to being
part of the intervention [43] (level 1) [20]. Three studies
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reported on acquisition of knowledge [38, 41, 44] and four
studies [37, 40, 42, 43] evaluated the modification of attitudes
among healthcare professionals [41] (level 2) [20].

Four studies measured behaviour change outcomes
(level 3) [20], including increased compliance to guide-
lines [38, 39, 45] and increased self-awareness [40].

Three studies [38, 39, 45] reported on level 4b [20] that
cover improvements in the health of patients.

Discussion

There is a lack of well-structured, interprofessional education
in paediatric cancer that has undergone evaluation. We found
few studies that assessed the needs of learners or defined the
healthcare needs of the patients. Most studies planned the
educational activities according to available standards, com-
petency frameworks and organisational demands.

In the definition of interprofessional education, Boccasions
when two or more professionals learn with, from and about
each other to improve collaboration and the quality of care^
[12], the focus is on improving collaboration and the quality of
care. We only identified one study [37] with an explicit inter-
professional aim. However, there are many definitions of in-
terprofessional collaboration and interprofessional practice
which are also sometimes referred to as team work [47]. We
adhere to the contingency approach of interprofessional prac-
tice as formulated by Reeves et al. that the Bdesign of the team
need to be matched to its clinical purpose(s) in order to serve
the local needs of patients^ [48]. This implies that interprofes-
sional practice depends on two aspects, the clinical purpose
and the patients’ needs, and that the choice of which
healthcare professionals should collaborate depends on these
two aspects.

In designing interprofessional education, focus should be
on improving collaboration and heightening the quality of
care, relating to i.e. Kirkpatrick’s outcome level 3, which
Bmeasures the transfer of interprofessional skills and learning
to workplace^ [13]. This could be support for behaviour
change in the department or willingness of healthcare profes-
sionals to apply new knowledge and skills about collaborative
work to their practice style.

In medical education, it is fundamental to link curricula to
healthcare needs and define aims [11]. Meeting healthcare
needs requires an interprofessional approach in many special-
ties, including paediatric cancer. We can potentially ensure and
strengthen treatment and care for children and adolescents with
cancer and their families by linking interprofessional education
to the healthcare needs of the patients because the best clinical
management of children and adolescents with cancer depends
on healthcare professionals with various skills and expertise.

Educational strategies were superficially described across
studies, and none compared the various effects of educational

methods or teaching strategies in the interventions. A trans-
parent presentation of educational methods can inspire other
healthcare professionals to develop curricula and evaluate
their education programmes [11, 49, 50]. Furthermore, appli-
cation of a medical education framework to structure the ed-
ucational intervention would allow hospital management
and department managers to hold medical educators ac-
countable [11].

The identified interventions did not follow any specific
evaluation framework, making it difficult to compare them
in this scoping review. Incorporating an interprofessional eval-
uation framework in interventions can serve to aid systematic
evaluation of the usefulness of education programmes [49].
Even though Kirkpatrick and Barr et al. have been subject to
criticism due to the apparent simplicity of the outcomes
models [51–54], both models are helpful in the process of
planning the evaluation of medical education.

Limitations of the review

The primary limitation of this scoping review is the low num-
ber of included studies making the generalisability of the re-
sults difficult. The heterogeneity of the findings challenges the
interpretation of the results extracted. To counteract this, we
presented our results transparently to increase credibility.

In the nine articles reviewed, self-reported measures were
used in evaluating outcomes related to healthcare professional
knowledge, skills and attitudes. An inherent weakness in self-
reported outcome measurement is that individuals often over-
or underestimate their knowledge, skills and behaviours [55,
56]. In this scoping review, three studies reported on acquisi-
tion of skills [39, 41, 45]; however, only two studies docu-
mented this [39, 45]. Instead, surrogate outcomes such as 24-h
chart audits [41] or tests of knowledge of what to do (skill) in
case of machine breakdown [44] were used to indicate that an
increase in the knowledge of the healthcare professionals was
associated with behaviour change.

According to Arksey and O’Malley, the purpose of a
scoping review is to aid in determining the value of
undertaking a full systematic review [26]. We suggest
that the application of a systematic review methodology,
such as PRISMA Statement [28], would not currently be
feasible due to the heterogeneity and limited number of
relevant studies.

Even though the scoping review methodology allows for
inclusion of grey literature [29], we did not systematically
include it in the findings. It is possible, however, that organi-
sations, such as NOPHO, NOBOS and ASPHO, and hospi-
tals, such as the MD Anderson Cancer Center or St. Jude
Children’s Research Hospital, have developed and imple-
mented interprofessional education without publishing or
posting online.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, medical education should be viewed similar to
any other health technology, which is why evidence-based

practice and evaluation for clinical practice in paediatric can-
cer is necessary to derive the most benefit from educational
interventions [15]. This scoping review illustrates the lack of
interprofessional education in paediatric cancer.

Table 4 Application of Kirkpatrick’s modified interprofessional education outcomes model by Barr et al. 2005

Study Educational intervention Kirkpatrick levels Main outcomes

Bouri et al. 2017 Paediatric palliative training on
attitudes toward death of health
professionals

Level 2a
Modification of attitudes

Higher scores in the intervention group
than control group in all measurements

Di Giulio et al. 2013 Collaboration between physicians
and nurses

Level 1
Reaction

Impressions of being involved

Level 2a
Modification of

attitudes/perception

Participants Bfelt that their attitude to[ward]
collaboration had improved^

Level 2b
Acquisition of knowledge/skills

Five teams published in non-peer-reviewed
publications and presented outputs at conferences

Dobrasz et al. 2013 Nurse-driven protocols for febrile
paediatric oncology patients

Level 3
Behaviour change

Increased compliance with protocol
Faster response to administration of drugs

Level 4b
Benefits to patients/clients

Decreased length of hospital stays
Reduced systemic infection and mortality

Finley et al. 2008 Paediatric pain policy and
procedures

Level 2a
Modification of

attitudes/perception

After implementation of programme, physicians
and nurses administered opioids, and continuous
opioid infusions were used for various types of pain

Level 2b
Acquisition of knowledge/skills

Increased assessment of children’s pain

Level 3
Behaviour change

Daily informal teaching and consultation

Moody et al. 2013 Mindfulness training for burnout Level 2a
Modification of

attitudes/perception

Assessment of emotional exhaustion,
depersonalisation and personal accomplishment

Level 3
Behavioural change

Mindfulness of one’s actions and awareness of the
effects of working with this patient population

Greater focus and efficacy at work

Neyrinck et al. 2015 Apheresis training Level 2b
Acquisition of knowledge/skills

Nurses and physicians increased their knowledge
significantly

Sands et al. 2008 Interprofessional training to
promote empathy, build
teams and prevent burnout

Level 2a
Modification of

attitudes/perceptions

Increased ability in the Bperspective training^ domain
Improvement in the Bempathic concern^ domain
Perceived stress levels increased

Treadwell et al.
2002

Quality improvement
of paediatric pain assessment

Level 2a
Modification of

attitudes/perceptions

Significant increase in staff satisfaction

Level 3
Behavioural change

Significant increase in pain assessment
Increased compliance with pain assessment

documentation guidelines

Level 4b
Benefits to patients/clients

Patients and caregivers reported significant increase
in the staff’s use of pain measures

Increased staff responsiveness and greater use
of adjunctive pain management strategies

Zernikow et al.
2008

Quality improvement
of paediatric pain control

Level 2b
Acquisition of knowledge/skills

Increased application of pain scale
Significant decrease in painful modes of analgesic

administration
Increased use of pure u-opioids agonist
Knowledge improvement of neuropathic pain

treatment

Level 4b
Benefits to patients/clients

Significant reduction of daily pain intensity rated by
patients and parents

Significant decrease in severe pain frequency reported
by patients and parents
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Perspectives

Based on the education theory and literature, we recommend
that future interprofessional educations apply a medical edu-
cation framework [11, 46] in designing interventions; select
aims and objectives based on a needs assessment [11]; define
outcomes before designing the intervention, with patient out-
comes included when possible [57]; select topics relevant for
an interprofessional education intervention, though some in-
terventions are more relevant for monoprofessional education
[58]; and, finally, use of a systematic approach to the evalua-
tion [19, 20] with the allocation of relevant resources [11].

Acknowledgements Information specialist Anders Larsen, University
Hospitals Centre for Research in Health (UCSF), assisted in generating the
strategy for the literature search. Head nurse Marianne Madsen and depart-
ment nurse Pernille Roland of the Department of Paediatrics and Adolescent
Medicine contributed valuable insights at the steering group meetings.

Authorship contribution The following authors were part of formulating
the research question and developing the search strategy: MKTOP, MH and
JLS, whileMKTOP did the database search and the following authors did the
record screening: MKTOP, LIR and MH. The full-text assessment was done
by MKTOP, MH and JLS. Finally, MKTOP, JLS and MH drafted the man-
uscript, which was revised and approved by all authors.

Funding The Danish Childhood Cancer Foundation supported this
project.

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Details of ethics approval No ethics approval was needed for this study.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link
to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

1. Gatta G, Botta L, Rossi S, Aareleid T, Bielska-Lasota M, Clavel J,
Dimitrova N, Jakab Z, Kaatsch P, Lacour B, Mallone S, Marcos-
Gragera R, Minicozzi P, Sánchez-Pérez MJ, Sant M, Santaquilani
M, Stiller C, Tavilla A, Trama A, Visser O, Peris-Bonet R,
EUROCARE Working Group (2014) Childhood cancer survival
in Europe 1999-2007: results of EUROCARE-5–a population-
based study. Lancet Oncol 15(1):35–47

2. Alexander S, Pole JD, Gibson P, Lee M, Hesser T, Chi SN et al
(2015) Classification of treatment-related mortality in children with
cancer: a systematic assessment. Lancet Oncol 16(16):e604–e610

3. Anderson RA, Marshall NS (2000) The importance of the pediatric
oncologist-nurse partnership in the delivery of total care in pediatric
oncology. Med Pediatr Oncol 34(4):263–264

4. Hjorth L, Haupt R, Skinner R, GrabowD, Byrne J, Karner S, Levitt
G, Michel G, van der Pal H, Bárdi E, Beck JD, de Vathaire F, Essig
S, Frey E, Garwicz S, Hawkins M, Jakab Z, Jankovic M,
Kazanowska B, Kepak T, Kremer L, Lackner H, Sugden E,
Terenziani M, Zaletel LZ, Kaatsch P, PanCare Network (2015)
Survivorship after childhood cancer: PanCare: a European network
to promote optimal long-term care. Eur J Cancer (Oxford, England :
1990) 51(10):1203–1211

5. Andam R, Silva M (2008) A journey to pediatric chemotherapy
competence. J Pediatr Nurs 23(4):257–268

6. Gibson F (2009) Multiprofessional collaboration in children’s can-
cer care: believed to be a good thing but how do we know when it
works well? Eur J Cancer Care 18(4):327–329

7. Reaman GH (2004) Pediatric cancer research from past successes
through collaboration to future transdisciplinary research. J Pediatr
Oncol Nurs 21(3):123–127

8. Harden RM (2001) AMEE Guide No. 21: Curriculum mapping: a
tool for transparent and authentic teaching and learning AU. Med
Teach 23(2):123–137

9. Cook DA, Bordage G, Schmidt HG (2008) Description, justifica-
tion and clarification: a framework for classifying the purposes of
research in medical education. Med Educ 42(2):128–133

10. Morrison J (2003) ABC of learning and teaching in medicine: eval-
uation. BMJ (Clinical research ed) 326(7385):385–387

11. Thomas PA, Kern DE, Hughes MT, Chen BY (2016) Curriculum
development for medical education : a six-step approach. Springer
Publishing Company, Baltimore

12. Freeth DH, Hammick M, Reeves S, Koppel I, Barr H (2005) In:
Barr H (ed) Effective interprofessional education: development,
delivery, and evaluation. Blackwell Wiley, Oxford

13. Reeves S, Pelone F, Harrison R, Goldman J, Zwarenstein M (2017)
Interprofessional collaboration to improve professional practice and
healthcare outcomes. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 6:Cd000072

14. Reeves S, Fletcher S, Barr H, Birch I, Boet S, Davies N, McFadyen
A, Rivera J, Kitto S (2016) A BEME systematic review of the
effects of interprofessional education: BEME Guide No. 39. Med
Teach 38(7):656–668

15. Pehrson C, Sorensen JL, Amer-Wahlin I (2011) Evaluation and
impact of cardiotocography training programmes: a systematic re-
view. BJOG 118(8):926–935

16. Thannhauser J, Russell-Mayhew S, Scott C (2010) Measures of
interprofessional education and collaboration. J Interprof Care
24(4):336–349

17. Reeves S (2016) Ideas for the development of the interprofessional
education and practice field: an update. J Interprof Care 30(4):405–
407

18. Reeves S, Zwarenstein M, Goldman J, Barr H, Freeth D, Koppel I,
Hammick M (2010) The effectiveness of interprofessional educa-
tion: key findings from a new systematic review. J Interprof Care
24(3):230–241

19. Kirkpatrick DLKJL (2006) Evaluating training programs. Berrett-
Koehler Publishers, Inc., San Francisco

20. Barr H, Koppel I, Reeves S, Hammick M, Freeth D, Centre for the
Advancement of Interprofessional Education in Primary Health and
Community C (2005) Effective interprofessional education : argu-
ment, assumption & evidence, vol xxiv. Blackwell, Oxford, p 180 s

21. Brandt B, Lutfiyya MN, King JA, Chioreso C (2014) A scoping
review of interprofessional collaborative practice and education
using the lens of the triple aim. J Interprof Care 28(5):393–399

22. Daudt HM, van Mossel C, Scott SJ (2013) Enhancing the scoping
study methodology: a large, inter-professional team’s experience
with Arksey and O’Malley’s framework. BMC Med Res
Methodol 13:48

23. Goldman J, Zwarenstein M, Bhattacharyya O, Reeves S (2009)
Improving the clarity of the interprofessional field: implications

3636 Support Care Cancer (2019) 27:3627–3637



for research and continuing interprofessional education. J Contin
Educ Heal Prof 29(3):151–156

24. Reeves S, Goldman J, Gilbert J, Tepper J, Silver I, Suter E,
Zwarenstein M (2011) A scoping review to improve conceptual
clarity of interprofessional interventions. J Interprof Care 25(3):
167–174

25. Suter E, Goldman J, Martimianakis T, Chatalalsingh C, DeMatteo
DJ, Reeves S (2013) The use of systems and organizational theories
in the interprofessional field: findings from a scoping review. J
Interprof Care 27(1):57–64

26. Arksey H, O’Malley L (2005) Scoping studies: towards a method-
ological framework. Int J Soc Res Methodol 8(1):19–32

27. Grant MJ, Booth A (2009) A typology of reviews: an analysis of 14
review types and associated methodologies. Health Inf Libr J 26(2):
91–108

28. Liberati A, Altman DG, Tetzlaff J, Mulrow C, Gotzsche PC,
Ioannidis JP et al (2009) The PRISMA statement for reporting
systematic reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate
health care interventions: explanation and elaboration. J Clin
Epidemiol 62(10):e1–e34

29. Adams RJ, Smart P, Huff AS (2017) Shades of grey: guidelines for
working with the grey literature in systematic reviews for manage-
ment and organizational studies. Int J Manag Rev 19(4):432–454

30. Hematology/Oncology ASoP (2018) Available from: http://aspho.
org/. Accessed September 2018

31. NOPHO NSoPHaO (2018) Available from: http://www.nopho.org/
welcome/frame.htm. Accessed September 2018

32. NOBOS NSoPON (2018) Available from: http://nobos.org.
Accessed September 2018

33. Anderson M (2018) Available from: https://www.mdanderson.org/
education-training.html. Accessed September 2018

34. Judes S (2018) Available from: https://www.stjude.org/. Accessed
September 2018

35. Ouzzani M, Hammady H, Fedorowicz Z, Elmagarmid A (2016)
Rayyan—a web and mobile app for systematic reviews. Syst Rev
5(1):210

36. Levac D, Colquhoun H, O’Brien KK (2010) Scoping studies: ad-
vancing the methodology. Implement Sci 5:69

37. Sands SA, Stanley P, Charon R (2008) Pediatric narrative oncology:
interprofessional training to promote empathy, build teams, and
prevent burnout. J Support Oncol 6(7):307–312

38. Zernikow B, Hasan C, Hechler T, Huebner B, Gordon D, Michel E
(2008) Stop the pain! A nation-wide quality improvement pro-
gramme in paediatric oncology pain control. Eur J Pain 12(7):
819–833

39. Treadwell MJ, Franck LS, Vichinsky E (2002) Using quality im-
provement strategies to enhance pediatric pain assessment. Int J
Qual Health Care 14(1):39–47

40. Moody K, Kramer D, Santizo RO, Magro L, Wyshogrod D,
Ambrosio J et al (2013) Helping the helpers: mindfulness training
for burnout in pediatric oncology–a pilot program. J Pediatr Oncol
Nurs 30(5):275–284

41. Finley GA, Forgeron P, Arnaout M (2008) Action research: devel-
oping a pediatric cancer pain program in Jordan. J Pain Symptom
Manag 35(4):447–454

42. Bouri M, Papadatou D, Koukoutsakis P, Bitsakou P, Kafetzis D
(2017) The impact of pediatric palliative care training on the death
attitudes of. Health Profession Int J Caring Sci 10(2):676–689

43. Di Giulio P, Arnfield A, English MW, Fitzgerald E, Kelly D,
Jankovic M et al (2013) Collaboration between doctors and nurses
in children’s cancer care: insights from a European project. Eur J
Oncol Nurs 17(6):745–749

44. Neyrinck M, Vrielink H (2015) Apheresis training for nurses and
physicians around the world. J Clin Apher 30(1):32–37

45. Dobrasz G, Hatfield M, Jones LM, Berdis JJ, Miller EE, Entrekin
MS (2013) Nurse-driven protocols for febrile pediatric oncology
patients. J Emerg Nurs 39(3):289–295

46. Harden RM (1986) Ten questions to ask when planning a course or
curriculum. Med Educ 20(4):356–365

47. Nancarrow SA, Booth A, Ariss S, Smith T, Enderby P, Roots A
(2013) Ten principles of good interdisciplinary team work. Hum
Resour Health 11:19

48. Reeves S, Xyrichis A, Zwarenstein M (2018) Teamwork, collabo-
ration, coordination, and networking: why we need to distinguish
between different types of interprofessional practice. J Interprof
Care 32(1):1–3

49. Reeves S, Boet S, Zierler B, Kitto S (2015) Interprofessional edu-
cation and practice guide no. 3: evaluating interprofessional educa-
tion. J Interprof Care 29(4):305–312

50. Hean S, Green C, Anderson E, Morris D, John C, Pitt R &
O’Halloran C (2018) The contribution of theory to the design,
delivery, and evaluation of interprofessional curricula: BEME
guide no. 49. Med Teach 4(6):542–558. https://doi.org/10.1080/
0142159X.2018.1432851

51. Moreau KA (2017) Has the new Kirkpatrick generation built a
better hammer for our evaluation toolbox? Med Teach 39(9):999–
1001

52. Deniz E (2002) Approaches to evaluation of training: theory &
practice. J Educ Technol Soc 5(2):93–98

53. Tamkin P, Yarnall J, Kerrin M (2002) Kirkpatrick and beyond: a
review of training evaluation, IES report 392. Institute for
Employment Studies, Brighton

54. Bates R (2004) A critical analysis of evaluation practice: the
Kirkpatrick model and the principle of beneficence. Eval Program
Plann 27:341–347

55. Reeves S, Fletcher S, McLoughlin C, Yim A, Patel KD (2017)
Interprofessional online learning for primary healthcare: findings
from a scoping review. BMJ Open 7(8):e016872

56. Davis DA, Mazmanian PE, Fordis M, Van Harrison R, Thorpe KE,
Perrier L (2006) Accuracy of physician self-assessment compared
with observed measures of competence: a systematic review. Jama.
296(9):1094–1102

57. Cook DA, West CP (2013) Perspective: reconsidering the focus on
Boutcomes research^ in medical education: a cautionary note. Acad
Med 88(2):162–167

58. Centellas KM, Smardon RE, Fifield S (2013) Calibrating transla-
tional cancer research: collaboration without consensus in interdis-
ciplinary laboratory meetings. Sci Technol Hum Values 39(3):311–
335

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Support Care Cancer (2019) 27:3627–3637 3637

http://aspho.org/
http://aspho.org/
http://www.nopho.org/welcome/frame.htm
http://www.nopho.org/welcome/frame.htm
http://nobos.org
https://www.mdanderson.org/education-training.html
https://www.mdanderson.org/education-training.html
https://www.stjude.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2018.1432851
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2018.1432851

	Unmet need for interprofessional education in paediatric cancer: a scoping review
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Existing interprofessional education
	Evaluation of interprofessional education

	Discussion
	Limitations of the review
	Conclusion
	Perspectives
	References


