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Design, implementation and evaluation of a
postgraduate workshop on cross-border
healthcare in Europe – Mixed methods
research

Juliëtte A Beuken1 , Mara EJ Bouwmans1 ,
Diana HJM Dolmans1, Steven PA Hornstra2, Lina Vogt3,4

and Daniëlle ML Verstegen1

Abstract
Introduction: In European border regions, healthcare providers join forces to make full use of the potential of health-

care. Trainees need to be aware of the challenges and opportunities of cross-border healthcare. To increase such aware-

ness, a workshop was designed, implemented and evaluated. The workshop was entitled ‘Creating cross-border

collaborators’ and combined elements of contextual, collaborative and reflective learning. The aim of the study was to

understand how this workshop enhanced trainees’ awareness of challenges and opportunities of cross-border healthcare.

Methods: Using a mixed-methods approach, focus-group interviews (QUAL) were held with trainees (N= 16) and trai-

nees (N= 13) completed a survey (QUAN) about their workshop experiences. The workshop was held three times for

three different groups of trainees.

Results: Quantitative analysis (of surveys) demonstrated increased self-reported awareness of cross-border healthcare.

All learning principles contributed to this awareness, however reflective learning slightly less. Qualitative analysis (of

focus-group interviews) unearthed the following four themes: (1) Attention to cross-border healthcare fostered awareness
of its complexity; (2) real-life examples stimulated recognition of challenges and opportunities; (3) discussions in interdisciplinary
and international groups helped to see different perspectives; and (4) reflection made trainees think about their own role and
perspective. Quantitative and qualitative data are strongly cohered.

Conclusion: According to participating trainees, a workshop with elements of contextual, collaborative and reflective

learning did improve trainee awareness of cross-border healthcare. This study highlights that theoretical insights into

learning can and should inform the design and evaluation of workshops.

Keywords
International cooperation, European Union, education, internship and residency, interdisciplinary communication, focus

groups, surveys and questionnaires

Introduction
With rising specialization and centralization of healthcare,
comes a need to make use of medical expertise and
resources more efficiently. This call for efficiency extends
across national borders, resulting in cross-border health-
care. Especially in border regions, where healthcare provi-
ders from different countries are in geographical
proximity, cross-border healthcare is beneficial.1 In
European border regions, healthcare providers join forces,
for example, to facilitate specialized treatment2,3 or to
support each other in a global crisis such as the Covid-19
pandemic. Additionally, patients can take the initiative
themselves to cross borders to a foreign hospital because
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it offers more specialized care, has a shorter waiting list4 or
is closer than the nearest hospital in their own country.5 In
reaction to these potential benefits, the European
Committee has started to actively promote cross-border
healthcare by informing European patients seeking health-
care in other European countries. Moreover, the European
Union proposes and supports regional cross-border initia-
tives that contribute to the sustainability of regional health-
care systems.

Cross-border healthcare in border regions comes with
challenges for both patients and professionals. Earlier
research has demonstrated, for instance, that differences in
language, systems and culture can complicate the involve-
ment of patients.5,6 Similarly, professionals involved in
cross-border healthcare may experience language barriers,
inconsistencies in task division, and differences in education,
policy and culture.3,6,7 According to a recent study, health-
care professionals are often unaware of such differences
and of how these differences can complicate cross-border
healthcare.8 When healthcare professionals have incomplete
or inaccurate ideas of each other’s responsibilities or compe-
tencies, their expectations of how tasks should be divided or
how patient care should be arranged might be equally
wrong.5,8 This may result in incorrect patient handover,
which has time and time again been associated with patient
safety risks.9,10 When insufficiently considered and deliber-
ated, cross-border healthcare, rather than bringing benefits,
can ultimately pose risks.

Previous studies have reported that cross-border health-
care is not sufficiently covered, if at all, in medical train-
ing.2,3,8 As a result, physicians working in border regions
are not prepared when confronted with cross-border health-
care. By introducing cross-border healthcare in postgradu-
ate specialty training, future physicians might be better
able to recognize relevant differences in cross-border
healthcare and to deal with opportunities and challenges
that come with these differences.

In this study, a workshop about cross-border healthcare
for trainees in a European border region was designed and
evaluated. The research question was: ‘How does the work-
shop entitled “Creating Cross-border Collaborators” with
elements of contextual, collaborative and reflective learning
enhance trainees’ awareness of the challenges and oppor-
tunities of cross-border healthcare?’

Methods
Adopting a design-based research approach,11–13 a work-
shop was designed based on previous research into health-
care professionals’ experiences and on theoretical insights
into learning. The workshop and its contribution to the
intended learning outcomes were evaluated in a mixed-
methods study with a sequential explanatory design, con-
sisting of concurrent focus-group interviews (QUAL) and
surveys (QUAN).

Setting
The workshop was developed as part of SafePAT, an
Interreg-project to improve patient safety in the
Meuse-Rhine Euroregion. In this region, the borders of
Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands meet. Ever since
its establishment in 1976, the region has been a pioneer in
cross-border healthcare collaborations.14 Healthcare profes-
sionals in this region are therefore likely to be involved in
cross-border healthcare. The workshop was held three
times, twice in June 2020 and once in November 2020,
for groups of trainees from a variety of backgrounds (i.e.
radiology, anaesthesiology, microbiology, paediatrics and
cardiology). All participants were trainees at the
Maastricht University Medical Center+ (MUMC+),
which is located in the heart of the Meuse-Rhine
Euroregion.

Trainees from the MUMC+ are all connected to a
regional education network in the south-east of the
Netherlands. This network, called OOR ZON (a Dutch
acronym for Education and Training Region South East
Netherlands), provides interdisciplinary education to all
trainees in the region (e.g. workshops about patient
safety, organ donation and healthcare costs). The workshop
was included in their program as an elective workshop.

Intervention
In this study, educationalists and healthcare professionals
working in the border region designed, implemented and
evaluated a workshop entitled ‘Creating Cross-Border
Collaborators’ for trainees in a European border region.
The aim was to foster awareness of challenges and oppor-
tunities that come with cross-border healthcare. The work-
shop design was based on three learning principles that fit
the aim of the workshop: (1) contextual learning, (2) collab-
orative learning and (3) reflective learning. The first prin-
ciple, contextual learning, refers to learning that is centred
around authentic problems and tasks to stimulate the trans-
fer of learning to practice. It allows participants to learn
from and for the context in which their knowledge is to
be used.15,16 The second principle, collaborative learning,
entails that participants learn from and with each other,
by elaborating on each other’s input and noticing differ-
ences and similarities in perspectives.17,18 The last prin-
ciple, reflective learning, refers to participants critically
questioning their own ideas. Reflection helps participants
to see the limitations of their own perspective and recognize
missing information.19,20 Moments of reflection help parti-
cipants to understand, broaden or change their own views
on cross-border healthcare. The workshop consisted of
three parts in which these learning principles were incorpo-
rated: an individual preparatory assignment, an online
group session and an individual reflection assignment.
Both individual assignments were paper-based. The
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online group session took place in a secure video-meeting
environment (Microsoft Teams, version 1.3.00.30874).
Each online session was moderated by two trainers with
experience in cross-border healthcare in the Meuse-Rhine
Euroregion. Table 1 gives an elaborate description of the
workshop parts and of how the learning principles men-
tioned in the Introduction section were incorporated into
the workshop format.

Participants
Participants were recruited through OOR ZON. All trainees
connected to this network received an email in which the
workshops were announced. Considering the interactive
nature of the workshop, a maximum of eight participants
per session was apprehended. Registration for the workshop
was on a first come, first served basis. Twenty-one trainees
signed up for the workshop, one of whom dropped out
before the preparatory assignment due to a lack of time,
three of whom dropped out before the online session due
to sickness or technical issues, and one of whom did
not participate in the evaluation research. The 16 partici-
pants remaining were all postgraduate trainees in various
specialties, including anaesthesiology, medical microbiology,
neurology, rehabilitation, rheumatology, paediatrics, psych-
iatry, radiology and surgery. They had all started training
between 2014 and 2020. Five, four and seven trainees
attended the first, second and third workshops, respectively.

Data collection
Data were collected by means of surveys and focus-group
interviews. The respective data collection instruments
were iteratively constructed by four authors (JB, DV, MB
and DD). The purpose of the survey was to get an overall
impression of how participants experienced the workshop
and of how the learning principles enhanced or hindered
their learning, learning outcomes and the relation between
them. The survey consisted of 16 closed-ended items to
be rated on a 5-point Likert scale, including an option to
elaborate. Items reflected the three principles (e.g. ‘The dif-
ferent backgrounds of participants helped me see cross-
border healthcare from different points of view’, which
reflected collaborative learning). See Online Appendix 2
for an overview of the survey items. The purpose of the
focus-group interviews was to gain insight into participants’
perceptions of the workshop design. Questions addressed
the extent to which participants felt that the three learning
principles enhanced or hindered their awareness of cross-
border healthcare (e.g. ‘Did the discussion give you new
ideas about challenges and opportunities of cross-border
healthcare?’, which reflected collaborative learning). See
Online Appendix 1 for the semi-structured focus-group
interview guide.

Theworkshopwas held three times, twice in June 2020 and
once in November 2020. Participants received information
about the evaluation survey and focus-group interview at regis-
tration. Two weeks prior to the online session, participants
received the preparatory assignment and a letter informing
them about the research procedure. Before the online session
took place, they were asked to give informed consent.
Directly after this online session, one of the trainers (DV) con-
ducted the focus-group interviews. The focus-group interviews
took approximately fifteen minutes and were audio-recorded
and transcribed non-verbatim by the first author (JB). The
surveyswere conducteddirectly after the reflection assignment,
one to three weeks after the online session. Surveys were con-
ducted using a licensed online survey tool (Qualtrics).

Data-analysis
To analyse the survey data, descriptive statistics were com-
puted (means and standard deviations) using Excel, version
16.46. The focus-group interview data were analysed fol-
lowing the procedure set out by Braun and Clarke21: (1)
familiarize yourself with your data, (2) generate initial
codes, (3) search for themes, (4) review themes, (5)
define and name themes, and (6) produce the report.
Three authors (JB, MB and SH), neither of whom were
involved as trainers, individually analysed the interview
transcripts using the three learning principles and the
intended learning outcomes as sensitizing concepts. They
concluded this process by discussing their findings to
refine the conceptual description. Thereafter, quantitative
and qualitative analyses were collectively appraised, com-
pared and checked for inconsistencies. In this triangulation,
the themes identified in focus-group interviews were
explanatory to the descriptive statistics of the survey.

Reflexivity
The authors have varying academic backgrounds and
experiences that influence their perspectives. JB is a quali-
tatively trained researcher with a degree in Health Sciences.
MB is a quantitatively trained researcher with a degree in
Psychology. Together, they have interviewed over 50 pro-
fessionals and patients about their healthcare experiences
in border regions. SH is an educationalist with a degree in
Learning Sciences. LV is a specialist in anaesthesiology,
intensive care medicine and emergency medicine, who, in
addition to being a medical education specialist and a
researcher in patient safety, works as a cross-border health-
care professional in the Euregion herself. She was a trainer
for two of the workshops. DD is an educational scientist
who has researched small-group teaching in medical educa-
tion from a cognitive, social, and, notably, a student and
supervisor perspective. Finally, DV is an educational and
cognitive scientist who has conducted research in the field
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of instructional design and international education. She was
a trainer in all three workshops.

Ethical considerations
The study proposal was reviewed and approved by
Maastricht University Health, Medicine and Life Sciences
Ethics Review Committee (ID: FHML-REC/2020/005/
Amendment 2).

Results
The focus-group interviews and surveys were concurrently
analysed. Whereas the survey data gave a general impres-
sion of the workshop, the focus-group data provided expla-
nations as to how andwhy the design of theworkshop and the
underlying learning principles contributed to cross-border
healthcare awareness. Therefore, the survey data were pre-
sented first, followed by a report of the focus-group inter-
view data, ending with a combined appraisal of the data.

Thirteen out of sixteen respondents completed the survey.
Table 2 gives an overview of the survey results. Three parti-
cipantsmade use of the open fields to provide additional com-
ments. The survey results show that, according to participants,
the workshop created awareness of both the challenges (M=
4.54, SD= 0.50, 1–5 scale) and opportunities (M= 4.00, SD

= 0.55) of cross-border healthcare. Participants perceived
the examples as realistic (M= 4.08,SD= 0.47) and as contrib-
uting to more awareness (M= 3.85, SD = 0.86;M= 3.69, SD
= 0.72). They appreciated each other’s diverse backgrounds
in the workshop (M= 4.62, SD= 0.62) and felt the discus-
sions with others made them more aware of challenges and
opportunities of cross-border healthcare (M= 4.23, SD =
0.42). Participants gave slightly lower scores for the extent
to which the workshop helped them to develop their own per-
spectives (M= 3.77, SD= 0.80) or changed their views on
cross-border healthcare (M= 3.54, SD= 0.84).

Across the focus-group interviews, four themes that
described participants’ perceptions of the workshop were
identified: (1) attention to cross-border healthcare fostered
awareness of its complexity, (2) real-life examples stimu-
lated recognition of challenges and opportunities, (3) discus-
sions in interdisciplinary and international groups helped to
see different perspectives and (4) reflection made trainees
think about their own role and perspective. These themes
were related to the intended learning outcome (Theme 1)
and the learning principles (Themes 2–4).

Theme 1 – Attention to cross-border healthcare
fostered awareness of its complexity
Participants said that the workshop led to a better under-
standing of the challenges and opportunities that come

Table 1. Description of workshop parts and learning principles.

Preparatory assignment

Half an hour; one to two weeks before
the online session

Online group session

Two and a half hours

Reflection assignment

One hour; one to two weeks after the
online session

Workshop part
description

Participants describe their personal

experiences with and perspectives

on cross-border healthcare

(perceived pros and cons of

cross-border healthcare) and

reflect on a paper-based

cross-border healthcare case from

a healthcare professional

perspective.

Participants discuss the preparatory

assignment and receive information

on cross-border healthcare in the

border region. They discuss another

paper-based case of a patient

crossing a border for healthcare.

They discuss how they can deal with

challenges and opportunities of

cross-border healthcare in their

own context.

Participants reflect on what they

learnt from the workshop and

how this affected their

perspectives on cross-border

healthcare.

Contextual
learning
elements

Participants work with personal

experiences and a paper-based

case.

Participants work with personal

experiences, experiences of other

participants and a paper-based case.

Participants transfer outcomes of

the workshop to their own

context.

Collaborative
learning
elements

N/A Participants share and discuss personal

experiences and perspectives on

paper-based cases, and

collaboratively think about how to

deal with challenges.

N/A

Reflective
learning
elements

Participants reflect on personal

experiences and describe

perspectives in cross-border

healthcare.

Participants voice personal

experiences with and perspectives

on cross-border healthcare and

reflect on differences.

Participants reflect on whether and

how the workshop changed their

perspective on cross-border

healthcare.
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with cross-border healthcare: ‘I really take with me … the
awareness of the complexity of the cross-border collabora-
tions.… I think there are many opportunities to make things
better’ (Participant 5, Session 3). They realized that cross-
border healthcare can be challenging, but also beneficial
when executed properly:

First, I thought it wasn’t particularly a good thing because
of the complications that can occur and the lack of informa-
tion you sometimes have…, but now I feel that if we, if you
do it right, then it’s really something that… can actually be
a positive thing. (Participant 1, Session 1)

As participants talked more about their awareness, they
expressed a wish to invest more time in solutions to overcome
challenges. During the workshop, ‘the majority of the time
was more about the challenges …. Maybe the next step is
to give more time to speak about the solutions that we can
use for this sort [of] challenges’ (Participant 3, Session 3).

Ultimately, participants felt more prepared for cross-
border healthcare. They reported that the workshop made
them see how they could deal with and learn from cross-
border healthcare: ‘Next time I see a patient with … this
problem, maybe I would not have all the solutions but at
least I can talk to people who maybe will have a good
input and a better solution …’ (Participant 1, Session 3).

Theme 2 – Real-life examples stimulated recognition
of challenges and opportunities
Participants felt that sharing and discussing real-life exam-
ples of cross-border healthcare in the workshop was helpful
to see both the challenges and opportunities of cross-border

healthcare. They were of the opinion that the examples pro-
vided in the workshop were recognizable and stimulated
discussions:

That was a really similar case I had recently, so… Yeah, I
could imagine it to happen … Then you have certain key
points you can focus on and discuss further ….
(Participant 3, session 1)

Although some participants had not yet experienced
cross-border healthcare in practice, they were still able to
recognize the examples: ‘The example … cannot be com-
pletely traced back to [my specialty] …, but I do recognize
the problems that arise’ (Participant 3, Session 2). Some
participants noted that it might be difficult to link what
they had learnt in the workshop to practice, especially
those who had just started training or had little patient
contact in their specialty: ‘as the microbiologist … it is
more difficult to arrange something for a patient, because
we don’t see a patient’ (Participant 6, Session 3). For
these participants, the examples were especially useful in
helping them prepare for practice: ‘Thanks to … the case
discussion, if you encounter this problem in daily practice,
I think I am a little bit more prepared for this situation’
(Participant 1, Session 3).

However, participants also felt that the paper-based
cases were all quite similar. They, therefore, proposed to
extend the set of cases to make it more variegated as this
would allow them to explore more authentic situations,
thereby enhancing the transfer of learning to practice: ‘So
maybe the case already helps you to go to a certain point,
but if you would talk about a different case, you would

Table 2. Summary of survey data (N= 13).

1= completely disagree; 2= disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5= completely agree

Mean (SD)

Awareness of cross-border healthcare
The workshop created awareness of the challenges of cross-border healthcare. 4.54 (0.50)

The workshop created awareness of the opportunities of cross-border healthcare. 4.00 (0.55)

Contextual learning
The workshop is relevant to my own work. 3.77 (0.70)

Examples (i.e. paper cases) in the workshop were realistic. 4.08 (0.47)

Examples in the workshop helped me see possible challenges of cross-border healthcare in my own work. 3.85 (0.86)

Examples in the workshop helped me see possible opportunities of cross-border healthcare in my work. 3.69 (0.72)

Collaborative learning
The different backgrounds of participants helped me see cross-border healthcare from different points of view. 4.62 (0.62)

The workshop stimulated discussion about cross-border healthcare between participants. 4.69 (0.46)

The workshop made me think about cross-border healthcare from different angles. 4.44 (0.50)

Sharing and discussing with others made me aware of challenges and opportunities of cross-border healthcare. 4.23 (0.42)

Reflective learning
The workshop broadened my awareness of cross-border healthcare. 4.38 (0.49)

The workshop helped me to develop my own perspective on cross-border healthcare. 3.77 (0.80)

The workshop changed my view on cross-border healthcare. 3.54 (0.84)
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have a completely different discussion; that is also possible’
(Participant 3, Session 1).

Theme 3 – Discussions in interdisciplinary and
international groups helped to see different
perspectives
Participants agreed that attending the workshop with an
interdisciplinary group of trainees was of added value. In
their view, the group discussions made them ‘see… [cross-
border collaboration] from [the perspective of] different
specialties’ (Participant 3, Session 2), which offered ‘…
more depth. If I were to discuss this with my colleagues
only, I think we would say a bit of the same things’
(Participant 3, Session 2). Participants also appreciated
the fact that the online session was facilitated by trainers
from different backgrounds and nationalities. This made
them feel more comfortable communicating with collea-
gues from across the border:

This is the first time that I speak directly, through video
communication, with a colleague across the border. …
This is a direct example of how communication might be
easier. … It will be much easier for me to pick up the
phone and talk to her or video call her. (Participant 4,
Session 1)

Notably, participants’ suggestions for improvement of
the workshop design largely concerned collaborative
aspects. For instance, they suggested to ‘invite people
from the same education level’ (Participant 3, Session 1)
from other countries to the workshop so that they could
‘get to know them and also see their experience, and to
have different views from them’ (Participant 3, Session 1).

Theme 4 – Reflection made trainees think about
their own roles and perspectives
As participants reflected on cross-border healthcare, some
contemplated their own roles and the responsibilities they
had or did not have: ‘I often hear “yes, but this is not my
responsibility, I am not certified to do that,” but I still
have to solve it.… you may not be able to solve it yourself;
you still have to find someone who will do it for you’
(Participant 1, Session 2). In these reflections, some of the
participants considered small things that they themselves
could do in cross-border healthcare. One of the participants,
for instance, realized that informing patients about practical
differences between hospitals, such as the availability or
absence of fresh towels, could help: ‘You sometimes
forget what is important for patients when they are in hos-
pital. … I mean, something as trivial as towels becomes
important and it’s that easy sometimes’ (Participant 1,
Session 1). Although naming such possible actions was
easier for some participants than for others, most shared

the view that the workshop had expanded their horizons:
‘You have less blinders. … You can look a little wider or
so at certain things’ (Participant 1, Session 2). Yet, some
participants who had little experience with cross-border
healthcare had difficulties reflecting on their own role: ‘It
was difficult for me to reflect on the kind of stages [in
which] I can be beneficial, I can be of help, and on how
can we improve that with my voice?’ (Participant 6,
Session 3).

Triangulation
The results of quantitative and qualitative analysis cohere.
The survey data indicated that participants feel aware of
cross-border healthcare challenges and, although to a
lesser degree, opportunities. In line with this, participants
voiced a need for more attention to opportunities of cross-
border healthcare in focus-group interviews. Moreover, in
the surveys, participants appreciated collaborative and con-
textual learning slightly more than reflective learning. The
focus-group interviews indicated similar sentiments and
offered explanations as to why appreciation of these learn-
ing principles differs. Participants were enthusiastic about
the opportunity to learn together (collaborative learning)
and were able to learn from examples outside of their
own disciplines (contextual learning), but some found it
challenging to transfer new insights into their own practice
(reflective learning), for example, due to lack of experience.

Discussion
The results of the study clearly suggest that the workshop
entitled ‘Creating Cross-border Collaborators’ made trai-
nees more aware of challenges and opportunities of cross-
border healthcare. Quantitative data demonstrated that all
three learning principles were appreciated and assumingly
helped raise participants’ awareness of cross-border health-
care. Qualitative data provided explanations as to how and
why learning principles may contribute to awareness.
Triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data indicates
coherence of these results. Working with examples of cross-
border healthcare (contextual learning) helped participants
to recognize challenges and opportunities in relevant situa-
tions. Moreover, being able to discuss cross-border health-
care with peers (collaborative learning) helped them to see
different perspectives. Most participants felt that the reflec-
tion assignment made them contemplate their own role in
delivering cross-border healthcare (reflective learning).
Concluding, the workshop, indeed, served its purpose.

Although the three learning principles contributed to
participants’ learning in their own unique way, the results
suggest that there was strong cohesion among them. For
example, qualitative data indicated that contextual learning
and collaborative learning were mutually reinforcing, as
discussing authentic cases in multidisciplinary groups
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helped participants to recognize how different aspects of a
case could be relevant to different stakeholders. Similarly,
hearing about the perspectives of others on authentic
cases helped participants to recognize and expand their
own roles and perspectives, hence prompting reflective
learning. Although the separate appreciation of the inte-
grated learning principles offered helpful insights into
how the different workshop elements enhanced learning
or how they could be strengthened, their true power lies
in their mutual interplay.

Despite trainees’ positive views about the workshop, they
offered suggestions for further improvement of the workshop
design. First, the workshop could benefit from more varied
examples of cross-border healthcare. Participants noted the
lack of diversity in examples, a suggestion that ties in with
earlier research by VanMerriënboer et al.16 who underscored
the importance of using a varied set of examples to help lear-
ners recognize so-called generalities, and recurring princi-
ples, in the real world. By presenting learners with a
variety of authentic examples that illustrate these generalities,
they are equipped to transfer these generalities to their own
context. Consequently, the use of similar cases in the work-
shop may have inhibited participants’ ability to recognize
general principles in the real world.

Second, including participants of different nationalities
and professions could strengthen the workshop. Participants
applauded and initiated collaborative learning in the work-
shop. Having a variety of backgrounds, they felt they could
learn from each other’s perspectives, even if their personal
experience was limited. Consistent with studies by O’Keefe
et al.22 and Robben et al.,23 the workshop supported interac-
tions that clarified different perspectives, encouraging partici-
pants to learn from professionals from other disciplines. Since
cross-border healthcare is an interprofessional endeavour, in
which an interprofessional group of, for instance, administra-
tors, nurses, paramedics and physicians collaboratively
organize healthcare, a next step could be to provide the work-
shop in international and interprofessional groups. Learning
with and from different professions and nationalities might
help professionals to see more opportunities to enhance
patient care with others. With such a diversified participant
group, challenges similar to those of cross-border healthcare
– such as differences in language, education and culture –
should be considered.

Last, reflection on cross-border healthcare requires a
certain amount of experience with it. Both quantitative
and qualitative data showed that critical reflection was chal-
lenging for some participants. Previous studies have linked
such difficulties with reflective learning to the extent to
which learners see value in what they learn.24 As
Sandars25 stated: ‘the experience must be interpreted and
integrated into existing knowledge structures to become
new or expanded knowledge. Reflection is crucial for this
active process of learning’ (Sandars25 p. 686). It might be
plausible to assume that dealing with the complexity of

cross-border healthcare required a certain level of experi-
ence or proficiency that some trainees did not yet have.
Nevertheless, regardless of their experience, trainees did
appreciate the complexity of cross-border healthcare and
how it required deliberation with other stakeholders.

This study has a number of strengths. First, insights from
theory (i.e. literature on how to design education based on
learning principles) were used to analyse, design and evalu-
ate a workshop. The results not only offer suggestions for
practice improvement, but also give impetus to reflection
on theory. Second, the mixed-methods approach helped us
to understand what aspects of learning about cross-border
healthcare participants found most helpful and why. Lastly,
many physicians in and out of border regions will come to
deal with cross-border healthcare. This study has shown
that they can be prepared for complexities that come with it.

The study also has limitations. First, the study had a rela-
tively small sample size, especially for the quantitative part
of this study. Second, the workshop was of short duration
and was offered in a specific context (the Meuse-Rhine
Euroregion) for a specific target group (trainees).
Consequently, the learning principles might require a differ-
ent application to the tasks or goals when used in different
contexts or for different target groups. Lastly, as partici-
pants’ long-term learning was not monitored, it is
unknown whether and how the workshop, or, better yet, a
series of these workshops in which trainees discuss relevant
cases, will help them to navigate cross-border healthcare.

The workshop designed and evaluated in this study is cer-
tainly not the solution to all challenges of cross-border
healthcare. However, it should be part of a continuous pro-
fessional development trajectory for regional healthcare pro-
viders. Assuming that good cross-border collaboration
requires more practice than a short workshop can offer,
future research on cross-border healthcare education should
focus on the integration of such small initiatives into the
bigger picture of a professional development trajectory.
This would call for longitudinal research exploring how
healthcare professionals learn to navigate regional healthcare
networks, and how education could support this process.
Additionally, further research is necessary to determine
how adaptations to other contexts and target groups might
affect the process and outcomes of the workshop.

The study emphasizes the need for attention to complex
situations such as cross-border healthcare in postgraduate
specialty training. A variety of authentic examples can
help raise awareness of the challenges and opportunities,
even if trainees have little experience with cross-border
healthcare. As cross-border healthcare is a collaborative
effort, it should be taught in a collaborative setting so that
participants can learn from and with each other.
Furthermore, this study highlights the merits of a thoughtful
design and evaluation of workshops. Even when workshops
address a very specific topic, broad theoretical insights into
learning can and should inform their design and evaluation.

Beuken et al. 7



Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank Michael Hoven for his contribution to
the workshop, Suzanne Geuskens for her trust and support in pro-
viding the workshop in chaotic times, and the participants for their
constructive feedback.

Declaration of conflicting interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Ethical considerations
The study proposal was reviewed and approved by the Maastricht
University Health, Medicine and Life Sciences Ethics Review
Committee (ID: FHML-REC/2020/005/Amendment 2).

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This
work was supported by the INTERREG-VA (grant no. EMR90).

ORCID iDs
Juliëtte A Beuken https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5431-9418
Mara EJ Bouwmans https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8663-1203

Supplemental material
Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References
1. Glinos IA, Baeten R, Helble M, et al. A typology of cross-

border patient mobility. Health Place 2010; 16: 1145–
1155.

2. Glonti K, Hawkesworth S, Footman K, et al. European Health
professionals’ experience of cross-border care through the
lens of three common conditions. Eur J Integr Med 2015; 7:
29–35.

3. Bouwmans ME, Beuken JA, Verstegen DM, et al. Patient
handover in a European border region: cross-sectional
survey study among healthcare workers to explore the status
quo, potential risks, and solutions. Int J Care Coord 2021;
24: 72–81.

4. Verra SE, Kroeze R and Ruggeri K. Facilitating safe and suc-
cessful cross-border healthcare in the European Union.Health
Policy 2016; 120: 718–727.

5. Beuken JA, Bouwmans ME, Verstegen DM, et al. Out of
sight, out of mind? A qualitative study of patients’ perspec-
tives on cross-border healthcare in a European border
region. Patient Educ Couns 2021; 104; 2559–2564.

6. Groene O, Lombarts M, Klazinga N, et al. Is patient-
centredness in European hospitals related to existing quality
improvement strategies? Analysis of a cross-sectional
survey (MARQuIS study). BMJ Qual Saf 2009; 18: i44–i50.

7. Jabakhanji SB, Meier TM, Ramakers-van Kuijk MA, et al.
Agreements and practical experience of trauma care

cooperation in Central Europe: the “Boundless Trauma Care
Central Europe”(BTCCE) project. Injury 2015; 46: 519–524.

8. Beuken JA, Verstegen DM, Dolmans DH, et al. Going the
extra mile—cross-border patient handover in a European
border region: qualitative study of healthcare professionals’
perspectives. BMJ Qual Saf 2020; 29: 980–987.

9. Kripalani S, LeFevre F, Phillips CO, et al. Deficits in commu-
nication and information transfer between hospital-based and
primary care physicians: implications for patient safety and
continuity of care. JAMA 2007; 297: 831–841.

10. Merten H, Van Galen LS and Wagner C. Safe handover. Br
Med J 2017; 359: j4328.

11. Dolmans DH and Tigelaar D. Building bridges between
theory and practice in medical education using a design-based
research approach: AMEE guide no. 60.Med Teach 2012; 34:
1–10.

12. McKenney S and Reeves TC. Educational design research:
portraying, conducting, and enhancing productive scholar-
ship. Med Educ 2021; 55: 82–92.

13. McKenney S and Reeves TC. Educational design research. In
Handbook of research on educational communications and
technology. New York, NY: Springer, 2014, pp. 131–140.

14. euPrevent. Best practice in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, https://
euregio-mrinfo/euregio-mr-de-wAssets/docs/CoViVa_Action3_
digital-version-Vademecum-euPrevent.pdf\ (2019, accessed
July 7, 2022).

15. Brown JS, Collins A and Duguid P. Situated cognition and the
culture of learning. Edu Res 1989; 18: 32–42.

16. VanMerriënboer JJ, Clark RE and De Croock MB. Blueprints
for complex learning: the 4C/ID-model. Educ Technol Res
Dev 2002; 50: 39–61.

17. Laal M and Ghodsi SM. Benefits of collaborative learning.
Procedia – Social Behav Sci 2012; 31: 486–490.

18. Dolmans DH. How theory and design-based research can
mature PBL practice and research. Adv Health Sci Edu
2019; 24: 879–891.

19. Moon J. Using reflective learning to improve the impact of
short courses and workshops. J Contin Edu Health Prof
2004; 24: 4–11.

20. Kolb DA. Experiential learning: experience as the source of
learning and development. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson
Education, 2015.

21. Braun V and Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psych-
ology. Qual Res Psychol 2006; 3: 77–101.

22. O’Keefe M, Henderson A and Chick R. Defining a set of
common interprofessional learning competencies for health
profession students. Med Teach 2017; 39: 463–468.

23. Robben S, Perry M, van Nieuwenhuijzen L, et al. Impact of
interprofessional education on collaboration attitudes, skills,
and behavior among primary care professionals. J Contin
Edu Health Prof 2012; 32: 196–204.

24. Mann K, Gordon J and MacLeod A. Reflection and reflective
practice in health professions education: a systematic review.
Adv Health Sci Edu 2009; 14: 595–621.

25. Sandars J. The use of reflection in medical education: AMEE
guide no. 44. Med Teach 2009; 31: 685–695.

8 International Journal of Care Coordination 0(0)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5431-9418
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5431-9418
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8663-1203
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8663-1203
https://euregio-mrinfo/euregio-mr-de-wAssets/docs/CoViVa_Action3_digital-version-Vademecum-euPrevent.pdf\
https://euregio-mrinfo/euregio-mr-de-wAssets/docs/CoViVa_Action3_digital-version-Vademecum-euPrevent.pdf\
https://euregio-mrinfo/euregio-mr-de-wAssets/docs/CoViVa_Action3_digital-version-Vademecum-euPrevent.pdf\
https://euregio-mrinfo/euregio-mr-de-wAssets/docs/CoViVa_Action3_digital-version-Vademecum-euPrevent.pdf\

	 Introduction
	 Methods
	 Setting
	 Intervention
	 Participants
	 Data collection
	 Data-analysis
	 Reflexivity
	 Ethical considerations

	 Results
	 Theme 1 – Attention to cross-border healthcare fostered awareness of its complexity
	 Theme 2 – Real-life examples stimulated recognition of challenges and opportunities
	 Theme 3 – Discussions in interdisciplinary and international groups helped to see different perspectives
	 Theme 4 – Reflection made trainees think about their own roles and perspectives
	 Triangulation

	 Discussion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


