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Summary & Discussion

• The relationship between outcomes and implementation in experiential 
education contains relatively low levels of research and few outcome 
studies have targeted areas involving fidelity to discover the specific 
qualities of programs that encourage change (McKenzie, 2000).  Fidelity 
refers to the degree which programs are implemented as designed by 
the program developers (Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, & Hansen, 2003).  

• Several factors influence fidelity of implementation, including the level 
of program-specific training received by the facilitator, the level of 
facilitator buy-in into a particular program, (Cunningham, McCalister, & 
MacVicar, 2011) facilitators education level and broad level of 
experience in leading groups (Mihalic et al., 2008).

• The roles of training and buy-in are clear in the literature; adequately 
trained facilitators are better able to understand program theory and 
goals as well as the linkages between those goals and specific program 
plans (Tucker & Rheingold, 2010). Similarly, facilitators who have 
“bought in” and believe in program goals have demonstrated to deliver 
programming with higher levels of fidelity (Stein et al., 2008).

• The associations between level of facilitator education and fidelity are 
less clear; some research has demonstrated that these traits are actually 
predictors of lower fidelity (Dusenbury, Brannigan, Hansen, Walsh, & 
Falco, 2005).
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Participants

 Facilitator education level was negatively correlated with 
facilitator beliefs about fidelity before the program r(27) =-.38,p
= .04 and with buy-in prior to the program r(27)=-.34,p=.07

 The number of challenge course specific trainings received by a 
facilitator were negatively correlated with pre fidelity              
r(27)=-.39,p=.03, post fidelity r(24)=-.40,p=.04,and pre buy-in              
r(27)=-.59,p=.0009.

 Facilitator beliefs about fidelity before the program were 
positively correlated with buy-in r(27)=.46,p=.013, and fidelity 
after the program r(25)=.55,p=.003

 Facilitator buy-in before the program was positively correlated 
with fidelity to the program design r(25)=.35, p=.07  

Results

I believe in the goals of the program I am about to facilitate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I follow predesigned program plans 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Deviating from program plans allows me to meet program goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The level of training I received was sufficient for this program 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I trust in the program I am about to facilitate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Measures

• What role does facilitator education level play in the achievement of 
fidelity?

• How does training influence program fidelity?
• How does facilitator buy-in to a program influence fidelity?

Procedure

• We collected data from 26 facilitators in a 1.5 day leadership 
development program for first year students.  We examined three 
facilitator factors that have been identified in the literature as predictors 
of fidelity: education, program buy-in, and training Two days prior to the 
program, facilitators completed items assessing their buy-in to the 
program, program-specific training, general group facilitation 
experience, and beliefs about program fidelity. Facilitators reported 
actual implementation fidelity immediately following the program.

• 26 facilitators with a mean age of 24.24 years with a mean level of 
4.03 years of college education.  Facilitators consisted of both 
professional university staff recruited from on campus student life 
organizations and current undergraduate student staff hired via an 
internal application process.  All facilitators received at least 10 hours 
of training relating to the program.

• We adapted our survey instruments from scales developed by  
Dusenbury, Brannigan, Hansen, Walsh, & Falco (2005) and Gresham 
(1989).

Strongly Disagree     1    2    3    4    5    6    7     Strongly Agree
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• These results suggest that for this program, education 
level has a negative impact on facilitator buy-in.  The 
more educated a facilitator was the more likely they 
wouldn't be bought into the program.  This speaks to 
some research that facilitators with high levels of 
experience and education often have negative 
attitudes about new programs.  This information could 
be helpful in the screening and selection process of 
program facilitators.  

• When facilitators had higher levels of challenge course 
specific training they were shown to have a negative 
association with fidelity and buy-in.  A potential 
explanation for this relates to the potential over 
confidence of more experienced and trained 
facilitators, which matches current research.

• Facilitators with higher buy-in maintained program 
fidelity better than facilitators with low buy-in and 
when facilitators believed that fidelity was important 
to achieve the program goals they had both higher 
buy-in and higher fidelity.  Given this information it will 
be important for future program implementers to 
develop trainings that encourage both buy-in and 
demonstrate the importance of maintaining fidelity to 
the program design. 

• This study will help to inform future program 
implementers relating the development of training 
programs prior to program implementation, screening 
and selection of facilitators, and strategies for 
measuring fidelity in experiential education.  
Additionally it will help to contribute to the limited 
body of knowledge relating to fidelity in experiential 
education.

• Our next steps will be to compare the results of the 
participant data to the facilitator traits listed here and 
determine what groups had the best outcomes based 
off of their facilitator characteristics and how we can 
further enhance our participant experiences.  


