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If research does not meet the highest possible 
standard of evidence then its usefulness is 
obviously compromised.  An essential 
component of programs being evidence based 
relates to the implementation of programs with 
fidelity.  Program fidelity refers to the degree to 
which facilitators implement programs as 
designed by the program.  Current research on 
fidelity is clear: programs delivered with high 
fidelity tend to produce positive outcomes more 
consistently than those with low fidelity. 

The facilitator plays a key role in the 
dissemination and implementation of programs  
and thus are a critical component of the 
maintenance of program fidelity.  Several 
facilitator characteristics have been found to 
influence fidelity, including the level of 
program-specific training received by the 
facilitator, the level of facilitator buy-in into a 
particular program facilitators’ broad level of 
experience in leading groups, and facilitator 
pro-fidelity beliefs.  This study seeks to further 
understand the relationships between these 
characteristics and expand on previous 
literature.     

Methods
Self-report data was collected from program 
facilitators of a semester long resiliency 
development program targeted towards at-risk 
youth.  The resiliency development program 
consisted of various group games and 
initiatives with an intentionally designed 
program plan behind each activity. All 
facilitators had previously received a minimum 
of 14 hours of training specific to this program 
and the desired outcomes.

Facilitator pro-fidelity beliefs decreased from 
pre-program (M = 5.27, SD = .93) to post-
program (M = 4.72, SD = .80), a statistically 
significant mean decrease of .55 points, (95% 
CI [.241, .856], t(59), p = .001, d = .46), also 
indicating a small to medium effect size. 

Facilitator buy-in (scaled 1 – 7, strongly 
disagree to strongly agree) decreased from 
pre-program (M = 5.76, SD = .86) to post 
program (M = 5.42, SD = 1.06), a statistically 
significant mean decrease of .34 points, (95% 
CI [.128, .543], t(58) = 3.24, p = .002, d = .42), 
indicating a small to medium effect size.

Facilitators were measured on several 
characteristics including their level of buy-in, 
program support, training, and experience via 
self report using an instrument, the Facilitator 
Characteristics and Program Contributions 
scale (FCPC).  

The FCPC which was developed after 
extensive research in the fields of social 
science, facilitation, and experiential education.  
Reliability analyses indicated that the 
measures used were valid.  

Facilitator Reports of Facilitator Characteristics: Descriptive Statistics  
Variable M      α Range n of items Skew Kurtosis 

 
 

 Facilitator Buy-in 5.68 
1.28 

.799 1 - 7 5 -.866 
.316 

.185 

.623 
 

Facilitator Pro-
Fidelity Beliefs 

5.22 
1.27 

.677 1 - 7 4 -.003 
.316 

-.248 
.623 

 

Facilitator Experience 
and Training  

4.96 
1.53 

.750 1 - 7 5 -.759 
.316 

-.067 
.623 

 

Facilitator Hours of 
Experience 
Facilitating Groups 

190.15 
356.48 

 0 - 2000 1 3.459 
.279 

13.26 
.552 

 

Facilitator hours of 
Program Specific 
Experience  

18.86 
13.63 

 14 – 85 1 3.747 
.279 

14.334 
.552 

 

Facilitator Pro-
Fidelity Beliefs and 
Actions* 

4.92 
1.42 

.551 1 – 7  3 -.334 
.316 

.213 

.623 
 

Facilitator Buy-in 
Post Program* 

5.44 
1.38 

.778 1 – 7 5 -1.377 
.316 

2.268 
.623 

 

Influence of 
Facilitator Training 
and Experience* 

5.56 
1.33 

.898 1 – 7  6 -1.522 
.316 

4.768 
.623 

 

* Indicates data was collected post-program 

Participants

Self-report data was collected from 74 program 
facilitators majoring in Park, Recreation, and 
Tourism Studies with an average of 2.16 years 
of college education prior to program 
implementation and immediately following the 
commencement of the semester long resiliency 
development program targeted towards at-risk 
middle school students.  Facilitators were fairly 
diverse with 51 reporting as female (69%), 23 
reporting as male (31%).  Ethnically facilitators 
reported primarily as white (n = 52) or black (n
= 15), with mixed race making up the next 
largest group (n = 5).

Correlations of Facilitator Characteristics  
Variable 1 

 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1.BIP 1.00 .539** .566** .111 .076 -.028 .174 .673** .493** 

2.PFB  1.00 .283* .093 -.037 -.187 .050 .303* .295* 

3.BTE   1.00 .026 .168 .131 .161 .429* .552** 

4.EFG    1.00 .074 -.107 -.001 .010 .198 

5.PST     1.00 .058 .064 .173 .160 

6.CCST      1.00 -.057 .067 .133 

7.PFBA       1.00 .319** .306* 

8.PPBI        1.00 .546** 

9.ITE         1.00 

 
* (p < .05)     ** (p < .01) (CCST) Challenge Course Specific Training in 

Hours 
(BIP) Facilitator Buy-in to Program (PFBA) Facilitator Pro-Fidelity Beliefs  

and Actions 
(PFB) Facilitator Pro-Fidelity Beliefs 
 

(PPBI) Facilitator Buy-in Post Program 
 

(BTE) Facilitator Beliefs about Experience 
 

(ITE) Influence of Facilitator Training and 
Experience  

(EFG) Hours of Experience Facilitating 
Groups 

 

 

Implications

After adjustment for pre-program buy-in, there 
was no statistically significant difference in post 
program buy-in between levels of facilitation 
experience, F(2, 55) = 2.351, p = .11.  
However, there was a statistically significant 
difference in levels of post program buy-in 
based on levels of pre-program buy-in, F(1, 55) 
= 50.27, p < .001,  η2 = .478, accounting for 
22% of variance.

ANCOVA Results for Program Buy-in by Facilitator Experience Level 
Source SS df MS F p 
BIP 29.92 1 29.91 50.27 .001 

EFG by Cat. 2.799 2 1.399 2.351 .105 

(BIP) Pre-program Facilitator Buy-in 
(EFG by Cat.) Experience level facilitating groups; divided into 3 sub-groups 

The positive relationship of pre-program buy-in 
(BIP) to beliefs about training and experience 
(BTE), and post program buy-in is in line with 
current research that indicates program buy-in 
is influenced by training and experience and 
should predict future program buy-in. 
Additionally the strong positive correlation 
between pre-program pro fidelity beliefs (PFB) 
and beliefs about training and experience 
(BTE), again is in line with current research in 
that the more prepared (trained and 
experienced) a facilitator feels about a program 
the more likely there are to implement it as 
designed.  These findings should contribute to 
the fields understanding of the complexity of 
facilitator characteristics and future behaviors.  
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