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Enhancing youth development programs through logic model assessment

Aumentar los programas de desarrollo juvenil a través de la evaluación 
del modelo lógico

Thomas Martinek
University of North Carolina at Greensboro. USA

In traditional approaches to evaluation, emphasis is often placed on determining the ultimate outcomes or end
products of a program. Consequently, little regard is given to those mediating outcomes that define the actual
operations or fidelity of the program. This purpose of the article is to describe how a logic model can be used
to evaluate the fidelity of youth development programming.  In describing the model several things are inclu-
ded. First, basic assumptions underlying program evaluation are described. These assist in understanding how
and why programs are assessed.  Along with this, basic evaluation designs that have typically been used in eva-
luation efforts are presented. Next, a logic model which embraces the idea of looking at both process as well as
product aspects of a program is presented. A theory of change approach is used here (Connell  & Kibrich, 1998;
Izzo, et al., 2004) where basic principles and strategies to the evaluation process are applied.  Finally, an exam-
ple of how this approach is applied to a youth development sport program is provided. Immediate and inter-
mediate outcomes are illustrated in the example and show how they create a pathway for impacting ultimate
program outcomes. The expected end product from this portrayal is to offer a broader lens for effectively eva-
luating the efficacy of youth development programs.
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En los enfoques tradicionales de evaluación, a menudo énfasis en determinar el último resultados
o productos finales de un programa. Por lo tanto, poca atención se da a los resultados que defi-
nen las operaciones reales o fidelidad del programa de mediación. Este propósito del artículo es
describir cómo puede utilizarse un modelo lógico para evaluar la fidelidad de la programación de
desarrollo de la juventud.  En la descripción del modelo se incluyen varias cosas. Evaluación del
programa de supuestos básicos, primer se describen. Estos ayudan a comprender cómo y por qué
se evalúan los programas.  Junto con esto, se presentan diseños de evaluación básica que se han
utilizado típicamente en los esfuerzos de evaluación. A continuación, se presenta un modelo de
lógica que plantea la idea de mirar tanto de proceso como de producto aspectos de un programa.
Una teoría del cambio de enfoque se utiliza aquí (Connell y Kibrich, 1998; Izzo, et al., 2004) donde
se aplican los principios básicos y estrategias para el proceso de evaluación.  Por último, un ejem-
plo de cómo este enfoque se aplica a un programa deportivo es proporcionada. Los resultados
inmediatos e intermedios se muestra en el ejemplo y mostrar cómo crean una vía para impactar
los resultados del último programa. El producto final esperado de este retrato es ofrecer un lente
más amplio para evaluar con eficacia la eficacia de los programas de desarrollo juvenil.
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here is a vast spectrum of youth development programs in our communities that offer to 
elevate the character and well-being of children and youth who live in poverty. Efforts to 

strengthen these programs certainly hold promise in increasing skills, enhancing confidence, 
broadening new horizons, promoting positive values, and directing youth in making good 
decisions. At the same time, the success of these programs to help youth rise above their life 
challenges calls for various ways of evaluating their efficacy. Quite often program developers 
and directors lack the resources or expertise to use traditional techniques although funding of 
programs is contingent on showing results (Izzo, Connell, Gambone, & Bradshaw, 2004).  In 
addition, the dynamic interplay among the values of the participants and program leaders, the 
goals of the program, and the external forces impacting delivery (e.g., schools, neighborhood) 
must become part of the research agenda. 
Various approaches to evaluation that give program funders and directors necessary 
information for program improvement are clearly needed. Credibility, accountability, 
defensibility, worth, growth, needs, validity, practical significance, costs, and reliability are 
just some of the concepts that come into play as one formally evaluates any program (Madaus, 
Scriven, & Stufflebeam, 1986).  Certainly, few would argue that the quality of youth 
programming and services are dependent on how evaluation is rendered in an effective way. 

Historically, we can see that program evaluation has served three important functions: a) to 
help determine program effectiveness, b) to modify ongoing program operations, and c) to 
identify what needs to be done to improve the program.   Testing, modifying, and affirming 
ideas have lead several practitioners to use a blend of traditional and non-traditional forms of 
evaluation (Martinek, 2000).  Unfortunately, for many practitioners their approaches to 
evaluating these three functions have not served them very well.  The methods used by 
practitioners often miss the mark in terms of clarifying the effectiveness of their program.  They 
also provide little guidance on how programs can be modified to improve their effectiveness 
(Izzo, et al., 2004).  Significant time and resources are spent in the evaluation effort with little 
payback for program planning and improvement. 

There are several reasons for this.  One of these is, that quite often, practitioners and program 
planners have little input into the evaluation process. That is, they are often separated from 
those deliberations that determine their own evaluation questions.  Questions are more than 
likely to be determined by the funders of the program (i.e., a product of funders' agendas). 
Although the recent focus on community-based research has provided a foothold on involving 
practitioners in the research process, little has been done to assist in identifying changes that 
need to be made during program operations. Therefore, continued involvement of practitioners 
in the evaluation process is critical if results are to become meaningful and useful.   

Another reason is that funders focus more on outcome data that determines overall program 
effectiveness (e.g., did the program cause a decrease in school suspension rates? Or was there 
a significant improvement in the students' grades?).  Little if any is done to assess what the 
program is actually doing (e.g., is it giving participants leadership opportunities? Are activities 
providing choices for the participants?). This type of approach has been characterized by Patton 
(Patton, 1997) as "black box" evaluation since there is lack of attention of what actually goes 
on during the program being evaluated.  Rather, there needs to be attention given to what 
happens during the program in order to know what caused any changes in the outcomes. This 
will require a new way that evaluation must take place--a way that involves the practitioner 
and allows for clarification of what a program is doing or not doing. This will not only insure 
that relevance of data will be realized by the practitioner, but it will also explain what 
changes/modifications need to be made to insure future program success. One way to 
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accomplish this goal is to apply logical reasoning in developing an evaluation scheme.  The 
purpose of the article is to describe a logic model as a framework for evaluating youth 
development programming. It provides a unique approach to how youth programs can be 
evaluated. First, basic assumptions underlying program evaluation are described.  Along with 
this, basic evaluation designs that have typically been used in evaluation efforts will be 
presented. Next, a logic model which will embrace the idea of looking at both process as well 
as product aspects of a program will be presented.  A theory of change approach is used here 
(Connell & Kibrich, 1998; Izzo, et al., 2004) where basic principles and strategies to the 
evaluation process will be presented.  Finally, an example of how this approach is applied to a 
youth development sport program will be described.  
Assumptions Underlying Program Evaluation 

The process of evaluating programs operates through three basic assumptions. The first is there 
is a commitment to making a difference (Martinek, 2000).  An obvious rationale for assessing 
any program is that it will benefit the stakeholders--the children and youth who participate in 
it.  Being committed to making a difference is at the forefront of the evaluation process. There 
are several challenges to this assumption.  One of these is that funders want numbers to show 
that what they funded is working—this certainly makes sense.  And, there is simply the need 
to be held accountable--something that all program agendas must include.  
A second assumption is that youth development programs will more than likely work indirectly 
to create a number of experiences that are developmental and typically building upon one 
another (Intrator and Siegel, 2014; MacDonald & Valdivieso, 2000; National Research Council 
and Institute of Medicine, 2002). This will make it important to identify the unique pathways 
created by learning experiences along with the strategies that push kids along those pathways.  
By doing this a particular framework (or theory) is created to insure that positive change will 
take place.  It provides a framework for future program planning and evaluation (Izzo, et al., 
2004). This will also make the data useful to all and will enable the program directors, staff, 
parents interpret the results in a meaningful and informed way.   

A final assumption is that it is impossible to prove that a program was totally effective (it 
proved to produce intended outcomes). There will always be some degree of uncertainty about 
the program's effectiveness. That is, can we determine if positive outcomes actually occurred 
and can they be attributed to the program?  The very best we can do is to provide some evidence 
that seems to indicate there is some causal connections between the program experiences and 
ultimate outcome (Izzo, et al., 2004). Doing this requires an understanding of what the 
program's experiences are and what they are intended to do.  Also, measuring outcomes need 
to be done in a valid and reliable way and will need to include more than just assessing  ultimate 
outcomes. Rather, there needs to be ways of verifying (determining fidelity) that parts of the 
program are happening and that they are interconnected to each other and the ultimate 
outcomes.    
Basic Designs 

Attributing program outcomes is usually done one of two ways.  One way is by using an 
experimental design where two groups--one group who was exposed to the program and 
another (an equivalent group) that was not (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  If the program 
group showed positive outcomes over the non-program group, then one could conclude that 
the outcomes were attributed to the program.  The problem with group comparisons, is that it 
is virtually impossible to have two truly equivalent groups. Although poverty, race, and 
economic status are common denominators among underserved groups, each youngster brings 
into the program circumstances and daily experiences unique in severity and scope. And, they 
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also bring various levels of adaptability to hardship conditions. Therefore any differences found 
may be affected by pre-existing differences between the two groups. Also, there is an ethical 
issue involved by withholding the program from those in the control group Many program 
directors are reluctant to do this--making it unattractive to them to adopt this type of model. 
A second type of evaluation model is what is called a time series or repeated measure design 
(Shadish, et al., 2002). In this model, a group of participants is assessed at certain intervals of 
the program (e.g., pre, mid, & post). The program group serves as its own comparison group. 
The idea here is to determine whether changes are occurring naturally during the program's 
operation.  The first measure occurs before the program begins. This provides a baseline for 
subsequent measures.  Patterns of change then are explored to determine program impact. For 
example, if school office referrals (Martinek, McLaughlin, & how , 1999) were found to be 
high prior to the program, and then gradually decreased during the program, one could 
conclude (in part) that the program had some impact on this particular outcome. This approach 
to evaluation has been found to be more appropriate given the restrictions found with two group 
designs. This design seems to work when access to the data is readily available for measuring 
at regular intervals.  School and program records and surveys that are used over a distinct time 
period lend themselves well to this type of design (See Martinek, et al., 1999). 

Results 
In order to fully grasp how the logic model is used several elements will be described in this 
section. Recall that in applying this model the theory of change approach becomes the 
foundation for the evaluation process. The following elements are included in this section: a) 
application of the logic model, b) weekly schedule, c) how it works, d) nature of activities, and 
d) resources.   
Application of the Logic Model 

Avoiding the "black box" approach to evaluation requires that processes of the program are 
taken into account. The logic model applies here. It takes into account the various causal 
pathways that lead to ultimate outcomes being impacted by the program.  These pathways are 
formed by various theories (or ideas) that support the connections made among the various 
outcomes. An application of this model is provided and focuses on the Youth Leader Corps 
(YLC) program at a southern university in the United States (Martinek & Hellison, 2016; 
Martinek, 2016). The YLC program provides at-risk high school students an opportunity to 
plan and teach life skills to younger underserved children. The student leaders attend an 
alternative high school, called a middle college, which is situated on the university campus.  
Leaders are selected based on their own interest and from referrals from the classroom teachers 
and the school counselor. The selection criteria identifies those students who chronically 
struggle academically and socially in the regular classroom setting. Also their past school 
biographies are plagued with high absenteeism, poor grades, and frequent school suspension.  
By participating in the YLC key leadership attributes such as strategic thinking, problem 
solving, communication, emotional control, and conflict resolution (Wright, 2012; Wright, 
Ding, & Pickering, 2010) can be attained. These qualities have been shown to be important 
requisites for being more successful in their classroom work (Chafee, 2013; Intrator & Siegal, 
2008, 2014; Simonton, 2016;).  

Students receive three workshop sessions of training where they learn how to teach life skills 
through physical activity. They are also familiarized with Don Hellison’s Teaching Personal 
and Social Responsibility (TPSR) model (Hellison, 2011). The TPSR model serves as a 
framework for planning and teaching the life skills lessons.  Familiarization with the TPSR 
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goals, personal core values, and teaching strategies are covered in the three sessions. The 
teaching strategies help students create experiences that focus on the responsibility values (i.e., 
self-control, respect for the rights and feeling of others, trying one’s best, being self-directed, 
helping and leading others and applying values outside the gym). These strategies include ways 
for relationship building, empowering students, integrating TPSR values into lesson 
experiences, self reflection, and transferring values outside the gym.  Table 1 illustrates the 
content of the three training sessions.  Emphasis is also placed on having a strong commitment 
to the program and on representing the YLC in a positive manner in their high school classes. 
Also, the skills of authentic reflection are woven into the training lessons. Training is provided 
by graduate students and faculty staff.  

Tabla 1. YLC Training Schedule 
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The first two sessions focus on familiarization of the TPSR values, program responsibilities, 
teaching strategies, other pedagogical considerations, and assignment of teaching teams.  
During the third session the leaders, working in pairs, get together to plan for the first day of 
the program. Focal points of this meeting are on what to teach and partner responsibility roles.  
Each lesson is written on a lesson plan guide form. Three areas are described in the plan. First 
are the goals of the lesson—what do the leaders want to accomplish with the kids and the TPSR 
goal(s) to be addressed. Next is the activity or activities that will be provided. Leaders are 
encouraged to be as specific as possible when describing the activities (e.g., types of grouping, 
actions required by participants, rules to follow, etc.). Finally the equipment needs (i.e., type 
and number) are entered into the plan.     
On the flip side of the lesson plan guide are three areas that the leader is asked to reflect upon 
after each lesson. The first touches upon the type of contribution the leader made to the lesson. 
For example, a leader may express how (s)he was able to manage the group effectively 
throughout the lesson.  In response to the second area, the leader is asked about ways (s)he 
showed leadership for that particular lesson. And finally, many lessons will present some type 
of challenge for the leader (e.g., dealing with bad behavior, clarifying directions, organizing 
kids into groups (period placement)). The third area of reflection focuses on those challenges 
that need to be addressed in future lessons.  
Weekly Schedule           

The YLC runs twice a week.  On one of the days the leaders travel to an elementary school 
which is located in a public housing community.  Here they work with thirty 4th and 5th grade 
students who have been selected by their school counselor and teachers to participate in the 
after-school program. These are students who have struggled in their classroom work and have 
acquired risk behaviors that make them vulnerable to school failure.      
The second YLC program is held later in the week where the leaders work with children from 
three underserved communities-each populated with refugee families from Mexico, Africa, and 
Indonesia. This program is affiliated with an outreach center located on the university's campus. 
The center provides services and resources to refugee/immigrant families located in the local 
community.  Approximately thirty-five children (age 8 to 12 years old) are transported to the 
campus by university vans.  
In both programs, stations are set up where the leaders work with groups of students for about 
10 minutes. The students then move to another station and set of leaders. The lesson format for 
each lesson is one that was covered in the leaders' training sessions (i.e., group discussion, 
activity, group discussion, personal reflection, rotation to next station). At the conclusion of 
the program, a large group meeting is conducted.  Participants are asked about the types of 
things they learned (i.e., TPSR values), their contribution to the experience, and ways they can 
apply the TPSR values outside the gym.    

A post-program meeting is held during which the leaders, assistants, and faculty leader share 
perceptions about how things went.  The challenges, successes, and strategies often surface 
during these discussions. The leaders then meet to plan for the next week's program.  The 
program session concludes with everyone going to the university cafeteria for dinner--a great 
time for continued dialogue about the program experience.   
How the Model Works                               

The following is a description of how the logic model works in evaluating the YLC. It will 
show how ultimate outcomes are the result of various processes (other outcomes) that are being 
created during the program.  The model should serve to guide evaluation decisions and interpret 



Martinek, T. (2017). Enhancing Youth Development Programs Through Logic Model Assessment. RICYDE. Revista 
internacional de ciencias del deporte, 49(13), 302-316. 
https://doi.org/10.5232/ricyde2017.04908 

	
308	

the reasons for program outcomes. The goal is to develop confidence in being a leader and 
apply responsible behavior in the classroom. Program structure empowers the students to plan 
their own lesson, provide opportunities for personal reflection, and provides guidance to the 
leaders from university staff and graduate students. Besides determining ultimate outcome 
goals, the model also provides opportunity among staff and leaders to share ways in which the 
program activities will produce ultimate outcomes. 
Figure 1 shows that there are four main elements in the logic model that have been identified 
by Izzo and her colleagues (2004): a) activities and resources, b) immediate outcome, c) 
intermediate outcomes, and d) ultimate outcomes.   

Activities and resources refer to what is being taught and the various parts of the program that 
produce certain outcomes. It can also include certain structural and resource aspects that help 
to support the program's operation.  Immediate outcomes are those outcomes that occur 
immediately from the program activities and are viewed as the experiences that begin to initiate 
the change process.  Intermediate outcomes are the causal aspects that affect the ultimate 
outcomes.  Essentially immediate and intermediate outcomes are the “connectors” between 
intended goals of the program and its outcomes—some causality is made tenable. During these 
processes the whole issue of true fidelity becomes a focal point in the evaluation process.  It is 
here where the question “Is the program doing what it is intended to be doing?” is answered. 
That is, these outcomes of evaluation attempt to dismantle the “Black Box” problem in program 
delivery. Many times program leaders profess that certain dynamics are occurring—ones that 
are to be the catalysts to create program outcomes. And yet, quite often, the actual dynamics, 
when examined closely, belie their intent.   
Ultimate outcomes are the criteria that will be used to judge the effectiveness of the program.  
They will be the direct by-products of the program and its other outcomes. Each of these 
elements will enable the evaluator to establish the scope and sequence of the evaluation 
process. 
Element one: Activities and resources.  This includes describing the actual activities that 
occurred in the program. The activities listed in Figure 1 illustrate the actual YLC program 
activities that were created to impact the immediate outcomes.  Creating those activities must 
be in line with the mission and goals of the program. Therefore, a certain amount of theory and 
intuitive thought go into knowing what will work and not work. In the YLC program having 
students familiarized with a values-based approach to teaching social and personal 
responsibility, providing students opportunity to plan and teach values-based physical activity 
experiences to younger kids, and providing feedback to the leaders and opportunity to reflect 
upon their teaching experience are the main activities of the program.  In addition, the resources 
such as instructional space, transportation, graduate student assistance/support, and a 
partnership with youth serving organizations are included as supporting aspects of the program. 

Element two: Immediate outcomes.  Since the leaders are given the responsibility of planning 
and teaching the lessons a feeling of empowerment and ownership are gained from the process. 
Although there may be some guidance ultimately it is their job to plan activities that will keep 
the younger kids active and at the same time insure that they will experience one or two of the 
TPSR values during the lesson. 
Another important immediate outcome is the relationship that is fostered between the leaders 
and the kids they teach. Making the right connection with the kids is so vital for the leaders—
it draws them closer to the needs of kids and their struggles. It also enables them to challenge 
the kids without fear of rejection or indifference.  This will reinforce the feeling that their 
leadership is working. Without this foothold the relational aspect of working with their kids is 
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tenable and will present challenges in future engagement efforts. Cultural, behavioral, and skill 
challenges of the younger kids all intersect with the relationship building attempts of the 
leaders. All this will help the leaders to start on a social and positive trajectory in their own 
school lives.  It will also helps them to have successful intermediate and ultimate outcomes.   
 

 
Figura 1. Logic Model 

 

Relationship building is fostered a number of ways. One of the ways is to take time prior to the 
program's start-up. As kids enter the instructional area, the leaders will meet them at the door 
and take time to talk to them, engage in a physical activity (e.g., shooting baskets with them or 
jumping rope), or just say hello and ask them about their day. Beyond these simple interactions, 
genuine listening, acknowledging their contributions, responding to their fears, successes, and 
aspirations all serve to form strong and lasting relationships between the leaders and their kids.   

A final immediate outcome is the leaders becoming more introspective about the role as a 
leader and helper of others. The group discussions and written journal entries following each 
YLC session creates a better feel for what leadership growth and helping others is all about.  It 
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places each leader in a position to know better of what he/she did and can continue to do for 
others. 
One simple way to assess whether the immediate outcomes occurred is for the program director 
to keep a daily journal of how they were evident during each program session.  Five minutes 
can be set aside for this task.  In a more formal way, a check system can be utilized (See Table 
2) where the specific outcomes are checked off if they had appeared during a lesson.  This 
approach can provide a more objective profile of the fidelity of a lesson as well as a pattern of 
occurrence over time.  
Element three: Intermediate outcomes.  It has been theorized that giving kids opportunity to 
plan and teach others offers the foundation for them to gain a sense of autonomy, competence, 
and purpose in their lives (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hellision, 2011; Ryan, Williams, Patrick, & 
Deci, 2009).  Empowering students to lead in the YLC (with guidance) gives them the 
confidence to try things out—not only in the teaching of kids but also to be more fully engage 
in their school work.  The idea of becoming more self-directed comes into play here.  Acquiring 
sense of responsibility for attending, planning, and teaching in the YLC program become 
essential elements for engendering a more focused and enthusiastic approach in the leaders’ 
school work.  Additionally, the role that personal reflection (an immediate outcome) plays into 
all of this cannot be understated. Giving opportunities for students to self examine each 
teaching experience, discover their personal successes, and acknowledge any failures are so 
instrumental in building a foundation for personal improvement in everyday life (Hellison, 
2011; Melendez & Martinek, 2015).  Such opportunities to engage in self growth can solidify 
the leaders' ability to expand their reach for other possibilities of learning outside of the 
program.  Increases in curiosity, elevating one's focus on effort rather than submission will 
become instrumental in future achievement (Heckman & Sanger, 2013).  
Element four: Ultimate outcomes.  The ultimate outcomes were determined to be grade point 
improvement, lessening of office referrals, and increased confidence in being a leader. The 
assumption that follows this outcome selection is that given the length of the program (one 
year) the grades, referrals, and self-confidence were tenable measures.  Grade point average 
can be determined at various grading periods during the year.  Typically, grading takes place 
at 9-week intervals. Office referrals--where teachers send students to the office for disciplinary 
purposes- are kept on a weekly basis.  These can also be acquired at 9- week interval times.  
Leader confidence (i.e., how they saw themselves as leaders), was determined by administering 
a short four-item questionnaire at the end of each 9-week period. Four questions are included 
in the scale: 1) How confident are you in working with children? 2) How confident are you in 
providing a TPSR physical activity experience? 3) How confident are you in being a youth 
leader? and 4) How confident are you about leading a small group discussion at the end of each 
lesson? The items are answered by checking a response along a 4-point likert scale (i.e., very 
confident-4, Confident-3, Somewhat Confident-2, Not Confident-1). Certainly looking at long 
range effects (beyond high school) would be another possibility. But that would require another 
set of resources--ones that were not available to track students into adulthood. 
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Table 2—Immediate Outcome Checklist (Modified from TPSR Implementation Checklist-www.TPSR- 
alliance.org) 

 
Nature of Activities 
As previously mentioned, a major issue that program leaders face is to know how well the 
activities are being executed. Knowing this is important since the levels and types of activities 
will determine any impact on program outcomes.  In any program evaluation it is important 
that the evaluation process focuses on the fidelity of its implementation.  The various pathways 
that function in a program all need to contribute in a wholistic way to the ultimate outcomes of 
the program. It should also be noted that the degree of fidelity will vary from “full 
implementation” to some watered down version of the model (Gordon, Jacobs, & Wright, 
2016).  In fact, some parts of the program may not be functioning at all.  But knowing which 
parts of the program are functioning well and which ones are not will help to explain the level 
of impact that occurs.  It is also important to note that variations may occur for the right 
purposes.  According to Gordon and Doyle (2015) some programmers may have a good grasp 
of the model but find changes in things like context and/or student disposition may require a 
“tweak” in the delivery of the program. This can be done while still maintaining the integrity 



Martinek, T. (2017). Enhancing Youth Development Programs Through Logic Model Assessment. RICYDE. Revista 
internacional de ciencias del deporte, 49(13), 302-316. 
https://doi.org/10.5232/ricyde2017.04908 

	
312	

of the program model.  So some flexibility is good as long as it doesn’t create program features 
that belie the intentions of the model. In the end, the benefits from evaluation efforts will 
depend on the degree to which fidelity is maintained throughout program implementation. Only 
then, can outcomes be truly attributed to the implementation of the program.  Maintaining a 
record of what the program is doing (or not doing) may require systematic observation. Several 
researchers/evaluators (Escarti, Wright, Pascual, & Gutierrez, 2015; MacDonald & McIsaac, 
2016; Wright & Craig, 2011), have advocated for the use of specific instruments to document 
and verify the fidelity of program implementation.  An example of this was given earlier in the 
"Immediate Outcomes" section.   

A Word about Resources 
Part of the model (Figure 1) indicates that available resources are important to consider in the 
evaluation process. They will determine the extent in which program activities can be 
effectively carried out.  Robert Granger (2002) emphasizes that the need to consider supportive 
elements is imperative. Doing so will not only affect program quality but ultimately will bring 
about a greater level of confidence in those who are delivering the program. Program planners 
will no doubt seek a number of resources to insure that the program’s mission will be 
effectively carried out. The most obvious resources usually include things like space, 
transportation, financial support, equipment, and staffing. Some of these key resources were 
important in the operation of the Youth Leader Corps program. Instructional space was one of 
the most critical resources needed. For example, although there was ample outdoor space 
available for part of the program at the elementary school, indoor space was also needed. 
Unfortunately, the school did not have a gymnasium. So instructional space included a 
cafeteria, a hallway, and classroom. For the other program that ran at the university, scheduling 
of a gym was done prior to the beginning of the program.  Access to equipment was also a 
requirement for both programs. This was readily available from the university’s Department of 
Kinesiology.  Funding to cover transportation costs for bringing younger children to the 
campus site and leaders to the school site was provided by a grant.  And, there were the less 
tangible resources such as the partnerships between the program director and a university 
outreach center and the public schools.  A history of strong collaboration between them and 
the director helped to solidified scheduling and transportation support.  Finally, the opportunity 
to work with the alternative high school made it possible to have access to student leaders 
throughout the school year.  
Contributions of Author 

In this article, an attempt was made to provide a compelling example of how program 
evaluation can reach beyond just merely looking at ultimate outcomes. Rather it was argued 
that it is important to examine those mediating qualities that will ultimately impact program 
outcomes. The logic model approach serves to provide guidance for program leaders on the 
best ways to deliver a program by identifying the features of the program that are working and 
those that are not working. In other words, the reasons for failure and success can be identified 
thus impacting the direction for future planning.  Additionally, knowing what data needs to be 
collected and how they will be interpreted become important aspects of the evaluation process. 

One issue that needs to be considered is the causal pathways that determine program impact. 
Most evaluation efforts find it very difficult to attribute outcomes to a program—it is not 
feasible for most evaluation designs to determine this (Izzo, et al., 2004).  However, if certain 
aspects of the program clearly focus on enhancing certain outcomes, and these aspects are 
consistently present throughout implementation (i.e., immediate & intermediate outcomes), 
attributing outcomes to the program become more tenable.  For example, suppose the youth 
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leaders by the end of their first year in the program showed a significant decrease in their office 
referrals, a significant improvement in classroom behavior, and also saw themselves as future 
leaders. They also continually experienced opportunities to plan and teach their own lessons, 
had continued positive relationships with the children they taught, and were able to consistently 
reflect on leadership experiences. They, in turn, gained a better sense of being responsible, 
helpful to others, self-directed, and motivated to succeed. In comparison, students from that 
same school who had high office referrals and classroom issues did not have these same 
experiences.  If this was the case, it would appear that student involvement in the Youth Leader 
Corps program resulted in positive outcomes. Of course there is no doubt that one can never 
know if such outcomes would have occurred naturally—without a program. Although 
providing a true control group comparison would help in this determination, finding an 
equivalent group is a huge challenge.  Therefore, using the logic model approach becomes a 
nice alternative for determining causal connections.  

Another consideration in using the logic model for evaluating programs, is making sure that 
program pathways are connected well to the program’s ultimate outcomes. Past research, 
previous experiences, and input from others help to select which of the pathway elements best 
impact the desired outcome of the program.  For example, research has shown that 
empowerment, connecting with others (relationship building), reflection, and adult guidance 
(Halpern, 2003; Hemphill, 2015: Hirsch, 2005; Intrator & Siegel, 2014: Melendez & Martinek, 
2015; Schilling, Martinek, & Carson, 2007) are significant predictors of school and life success. 
It is important, therefore, that the choice of what outcomes to include is based on those factors 
that are found to have the greatest impact.    
A final thought to consider is the timing of the evaluation process. That is, before evaluation is 
implemented it is important to know if the program is running at its intended capacity. It is 
often found that programs take time to be able to get things right.  Consequently, to insure full 
fidelity of the program, giving enough time for the program to run is needed.  It is during this 
time that some of the immediate outcomes will become focal points of the program directors. 
Modifications that occur during this time will help to insure success in achieving the ultimate 
outcomes of the program. Documenting these changes then becomes part of the evaluation 
process and will serve to inform the evaluator and program director.    

Conclusion 
In summary, we are reminded that the real purpose of any program evaluation is to provide 
information to stakeholders so that program quality can be insured.   Using the logic model 
approach provides the opportunity to identify those aspects of the program that impact desired 
outcomes.  Evaluation decisions are made based on relevant information about what is working 
and what is not thus having direct relevance to practice.  Knowing the various aspects of the 
program places the ultimate findings in context of a coherent program. This improves the 
credibility and meaning of the findings (Izzo, et.al., 2004).  Critical program practices then 
emerge as by-products of the process. 
Among those that derive benefits from logic model evaluation are program funders. Most 
funders want to know how programs can be replicated.  Knowing what parts of the program 
were instrumental in producing desired outcomes enables the funders to advocate for 
replication in other agencies. This is done with confidence due to the prescriptive evidence that 
is supporting program implementation. In addition, knowing various outcomes (besides the 
ultimate outcome) helps to bolster other shortfalls that typically plague most evaluation efforts 
(e.g., methods issues, measurement concerns, etc). It is also important to note that knowing that 
other outcomes were produced (although an ultimate outcome may not have been produced) 
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gives some evidence of short-term impact.  Funders will often consider the importance of the 
immediate and intermediate outcomes just as important as the ultimate ones.  Finally, having a 
continuous pattern of evaluation will certainly insure, in long run, that a program will 
experience success. It will also serve as a hallmark of effective evaluation practice. In the end, 
it will enable program planners to carefully and thoroughly analyze and identify the ways to 
deliver an effective program.                
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