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A B S T R A C T

Girls on the Run (GOTR) is an after school program for girls in third through fifth grade which utilizes a
physical activity based positive youth development curriculum that culminates with completing a 5 K
run. Unfortunately, there is little empirical data documenting GOTR participant changes that align with
the curriculum and describe the evaluation process. Therefore, this study presents an evaluation of GOTR
consisting of three main processes: curriculum content analysis and stakeholder focus groups (N = 11) to
identify key outcomes of the program; community-based participatory research to collaborate with
program personnel to further identify important outcomes; and the design and pilot testing of an
instrument (N = 104) for assessing changes in the theoretically grounded outcomes over time. Findings
demonstrated a positive collaborative process that led to important information to be used for an impact
evaluation of Girls on the Run and for future evaluation development efforts for physical activity based
positive youth development.
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Girls on the Run (GOTR) is a voluntary after-school physical
activity based positive youth development (PA PYD) program for
girls in 3rd through 5th grade. The GOTR mission is to “inspire girls
to be joyful, healthy and confident using a fun, experience-based
curriculum which creatively integrates running” (Girls on the Run,
2015). The positive youth development (PYD) philosophy is
grounded in the assumption that all youth have the potential
for positive growth and well-being, but that potential requires
intentionally designed opportunities to develop strengths and
assets (Holt, 2008). Based in developmental systems theory (Ford
& Lerner, 1992), PYD assumes a positive potentiality in all youth to
exhibit positive outcomes (Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma,
2006). Therefore, PYD programs should be designed to emphasize
the development of personal and social assets rather than focusing
on reducing deficits or problematic behaviors (National Research
Council and Institute of Medicine (NRCIM), 2002). PYD programs
for pre-adolescent girls are ideally situated to develop the skills
and assets to protect against negative developmental outcomes.
The GOTR program encompasses this philosophy and incorporates
regular physical training, an emphasis on personal health and well-
being, and a physical challenge in completing a 5 K. This program
therefore draws on the potential of the PYD approach and the
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unique opportunities in the physical activity context to integrate
physical, emotional, and social assets for at-risk populations (Holt,
2008).

The physical activity context offers many benefits including, but
not limited to, physical and mental health (Physical Activity
Guidelines Advisory Committee, 2008). Of especial interest is the
opportunity to build social skills in physical activity settings by
providing a context that requires conflict resolution, cooperation,
team building, goal setting, and leadership (Fraser-Thomas, Côté, &
Deakin, 2005; Hellison, Martinek, Walsh, & Holt, 2008; Holt, 2008).
However, it should be noted that this rich social context can also
lead to negative outcomes such as lower moral reasoning,
acceptance of aggressive behaviors, and even delinquency via an
over-emphasis on social comparison (Gardner, Roth, & Brooks-
Gunn, 2009; Weiss, Smith, & Stuntz, 2008; Coakley, 2014).
Therefore, it is vital that programs are intentionally structured
to facilitate positive assets and outcomes (Danish, Forneris, Hodge,
& Heke, 2004; Gould & Carson, 2010; Gould, Flett, & Lauer, 2012;
Larson, Hansen, & Moneta, 2006) and that the participant
experience is carefully evaluated to document whether program
outcomes match the intentional structure of the curriculum. The
GOTR program is a good example of a well-structured PA PYD
program in the physical activity context.

It is becoming increasingly important to document PYD
effectiveness. There is strong encouragement for program evalua-
tion data to support, improve, and ultimately sustain PYD
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programs (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2002).
Unfortunately, rigorous and carefully planned program evaluation
data is often lacking (Catalano et al., 2002; Brooks-Gunn, 2003) and
indeed Roth and Brooks-Gunn have lamented, “the enthusiasm for
youth development programs far outstrips the empirical evidence
of their effectiveness” (2003, pp. 171–172). There are recent
examples of high quality PYD evaluation efforts, such as the
general PYD Positive Action program (Beets et al., 2009) and the PA
PYD First Tee program (Weiss, Stuntz, Bhalla, Bolter, & Price, 2013).
However, there continues to be limited data documenting
programs’ effectiveness, especially for programs in the sport and
physical activity context. And further, there is limited information
describing the process of evaluation development in this context.
Following this, trend there is limited evaluation data that directly
evaluates key elements of GOTR.

It is important to distinguish rigorous, experimental research
efforts requiring a high degree of control, from developmental
program evaluation requiring a more flexible and user focused
emphasis (Patton, 2011). The scope and rigor of program
evaluation will and should vary from program to program based
on individual program goals and resources (Eccles & Gootman,
2002). Indeed, a focus on rigorous outcome evaluations may be a
barrier for program evaluation efforts. Instead, evaluations that are
flexible and useful for programs can also serve an important
function in our understanding of PYD programs (Patton, 2011).
Community-based participatory research (CBPR) perspectives
have challenged a traditional top-down approach (i.e., research
driven) and advocated for more participation from communities/
programs to bridge the gap between research and practice
(Wallerstein & Duran, 2010). Critical issues raised by CBPR include
flexibility, collaborative partnerships, recognition and value of
community priorities, trust and mutual respect (Israel, Eng, Schulz,
& Parker, 2012). An important aspect of building capacity within
programs to conduct evaluations is to create a culture that values
(Arnold & Cater, 2011) and reduces resistance to evaluation (Patton,
2011), something that may be in part accomplished through
involvement of stakeholders in the evaluation development
process (Patton, 2011). We therefore provide a description of the
development process and initial pilot testing of a PA PYD program
evaluation using an approach that emphasized CBPR values (Israel
et al., 2012).

1. The program

GOTR programs are organized within a geographically-based
council. Councils are managed by an executive director and
program decisions are made by a Board of Directors comprised of
current and past coaches, and community members, and guided by
the GOTR International administration guidelines and staff
recommendations. Girls volunteered to participate in the after-
Table 1
Curriculum content examples.

Example lesson Lesson description

Self-care (8
lessons)

Lesson 2: plugging into the Girls
on the Run cord

Getting on board: introduce an
physical movement around the
each lap completed each girl lis
you feel plugged into the positive

Connection (7
lessons)

Lesson 10: standing up to peer
pressure

Getting on board: introduce th
Warm up: practice “stop; breath
number of laps completed to h
question: “Are there any situati

Empowerment (5
lessons)

Lesson 19: learning about
community

Getting on board: introduce and
relay run where successively e
completed where everyone con
this activity demonstrate comm

Notes: examples drawn from version two of the curriculum, which was used at the tim
school program in teams comprised of approximately 15 girls and
two coaches. The program was conducted at elementary schools, or
at a close, local community center. The program met twice a week
over a 10 week season, completing a total of 20 standardized and
scripted lessons that were facilitated by a trained GOTR coach.
Coaches were volunteers who applied and completed a back-
ground check. Coaches also attended a mandatory training session
prior to each season in which they are instructed in the program
philosophy, behavioral management, injury prevention in youth,
program curriculum facilitation, and how to get support when
coaching. Council board and staff, girls, their parents, and coaches
were all identified as important stakeholders for this evaluation.

There are three versions of the curriculum. At the time of this
project, the second curriculum was implemented and described
below. Coaches used a manual with specific lesson plans, including
standardized format, materials, and scripts. The lessons followed a
common format, beginning with a “Getting on Board” activity to
introduce and discuss the daily theme. A “Warm Up” activity
incorporated physical movement that integrated the day’s theme.
The “Workout” also integrated the daily theme while incorporating
running or physical conditioning. The lessons ended with a “Wrap
Up” summarizing the activities and theme of the day and giving
“energy awards” for those demonstrating a positive attitude.
Following each section processing questions allowed the coaches
and the girls to discuss and apply the theme and activities. The
program’s curriculum was divided into three sections (see Table 1
for a sample lesson from each section). The first addressed self-care
by enhancing positive identity by way of understanding and
valuing oneself. The second addressed connectedness with the goal
of supporting healthy relationships, such as ways to initiate and
maintain relationships and valuing of others. The third section
emphasized empowerment through connection with community
to both celebrate and share each individual’s strengths by setting
and striving towards their goals, as well as connecting with and
shaping their context. Girls explore the benefits of connecting their
own world with others by sharing their strengths through a team-
designed and implemented community service project. At the end
of the season, girls, together with an adult running buddy,
completed a 5 k running event that is not timed. This 5 k was
framed as a run/walk/skip or hop to give the girls a framework for
setting and achieving their own individual goals and an
opportunity to experience a sense of personal accomplishment.
All participants wear a #1 running bib number and the goal is to
complete the event. Girls were encouraged through all activities to
make their own choices or thoughts and actions providing an inner
strength of self. The content and structure of GOTR thus align with
the foundational PYD philosophy. From the first program started in
Charlotte, North Carolina by Molly Barker in 1996, GOTR has grown
to now serve girls in more than 200 cities in both the United States
and Canada (Girls on the Run, 2015).
d practice skills to identify and stay positive, such as visualization. Warm up:
 space to exchange of positive words with each other. Workout: running laps with
ts an example of strategies used to maintain positivity. Processing question: “Do

 Girls on the Run cord right now? How do you know? What does it really feel like?”
e concept of peer pressure and generate examples of peer pressure situations.
e; listen; respond” skill in active practice scenarios. Workout: self-selected goal of
elp listen to one’s inner voice and to “choose the right pace for me”. Processing
ons in your life right now that you think you could use this strategy?”

 discuss the concept of community and do a cooperative trust activity. Warm up:
veryone completes the same activity. Workout: Set a group goal of total laps
tributes to their own ability toward the group goal. Processing question: “How did
unity?”

e of this study.
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2. Research on GOTR

Evaluation evidence about this program is limited in scope. The
initial research on GOTR examined the outcomes of self-esteem,
body size dis-satisfaction, eating attitudes and behaviors, physical
activity behavior, and commitment towards physical activity at
pre- and post-program using non-random survey designs. Findings
revealed significant increases in self-esteem, positive eating
attitudes and behaviors, and body size satisfaction (DeBate &
Thompson, 2005), physical activity commitment (DeBate, Zhang, &
Thompson, 2007) and physical activity behavior (DeBate, Pettee
Gabriel, Zwald, Huberty, & Zhang, 2009). More recent research
examining self-efficacy for physical activity and physical activity
behavior (Bean, Miller, Mazzeo, & Fries, 2012) found increases in
positive outcomes to be sustained up to 3 months post-program.
Additionally, researchers have investigated body image outcomes
(Rauscher, Kauer, & Wilson, 2013; Racine, DeBate, Gabriel, & High,
2011) and self-esteem related to appearance and body image
(Sifers & Shea, 2013). Collectively, these studies provide initial
evidence of positive outcomes associated with participation in
GOTR, but utilized a limited assessment of the curriculum or
description of the evaluation development process.

Although there is initial supporting evidence for positive
outcomes associated with the program, there appears to be lack of
the evidence that assesses the program’s goals and content beyond
self-esteem and body image, which only comprise a part of the
program content. Additionally, current research fails to employ a
theoretical mechanism to help explain changes in participants.
Both of these are especially important for detecting changes that
Fig. 1. Girls on the Run lo
are aligned with program philosophy and content (Linnan &
Steckler, 2002; Patton 2011). For example, the work of Iachini,
Beets, Ball, & Lohman (2014) represents an important step by
conducting a process evaluation to assess program implementa-
tion as it relates to program outcomes. What is still lacking is a
clearly articulated theoretical framework for explaining mecha-
nisms for how observed changes occur. Inclusion of evaluation
tools such as a logic model (Fig. 1) would also improve the
evaluation process regarding GOTR. Logic models are useful
evaluation tools for focusing, organizing, and interpreting the
evaluation data (Cooksy, Gill, & Kelly, 2001) and would clarify the
connection between the program’s resources and activities to its
desired outcomes. Additional research is needed to address the
absence of a theoretical mechanism to explain change over time in
curriculum based outcomes that also includes stakeholders in the
process.

Previous research has identified girls’ risk regarding lack of
identity, lack of connectedness, and feelings of powerlessness
(DeBate et al., 2007). These needs are tied to the three curriculum
themes of the self (to capture issues of identity), connectedness,
and empowerment. Though these themes have been used to guide
the GOTR curriculum, they have not been well-articulated within a
theory to help explain the mechanisms of change. Self-Determi-
nation Theory (STD: Ryan & Deci, 2000) provides a well-supported
theoretical framework that conceptualizes how the social context
provides a foundation for positive development and well-being. A
core social contextual factor described in SDT that supports
wellbeing and optimal functioning is autonomy support. The SDT
based construct of autonomy support reflects participants’
gic model narrative.
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perceptions of how those in authority create a context in which one
has positive feelings about their abilities, empowerment to make
their own choices, and a feeling of social connection (Ryan & Deci,
2000) and aligns directly with how the GOTR program is
structured and how coaches are trained to work with girls in an
encouraging and supportive manner. Thus, the theory provides a
useful framework for effectively evaluating GOTR. Using this
theoretically grounded perception of the degree to which the
context is autonomy supportive could help explain variation in
positive outcomes.

The purpose of this study was to describe the development
process and pilot testing of a quantitative outcome evaluation
instrument for GOTR. We specifically aimed to use valuable
stakeholder input to develop an instrument that assesses out-
comes aligned with the GOTR curriculum and includes an
assessment of a theoretical mechanism to help explain changes
in these outcomes. The ultimate goal was to develop a practical, yet
psychometrically sound quantitative instrument for this program
to document effectiveness utilizing key elements of CBPR. In order
to achieve this goal, we begin the process by collecting rich
qualitative data to provide context for developing and then testing
the instrument, which allowed us to ground instrument develop-
ment in the experiences of key GOTR stakeholders (e.g.,
participants, parents, and GOTR personnel) (Bamberger, Rugh, &
Mabry, 2012; Rowan & Wulff, 2007). This process was imple-
mented to verify the theoretical framework from which we were
working with stakeholders and to make the development of items
more transparent, which is important for ensuring validity of the
instrument (Rowan & Wulff, 2007). We used three-steps to develop
the instrument and then conducted a quantitative pilot study using
the instrument. The first step was to systematically review the
curriculum and identify constructs that align with the program
goals, philosophy, and content. Second, through focus groups with
coaches, parents, and participants from one GOTR council, we
gathered stakeholder feedback to guide a prioritization of an
evaluation instrument to assess GOTR that was also aligned with
SDT. Third, we created a logic model to guide the final instrument
development. Finally, we conducted a pilot study with a select
subsample of teams from the same GOTR council to test the initial
evaluation instrument at pre- and post-program.

3. Three step instrument development process

3.1. Step one: program curriculum review methods

Three academic researchers conducted an in-depth review of
the GOTR program and curriculum to aid in the identification of
relevant outcomes that reflect changes that are expected to occur
based on the goals and objectives of the program. We first
independently reviewed the curriculum structure, mission,
philosophy, and goals of GOTR to establish an understanding of
the program goals. Next, we conducted a review of the curriculum
content to identify specific content objectives of the program.
Reviewers met to discuss the independent perspectives on the
curriculum and through group consensus, identify measurable
constructs that align with the curriculum.

3.2. Step one: program curriculum review results

As a group, the academic researchers generated a list of
measurable constructs that were relevant to the program and that
had both empirical and theoretical grounding. The proposed
constructs were selected to align with curriculum and SDT and
appear in Table 2 with a conceptual description and example of
relevance to GOTR goals and objectives. Consensus agreement was
obtained for the final list of constructs.
3.3. Step two: focus groups methods

Focus groups were conducted to gather stakeholder insight into
the GOTR experience from coach, participant, and parent
perspectives. Participants for focus groups were solicited by the
GOTR council’s staff by mailing an invitation to participate in focus
groups to their GOTR mailing list. Focus groups were conducted
solely by researchers in community locations and no GOTR staff
were present during the discussions. Due to practical constraints,
three focus groups were conducted. The first focus group was with
5 of the 96 coaches in the regional council. Three coaches were in
their 20s, while a fourth coach was 44. Coach experience ranged
from one to four seasons of past coaching. The second focus group
was with GOTR participants (N = 4) from the region, which had a
total of 400 girls participating at that time. Three girls were 11 and
one was 10 years old. All but one girl had participated one previous
season; the fourth girl had three previous seasons of experience
with GOTR. The third focus group was with parents of previous
GOTR participants (N = 4) and included one father and three
mothers. Focus groups lasted between 30 and 60 min.

3.3.1. Focus group guide
The coach focus group guide consisted of three primary

sections. We asked coaches (1) “What are the main messages that
coaches want the girls to learn in GOTR?” and (2) “Do the girls ‘get’
these messages ?” and “How do you know?”. After introducing each
of the proposed outcome constructs that were identified by the
research team following the curriculum review we asked “How
relevant is each outcome to GOTR? ” and “What do you teach or model
that relates to each outcome?”. We also asked “What do you think are
the most important parts of the GOTR curriculum?” and “How can we
best evaluate GOTR?” to gather insight into priority areas of the
curriculum and to determine the appropriate length of time
available for the evaluation, the training and support needed to
administer the evaluation, and anticipated barriers. The parent
focus group guide consisted of four questions to tap into the parent
perspective of the program: (1) “What are the main lessons that girls
learn in GOTR?”, (2) “What changes have you seen in your daughters
as a result of GOTR?”, (3) “How do you know?”, and (4) “Is there
anything you would change about GOTR?” . Finally, the participant
(girls) focus group guide consisted of four questions to gather
participant perspectives about the program: (1) “What did you like
the most about being in GOTR?”, (2) “Is there anything you would
change about GOTR?”, (3) “What are some of the things you learned in
GOTR (about self, others, running or taking care of yourself)?”, and (4)
“Did anything about you change because you were in GOTR (attitudes,
thoughts, feelings, or behaviors)?”.

3.3.2. Focus group data analysis
Each focus group was audio recorded and the recordings were

reviewed in-depth independently by two researchers. Initial
themes were identified independently and a consensus meeting
was conducted to discuss themes. Audio recordings were reviewed
again using a constant comparison method (Patton, 2015). Clear
themes emerged and consensus was reached among the coding
team.

3.4. Step two: focus groups results

Overall, coaches reported many positive experiences and
attributes associated with GOTR participation. This was especially
true for girls who participate multiple times, and for the concepts
which are repeated themes across the season (e.g., positive self-
talk). Themes of self-awareness and positive self-perceptions,
awareness of others around them, and a sense of community were
all identified by coaches as outcomes they saw from participants of
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GOTR. Coaches reflected on girls’ ability to address the challenges
and issues raised, noting how well they responded to and picked up
on complex themes, and then demonstrated the concepts such as
conflict management and positive self-talk. One coach shared,

“I think to find positives about themselves is really important,
like whatever that is, a lot of girls at that age have trouble saying
even one thing that’s positive about them, and so just to start
building that confidence, that is something that I like to see in
the program.”

When presented with a list of relevant constructs, coaches
could connect each construct presented with GOTR experience;
however, though self-awareness was identified as a key theme,
there was concern over measuring mindfulness among the girls.
Additionally, though they identified increase confidence and
positivity among the girls as an important theme, they expressed
concern about the feasibility of measuring intrinsic motivation.
Finally, coaches had significant concern over their ability to
administer an evaluation that lasted more than 15 min. They
requested specific instructions and thought evaluation adminis-
tration could be included in the coach training. The overall themes
that emerged from coaches regarding GOTR goals and objectives
were increased confidence and positivity, importance of under-
standing peers and community, self-awareness, and girls’ ability to
address the issues presented in the curriculum.

Parents were enthusiastic about their daughters’ confidence
and motivation, which was identified as one key theme. Parents
Table 2
Curriculum and construct mapping.

Construct Conceptual description 

Autonomy
support

The extent to which girls feel like their GOTR coaches encourage pos
feelings about their abilities; empower them to make their own cho
and help them to feel socially connected to the group (Ryan & Deci, 2

Emotional
self-efficacy

Feelings of being competent at managing emotional experiences. Chil
with high emotional self-efficacy feel confident that they can cope
effectively with negative emotions and thoughts using positive self-t
and self-soothing strategies (Caprara et al., 2008)

Mindfulness A psychological quality that involves bringing one’s complete attentio
the present experience on a moment-to-moment basis. Paying attentio
one’s emotions or other experience in a particular way, intentionally o
purpose, in the present moment, and non-judgmentally (Kabat-Zinn, 2

Intrinsic
motivation

Reasons or motives for doing something “for its own sake.” When a per
motivation does not come from outside pressures (Ryan & Deci, 200

Positive social
norms

Beliefs about how acceptable or unacceptable bullying behaviors are 

Shek & Law, 2012)

Relatedness One’s feelings of belonging, closeness, and social connections with coa
and peers in GOTR. It is a general sense of acceptance and connection t
social group (Ryan & Deci, 2000)

Autonomy When someone feels a sense of having choice and control in what the
they are volitional, or autonomous (Ryan & Deci, 2000)

Competence When one feels that they can be effective in achieving their goals they
competent. It is feeling that your actions can produce the desired outco
(Ryan & Deci, 2000)

Physical self-
worth

This is typically reflected in one’s feelings of happiness, satisfaction, p
respect, and confidence in their overall physical self. This construct is li
closely with self-esteem as well as ability and appearance perception
(Harter, 1985)

Self-
compassion

Three components: (1) self-kindness versus self-judgment, (2) a sen
common humanity versus isolation, and (3) mindfulness versus rumina
(Neff, 2009)

Social
competence

A socially competent child is one who regulates their emotions well
communicate effectively with others, and engages in prosocial behav
(e.g., helping, sharing, including others) (Semrud-Clikeman, 2007)
discussed their daughters’ positive attitudes, focus, and maturity,
their stronger sense of responsibility and effort, and their ability to
take on the challenge of the 5 K run. Another theme that emerged
was parents’ perception of various positive social outcomes
experienced by their daughters. They noted outcomes such as
teamwork, bonding with running buddies, and bringing lessons
home to the family. One parent said,

“I’m hoping that she’s going to be more willing to keep trying at
things that are difficult for her . . . it was teaching her if she
works hard enough she can be successful at something that she
is really struggling with.”

Additionally, parents discussed the healthy activity and
nutrition changes their daughters were making, noting that their
daughters were making more healthy choices overall.

Results from the focus group with GOTR participants revealed
that girls identified many social benefits to participating in GOTR.
The ability to deal with their emotions and conflict with peers was
one main theme. For example, one girl noted that she uses the
strategy she learned in GOTR of “Stop, breathe, listen, and respond”
to help deal with drama from friends. Girls identified important
new skills and attributes, such as meeting new friends and learning
how other people should react. The girls also identified that they
learned to speak out, the value of friendship, and that when peers
talk about them it is just one opinion. One girl stated,

“Often times people would say something about me and I would
like take it super seriously and I like have this grudge for like
Program/curriculum content

itive
ices;
000)

� Coach training to create positive social environment
� Lesson structure includes discussion time and sharing
� Team building activities
� Focus on community

dren

alk

� Lesson 6: being emotional is healthy!
� Lesson 4: positive self-talk and why I choose it!

n to
n to
r on
003)

Lesson 8: centering: the importance of slowing down

son’s
0)

� Intertwined throughout curriculum
� Program goal of long-term positive behaviors

(Siu, � Lesson 12: standing up for myself;
� Lesson 13: gossiping hurts everyone
� Lesson 14: bullying

ches
o the

� Coach training creating positive social environment
� Core theme of connectedness
� Team building activities
� Focus on community

y do Lesson 12: standing up for myself

 feel
mes

� 5 K goal
� “That every girl, can embrace who she is, can define who she wants to be,

can rise to any challenge, can change the world.” (Girls on the Run, 2015)

ride,
nked
s

� Focus on positive self-perceptions across curriculum
� Relevant to the physical activity context of running and to the context of

pre-adolescent girls

se of
tion

� Core themes of self-care and community
� Lesson 4: positive self-talk and why I choose it!

, can
ior

� Lessons 12: standing up for myself
� Lesson 13: gossiping hurts everyone
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two weeks about them, but now it’s sort of like, that’s their
opinion, and that’s not what I think about myself, so, I just want
to like let it go.”

The theme of improved confidence in their own abilities
emerged when girls were asked how they have changed after
participating in GOTR. They identified physical improvements,
making more friends, helping others, speaking up and being brave
(especially in helping others), teamwork, and learning strategies to
manage conflict. One girl recognized the benefits of persistence
and making physical improvements, saying, “I just want to keep
going, to get better and better at running. I used to hate running,
but now, I’m just getting better and better, so I’m starting to like it
better.” Finally, the girls mentioned the power of encouragement
from their running buddies. They felt supported and encouraged to
take on the challenge of running. A summary of focus group
themes appears in Table 3.

3.5. Step three: evaluation instrument development methods

Based on the curriculum content review and focus groups we
created a logic model (Fig. 1) to help guide recommendations for
outcomes to be included in a pilot evaluation instrument. The
formation of a logic model for GOTR aided in the identification of
appropriate outcomes to assess and served as a communication
tool for stakeholder evaluation buy-in and capacity building (see
Wholey, 1994, for more information on logic models). In addition
to the previous steps, we also considered the developmental
literature, self-determination theory, and evaluations of other PYD
programs to arrive at a list of potential program outcomes.
Emotional self-efficacy, positive norms, mindfulness, physical self-
worth, physical activity, intrinsic motivation for physical activity,
social competence, and self-esteem were considered as relevant
outcomes of the program while perceived competence, perceived
relatedness in GOTR, perceived autonomy in GOTR, and autonomy
support in GOTR were considered as possible mechanisms, or
theoretical predictors of variability in the program outcomes.

An initial proposal including the logic model, constructs listed
above, and outlining a coach-administered pre- and post- program
evaluation was sent to key GOTR-Puget Sound (GOTRPS) stake-
holders for feedback. These stakeholders included the executive
director, program manager, and the program committee chair, who
then forwarded it on to the GOTRPS program committee, made up
of past and present coaches and members of the council’s board of
directors. Stakeholders reviewed the proposal before meeting with
researchers in person to discuss the proposal and what could be
gained through completing an evaluation. The proposal defined
the possible constructs, provided example items demonstrating
Table 3
Focus group themes and potential outcomes.

Focus group themes

Coaches Increased confidence and positivity Importance

Parents Confidence and motivation Positive soc

Girls Gaining confidence in own abilities � Dealing w
� Power of 

Potential
outcomes

� Perceived competence
� Physical self-worth
� Self-esteem
� Motivation

� Relatedne
� Autonom
� Positive n
� Emotiona
how they could be measured, and an example of how to administer
the evaluation by integrating it into the curriculum. The draft was
intended to present the ideas to the stakeholders and through
discussion learn their perspective on the viability of the approach
and to help build the value of evaluation and ultimately build
internal capacity.

Using a collaborative approach that engaged GOTR program
stakeholders for feedback (Butterfoss, Francisco, & Capwell, 2001;
Brandon & Fukunaga, 2014), discussion and consideration of
empirical, theoretical, and practical constraints led to some initial
eliminations to the list of outcomes. The construct of self-
compassion was considered too challenging to measure with girls
as young as 8 years old and was therefore eliminated. Although
ideally all three psychological needs based on SDT would be
examined, we determined that perceived competence was the
most important psychological need to assess in this context. We
also included autonomy support as a primary mechanism by which
to explain girls’ perceptions of a positive environment which could
be used to help predict changes across program participation.

The GOTR staff and program committee were given the
opportunity to provide anonymous feedback to help prioritize of
the remaining outcomes given the limited time allotted to
administering the evaluation instrument during program time.
An online survey asked these stakeholders to rate the importance
and priority of each of the remaining potential outcome variables.
Open discussion between researchers and program leaders using
all the collected evidence guided consensus on what would be
included on the evaluation instrument.

3.6. Step three: evaluation instrument development results

The two outcomes with the highest priority rankings were the
girls’ sense of emotional self-efficacy and their endorsement of
prosocial norms. There was consensus that it would be important
to measure both of these constructs. There was also consensus that
GOTR positively affects girls’ perceived physical self-worth and
that was also an important outcome to be included in an
evaluation. Social competence was also rated by the committee
as relevant and appeared to have a middle priority ranking.
However, although a relevant construct to measure, it was not
considered as important as some of the other constructs by the
group. Therefore, it was not included in the pilot instrument.
Finally, intrinsic motivation for physical activity and mindfulness
where the least favorably ranked outcomes, generally appearing as
somewhat relevant and receiving the lowest rankings on the
priority list. While this could be related to the unfamiliarity with
the terms and the constructs they represent, these constructs were
not included in the pilot instrument due to practical constraints
 of understanding peers and community Self-
awareness

Girls’ ability to
address the
challenges/issues
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and the importance of fully including stakeholders as part of the
evaluation process (Butterfoss et al., 2001; Brandon and Fukunaga,
2014). However, we believe that these would be interesting to
measure in future research as they may be mediators of the long-
term effects of GOTR.

The pilot instrument therefore was comprised of emotional
self-efficacy, prosocial norms, and physical self-worth to capture
the goals and content of the GOTR program. These constructs
address the immediate or short-term outcomes reflected in the
logic model (Fig. 1). Autonomy support and perceived competence
served as theoretical and empirical mechanisms for explaining
changes in the program outcomes. Given programming staff
concern regarding the attention span of the girls and the
complexity of some of the survey items we integrated the survey
into lesson 2 of the curriculum with a detailed script and
explanation for the survey procedures. We included physical
activities to be incorporated within the survey (short breaks), as
well as structured discussion questions to process the items on the
survey (“what do you think these questions are about?”), which
aligned with the structure and method of GOTR lessons. The goal
was to provide a survey experience that was fully integrated with
the curriculum to help coaches administer and participants
complete the evaluation.

4. Quantitative pilot study

4.1. Methods

We conducted the pilot study with a sub-set of teams
participating in one season of GOTR. The goal was to test the
administration procedures, examine psychometric properties of
the evaluation instrument, and collect initial data assessing
program outcomes. Based on the program outcome assessment
we hypothesized that (1) emotional self-efficacy, prosocial norms,
perceived competence, and physical self-worth would increase
from pre- to post-program, and (2) based on SDT (Ryan & Deci,
2000), higher perceptions of autonomy support would positively
predict increases in emotional self-efficacy, prosocial norms,
perceived competence, and physical self-worth.

4.2. Procedures

In the fall season of 2012, seven GOTR teams were selected by
program staff to participate in a pilot evaluation. The teams were
purposefully selected to provide diversity in team location and
coach’s experience with the curriculum. This evaluation received
an Institutional Review Board Certification of Exemption from the
first author’s institution before collecting data. At registration, all
participants had a parent or guardian provide their permission for
girls to participate in the evaluation survey. A training video was
made to introduce the coaches to the survey instrument and to
provide demonstration and instruction of the survey administra-
tion procedures. Additionally, coaches were provided a standard-
ized script for the survey administration. These steps were taken to
help coaches feel more comfortable and capable in conducting the
evaluation. Coaches administered the pre-program survey during
the second lesson. We observed the pre-program survey adminis-
tration with three of the teams. Although the intended time
allotted for the survey was 15 min, the teams we observed ranged
from approximately 20–40 min for survey administration. The
survey administration was complex and some of the item
structures were clearly difficult to understand for both coaches
and participants. Post-program surveys were administered by
coaches in lessons 23 or 24 following the 5 K running event and
took approximately 20–30 min. Coaches were asked to provide
feedback on the evaluation process to inform refinement of the
administration procedures.

4.3. Participants

Participants in the pilot evaluation included 104 girls in 3–6th
grade and represented 7 different elementary schools located
within King County, Washington. Ages ranged from 7 to 11
(M = 8.76, SD = 0.90). About half (n = 48) had never participated in
GOTR,14 participated once before, and 10 participated two or more
times previously. Demographic information was obtained from
program registration records and only 47 participants reported
race and ethnicity (Caucasian = 24, African American = 4, American
Indian = 1, Asian = 5, Hispanic = 5, and Multi-Racial = 8).

4.4. Measures

Emotional self-efficacy was assessed using an adapted form of
the Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (SEQ-C, Muris, 2001).
This set of questions contained 7 statements regarding how well
participants felt they could handle their emotions. Items were
modified from “I am good at. . ‘ to “I can. .’ and items were all
positively written (one item was changed from ‘I don’t. . to “I spend
a lot of time. .’). Utilizing a 4-point ordinal scale, 1 = NO!, 2 = No,
3 = Yes, 4 = YES!, girls were asked to circle the word that told how
much they agreed with each statement. Modifications were based
on developmental literature and stakeholder feedback. An exam-
ple is ‘I can cheer myself up when something bad has happened.’
Evidence of reliability and validity has been documented for
younger and older adolescents (Muris, 2001; Suldo and Shaffer,
2007). Internal consistency reliability for the current study was
acceptable at pre-test (a = 0.70) and post-test (a = 0.73).

Prosocial norms were assessed using an adapted measure from
Huesmann and Guerra (1997), Werner and Nixon (2005), and
Werner and Hill (2010) containing 5 statements to measure what
participants thought about how to treat other people. Modifica-
tions were minor to improve wording (e.g., replacing “it is my
responsibility. . ” to “I should. .”). One item was removed as it was
perceived to be redundant. Utilizing a 4-point ordinal scale,
1 = NO!, 2 = No, 3 = Yes, 4 = YES!, girls were asked to circle the word
that told how much they agreed with each statement. An example
is “It is OK to keep someone you don’t like from sitting with your
group of friends (e.g., at the lunch table). ” Despite previous use of
this measure in past research, internal consistency reliability was
low at pre-test (a = 0.43) and post-test (a = 0.61).

Perceived competence for physical activity was assessed using
a measure developed by Amorose (2003). Three statements were
used to measure participant’s perceptions about their own
competence in physical activities. Utilizing a 4-point ordinal scale,
1 = NO!, 2 = No, 3 = Yes, 4 = YES!, girls were asked to circle the word
that told how much they agreed with each statement. An example
is “I am good at physical activities.” Amorose (2003) provided
evidence supporting reliability and validity of this measure with
older adolescents. Internal consistency reliability was acceptable
at pre-test (a = 0.76) and post-test (a = 0.86).

Physical self-worth was assessed using an adapted measure
from Harter’s Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985).
Three of the original six items were selected based on develop-
mental appropriateness and examination of data on this measure
with a similar age sample. This set of questions contained 3 sets of
statements about kids’ perceptions of themselves physically using
a structured alternative format. Statements were worded to
describe two different types of kids. Participants were asked to
select what type of kid they were more like and then check if that
was “sort of true” or “really true” for themselves. Really true
indicated a higher response. An example is “Some kids are proud of



Table 4
Descriptive Statistics.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1 Emotional self-efficacy PRE
2 Perceived physical competence PRE 0.45**

3 Emotional self-efficacy POST 43**^ 0.26*

4 Perceived physical competence POST 0.27* 0.59**^ 0.40*

5 Autonomy support POST 0.32** 0.21 0.57** 0.31**

N 88 90 79 81 81
Internal consistency reliability (a) 0.70 0.76 .73 0.86 0.68
Mean 2.86 3.46 3.10 3.48 3.68
SD 0.55 0.57 0.53 0.56 0.30

Notes: ^intraclass correlation.
*p< .05.
**p < .01.
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themselves physically BUT other kids do not have much to be proud
of physically.” Scores range from 1 to 4. Participants were
instructed to only check on the side of the kid that was more
like them. Although this measure has been used extensively and
has demonstrated adequate psychometric properties (Harter,
1985), it is a challenging format to administer and the internal
consistency reliability was low at pre-test (a = 0.59) and posttest
(a = 0.62).

Autonomy support was assessed at post-program only using a
shortened version of the measure from Standage, Duda and
Ntoumanis’ (2005) adaption of the Learning Climate Questionnaire
(Williams & Deci,1996). Seven of the items from this measure were
selected based on developmental appropriateness, to capture the
theoretical basis for autonomy support, and using data from a
similar age sample to identify a concise yet reliable measure. This
set of questions contained 7 statements to measure participant’s
perceptions of how supportive the GOTR coaches and running
buddies were. Utilizing a 4-point ordinal scale, 1 = NO!, 2 = No,
3 = Yes, 4 = YES!, girls were asked to circle the word that told how
much they agreed with each statement. An example is “I feel that at
GOTR I was provided with choices and options.” The full measure
has been used successfully, demonstrating adequate reliability and
validity in similar sample and context (e.g., McDonough, Ullrich-
French, Anderson-Butcher, Amorose, & Riley, 2013). Internal
consistency reliability was marginally acceptable (a = 0.68).

4.5. Data analysis

Data screening for missing data, normality, and outliers was
conducted. Next, descriptive statistics and internal consistency
reliability were conducted. Bivariate correlations were also
calculated. Paired t-tests were calculated to test for change in
the outcome variables of emotional self-efficacy, prosocial norms,
and physical self-worth. Hierarchical multiple regression was used
to examine whether autonomy support predicted change in the
outcome variables. Standardized residual scores were created for
the outcome variables to establish scores representing change
from pre- to post-program. Because GOTR is a physical activity-
based program, perceived physical competence was entered in the
first step along with age, past GOTR experience, and coach
experience as covariates. The second step included post-program
autonomy support perceptions. Change in explained variance was
examined in addition to model fit for the second step.

4.6. Quantitative pilot study results

The missing data (13–35% cases) was not missing completely at
random so we used listwise deletion. No cases were identified as
outliers (i.e., Z > 3). Emotional self-efficacy and perceived compe-
tence for physical activities were reliably measured at both pre-
and post-test (see Table 4). Prosocial norms and physical self-
worth were not reliable and were not included in further analyses.
Autonomy support was marginally reliable, but was retained in
subsequent analyses. Descriptive statistics appear in Table 4.
Emotional self-efficacy was moderate at pre- and moderately high
at post-program. Perceived physical competence was relatively
high at both pre- and post-program. Autonomy support was
relatively high post-program.

To test for change from pre- to post-program in emotional self-
efficacy and perceived physical competence, paired t-tests were
conducted. There was a significant increase in emotional self-
efficacy (t = �3.52, p = 0.01), but no change in perceived physical
competence (t = �0.35, p = 0.73). The covariates of perceived
physical competence, age, past GOTR experience, and coach
experience were not significant in the hierarchical regression
models and were dropped from the models. Therefore, simple
regression was conducted with autonomy support predicting
residual change in emotional self-efficacy and perceived physical
competence. Residual change in emotional self-efficacy was
significantly and positively predicted (F (1, 64) = 21.58, p < 0.01,
R2 = 0.25) by autonomy support (b = 0.50, p < 0.01). Also, residual
change in perceived physical competence was significantly and
positively predicted (F (1, 66) = 4.72, p < 0.03, R2 = 0.07) by
autonomy support (b = 0.26, p < 0.03). Higher perceptions of
autonomy support at post-program predicted increases in
emotional self-efficacy and perceived physical competence.

5. Discussion

This study described the development of an outcome evalua-
tion of the PYD program GOTR and initial pilot testing of the
evaluation instrument. We describe collaboration with staff at one
regional council administering the program, stakeholder focus
groups, and a pilot study used to develop and implement a pilot
program evaluation. Through an iterative consensus process we
created a program logic model and initial outcome evaluation
survey instrument that balanced practical and logistical con-
straints and stakeholder perspectives with measures with
evidence of validity and reliability. The instrument included
participants’ perceptions of emotional self-efficacy, prosocial
norms, physical competence, physical self-worth, and autonomy
support.

Much of the existing evaluation research on GOTR examines the
relationship between participation and body image variables, such
as body size satisfaction, fat attitudes, and eating attitudes (DeBate
& Thompson, 2005; DeBate et al., 2009; Racine et al., 2011; Pettee
Gabriel, DeBate, High, & Racine, 2011; Martin, Waldron, McCabe, &
Choi, 2009). The limited process evaluation research conducted on
GOTR emphasizes its implementation through the use of
implementation checklists (Iachini et al., 2014). While this is an
important step in understanding the variability in delivery of GOTR
and how that relates to its outcomes, our study provides an
important resource in the development of a pilot evaluation to
effectively and reliably measure outcomes grounded in the
curriculum and stakeholder feedback. Using an interactive
evaluation approach that encouraged collaboration with a number
of GOTR stakeholders (King & Stevahn, 2012; Brandon & Fukunaga,
2014; Butterfoss et al., 2001), we created a pilot instrument that
reflected the desired interests and outcomes of those involved.
Focus groups revealed that stakeholders were less concerned
about some of the constructs assessed by previous research (e.g.,
body image), and more interested in the social interactions of girls
with their teammates and coaches, as well as what the girls think
about their physical abilities (as opposed to physical appearance).
This decision reflects the curriculum of GOTR, based on empower-
ing the participants by reducing emphasis on appearance and
emphasizing what girls can do.



S. Ullrich-French et al. / Evaluation and Program Planning 55 (2016) 67–76 75
The pilot test of this instrument resulted in reliable measure-
ment of emotional self-efficacy and perceived physical compe-
tence, and marginally reliable assessment of autonomy support.
Change was found for the outcome of perceived emotional self-
efficacy, which reflects existing research on girls’ self-efficacy in
GOTR that found improvements up to three months after
participation (Bean et al., 2012). Autonomy support from coaches
and staff significantly predicted increases in emotional self-
efficacy and perceived physical competence as expected based
on theory and PYD literature (e.g., McDonough et al., 2013).

The modifications made to the measures, and especially the
truncated versions of measures likely contributed to the low
reliability in some of the measures. Additionally, the participants
were quite young and there is limited psychometric validation
support for many measures using this age group. The choices to
minimize survey length to accommodate the coaches’ concern
about time allotted to evaluation resulted in the inability to
analyze all the data due to unreliable measures. A second issue that
arose was that the coaches reported difficulty with the survey
administration procedures. Coaches generally reported that they
felt the survey procedures were too complex and time consuming.
These issues demonstrate the tradeoff between theory and practice
(Patton, 2011). However, it should be noted that given the number
of limitations of the sample, procedures, and measurement, the
evaluation was able to provide some valuable information about
changes that occur across a GOTR season.

Additionally, the process of creating the pilot evaluation
provided valuable information to guide future administration
procedures and the evaluation instrument itself. Because strong
relationships were developed with stakeholders, we were able to
have open discussions about the procedures, the resulting data,
and the conclusions that could be made. Feedback from coaches,
GOTR staff, and pilot evaluation results were integrated in
developing recommendations for revising and refining the
instrument and procedures for evaluation. This approach demon-
strated a successful integration of both researcher and stakeholder
perspectives (Butterfoss et al., 2001; Bryson, Patton, & Bowman,
2011).

5.1. Lessons learned

Our process resulted in specific recommendations for future
evaluation. Based on observations of survey administration, coach
feedback, the high percentage of missing data, and low reliability
of several of the measures, we determined that the structured
alternative format of the physical self-worth items was not a
feasible format to ask these questions. We recommend using a
consistent format for all response formats across measures for
consistency and ease of administration. We also recommend
including all 6 items from the original physical self-worth scale
(while this study had reliability issues with the scale, it has been
shown to work in other evaluations of both GOTR and Girls on
Track, a comparable program for middle school-aged girls (Sifers &
Shea, 2013)). Because coaches noted a lot of difficulty in the
participants’ understanding of the prosocial norms items and
because of the very low reliability for this measure we do not
recommend including this construct in future evaluations. Rather
we recommend removing these items in favor of adding items to
the other constructs measured (e.g., physical self-worth, autonomy
support) to maintain a concise survey length while increasing
measurement precision of other outcomes.

Although results suggest that autonomy support positively
predicted both increases in emotional self-efficacy and perceived
physical competence, the autonomy support measure was
marginally reliable. It was determined that all of the measure’s
original 15 items should be used to confirm results of this study
and provide stronger evidence for the results. This measure has
strong evidence for reliability and validity, even with similar
samples and context (e.g., McDonough et al., 2013) and therefore is
believed to provide a good indicator of the participants’
perceptions of the supportive social climate of GOTR.

Based on coach feedback we recommend using a more scripted
and simplified approach to administering the survey rather than
incorporating physical activities and processing discussion ques-
tions within the survey administration procedures. Finally, we
recommend conducting a second pilot using the revision notes
above on the instrument and procedures and also to include a
larger sample.

The process we describe aligns with evaluation approaches that
encourage stakeholder input (Bryson et al., 2011). Through the
extensive involvement of stakeholders throughout the process we
also utilized many core principles of CBPR (Israel et al., 2013). The
value of establishing relationships creates a more real-world basis
and sustainable approach to conducting evaluation work (Bam-
berger et al., 2012). The importance of incorporating practical and
logistical considerations along with data collection rigor into the
development of an evaluation is absolutely vital. We found the
flexibility and mutual cooperation resulting from a community-
academic-practice partnership resulted in an effective culture
supporting the evaluation process (Israel et al., 2012).

This study provided a description of the outcome evaluation
development process for a PYD program. Through a collaborative
process with key program stakeholders we were able to create a
working relationship that balanced program and evaluation needs
and resulted in an effective partnership that fosters future
collaborations. The process described used empirical and theoreti-
cal support, aligned with key features of evaluation and CBPR, and
provided recommendations for an evaluation instrument that can
be used as a basis for conducting future outcome and impact
evaluations for this and similar PYD programs.
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