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ABSTRACT

Introduction: More work is needed on measuring the impact of Sport for Development (SFD)
organization and on the managerial structures and processes for change. The purpose of the current study
was to analyze the logic model (LM) of a SFD program in Canada that provides training for high school
coaches in low socioeconomic communities in Montreal. Methods: Key actors (i.e., coaches, program
administrators, school directors, and sport coordinators; N=22) were interviewed about their perceptions
of the different components of the organization’s LM, namely the program’s context, the initial problem it
addressed, its needs, objectives, input, output, and impacts. Findings: Findings reveal the participants
perceived the program as being successful by all key actors. Participants had similar understandings
regarding the targeted problem and context, but their views differed regarding their understanding of the
program’s activities. In addition, the key actors made suggestions to improve the program, including
clarifying its objectives, reinforcing internal communication, and building stronger partnerships with the
partner schools. Conclusions: Findings from the present study provide recommendations to help improve
the organization’s LM. In addition, these findings can help researchers and SFD administrators reinforce
essential organizational program structures and activities for better management, evaluation, and
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improved impact on communities.

INTRODUCTION

This study contributes to the advancement of the field of research on sport for development
(SFD). It is important to better understand the real impacts of these projects on the populations they
address by producing scientific knowledge. The present study is the result of a collaborative research
designed to improve the logic model (LM) of an SFD organization in Montreal called Pour 3 Points, by
using various key actors perceptions.

Sport for Development (SFD) programs

Researchers investigating SFD programs have described benefits of sport participation, such as
individual development, health promotion and disease prevention, promotion of gender equality, social
integration, peace building or conflict prevention/resolution, and assistance post-disaster/trauma
(Chawansky & Holmes, 2015; Kidd, 2008). Despite the potential benefits of sport, these positive impacts
do not accrue automatically. Reaching positive impacts requires professional and socially responsible
interventions adapted to the social and cultural context that give priority to developmental goals and are
carefully designed to be inclusive (Gardam, Giles, & Hayhurst, 2017; Hartmann & Kwauk, 2011; United
Nations Office on Sport for Development and Peace, 2017). Still, some authors note the lack of scientific
literature concerning the understanding of the mechanisms by which sport can foster the development of
participants (Green, 2008; Hartmann, 2003; Levermore, 2008). In addition, researchers are calling for
more work on the managerial structures and processes in SFD, by using creative inter-organizational
collaborations between various partners among others (Houlihan, 2013). On the other hand, SFD
organizations are frequently asked for monitoring and evaluation studies to demonstrate accountability to
funding partners, but their targets and strategies remain unclear and questionable to perfectly applied
program evaluation protocols (Coalter, 2008; Cohen, Taylor, & Hanrahan, 2019; Darnell, Whitley, &
Massey, 2016; Levermore, 2011).

Current limits on SFD project evaluation

A classical way to observe the impact of sport on social change is through SFD program
evaluation (Chen, 2014; Kaufman, Rosenbauer, & Moore, 2013; Levermore, 2011; Levermore &
Beacom, 2009). Evaluation studies have investigated various aspects on SFD projects’ missions and
paradigms (Arellano, Halsall, Forneris, & Gaudet, 2018; Arnold, 2014; Levermore, 2011; Simard, 2013)
but frequently failed at giving a clear answer on what are the real impacts of the program. A literature
review conducted by Levermore (2011) found three major limitations to SFD evaluation studies: (a)
monitoring and evaluation are insufficient; (b) they are conducted with acclaimed programs; and (c) they
have the tendency to employ a positivist logical framework. This literature review focuses on SFD
evaluation undertakes or not, methods used to assess the project, and public diffusion of the results.
Current approaches have been criticized by participatory/critical viewpoints for their top/down and
quantitative focus. Levermore concluded this literature review highlighting the need for evaluations that
can address the diversity of SFD projects, some with unclear objectives or missing rationales. Programs
need evaluation with strong methodological literature for logframe and critical participatory approaches
on attempt to apply these approaches to selected case studies or consider their use in the context of a
specific sports event (Levermore, 2011). Those limits have since been readdressed by more recent studies
(Massey, Whitley, Blom, & Gerstein, 2015; Schulenkorf, 2017; Whitley, Coble, & Jewell, 2016).

In addition, Lynch and Yerashotis (2017) raised two essential questions to consider when
evaluating SFD programs. First, is it relevant to investigate the methodologies used given the often
dangerous and complex settings in which the research takes place? In particular, local settings of SFD
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projects are often unstable or insecure, and theoretical frameworks rarely address the contextual
challenges of sport for social change practices (Coalter, 2007; Edwards, 2015; Schulenkorf, 2012). The
complexity of most SFD contexts require the development of operative research method for direct data
extraction (Gadais, Webb, & Garcia, 2017). Second, should the research be used to support/reinforce the
field practices or criticize and question actions and achievements (Gadais, 2019)? Ridde and Dagenais
(2012) recommended engaging practitioners in a collaborative research, also identified by some SFD
researchers to address contextual challenges (Coalter, 2007; Edwards, 2015; Peachey, Cohen, Shin, &
Fusaro, 2018; Schulenkorf, 2012). In this sense, the conceptual (theory) and operational (practice)
understanding of the key actors (e.g., administrators, stakeholders, decision makers, funders,
beneficiaries) within SFD projects, allowing researchers to better understand how SFD program operates
on the ground, and to form recommendations for the organization to upgrade their own project on the
field. In this sense, both perceptions of key actors involved in a program could be considered as valuable
data, and be combined around a common language: the logic model of the program (Blamey &
Mackenzie, 2007).

Logic Model

One way for improving program evaluation and achieving more tangible results is to reinforce the
Logic Model (LM) of the project (Brousselle, Champagne, Contandriopoulos, & Hartz, 2011; Ridde &
Dagenais, 2012; Wells & Arthur-Banning, 2008). The Logic Model (LM), logical framework or log
framework is a visual tool that gives individuals involved in a project a common understanding of the
mission, vision and procedure through a conceptual map (McCawley, 1997). It is considered as the
cornerstone of a project or a program and it allows the operational linkage of all the elements necessary
for the implementation, management, and evaluation of a program.

LM’s address three main common features present in program, namely content (what?),
stakeholders and beneficiaries (who?), and reason to be (why?), which in turn are often divided into six
categories: needs, objectives, program, activities, inputs, output, beneficiaries, results, and external factors
and context (Porteous, 2012). Figure 1 represents a LM considering context and the program evaluation
perspective. First, the initial or targeted problem (needs) emerge directly from the context where the
project takes place, and is the major target of the project linked with beneficiaries’ needs. Second,
objectives address the problem and the intention of action through the project. Third, the program itself
refers to the activities. The program means the intervention or actions that are implemented in the project
to reach the objectives. The activities receive and constitute of inputs (e.g., funds, equipment, human
resources, training) and outputs (e.g., products, activities, training, actions). Fourth, the program is
directed to the beneficiaries, who are the targeted population of the program. Fifth, the results are
represented with different times of effect (short, medium or long term). Finally, all projects are influenced
by external factors (e.g., favorable or rough geography, good or bad politics) and the context of their
implementation. All components of the LM have to be adequate and well articulated together to constitute
the fundamental logic of a program (Brousselle et al., 2011; Ridde & Dagenais, 2012). Porteous (2012)
reminds us that it is essential to have a common vision of the project logic before thinking about
monitoring and evaluation .

Insert Figure 1 here

Context of the study

This research was done in collaboration with a non-profit SFD organization Pour 3 points (P3P)
established in 2013 in Montreal, Canada, that used sport as a tool to foster youth development in low
socioeconomic neighborhoods. At the time of the study, the organization provided a two-year coaching
training program for young Canadian adults who were interested in coaching and were willing to take on
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the long-term engagement of the program. During their enrolment in training program, they obtained
skills to become life coaches while coaching sports at one of the organization’s partner schools. Each
year, the program recruited approximately 15 coaches. Throughout their enrolment in the program, the
coaches participated in a four-day training retreat, five peer discussion circles, five formal trainings
sessions, and three personal evaluations each year.

Before the start of the program, P3P administrators designed the first LM of the coaching
program in collaboration with a consultant company. All of these administrators had a steering role in the
organization such as running the organization or the coach training program. Together, they built the
current LM (theoretical) (Figure 2) based on sport coaching literature, including the Positive Youth
Development in Sport approach and its 4C’s outcomes (Competence, Confidence, Connection and
Character) (Cété, Bruner, Erickson, Strachan, & Fraser-Thomas, 2010; Lerner et al., 2005), as well as the
types of coaching knowledge (i.e., intrapersonal, interpersonal, professional, and environmental) (Coté &
Gilbert, 2009). The administrators reached out to our research team with a request to assess the efficacy
of their LM (theoretical and practical) as well as to suggest improvements.

Insert Figure 2 here

Aims of the Study

The purpose of this study was to analyze the LM of a SFD organization in Canada (P3P) that
provides training for high school coaches in low socioeconomic communities in Montreal. More
specifically, we aim to answer the following questions:
1. How do key actors (coaches, program administrators, school directors and assistants, sport
coordinators) perceive an SFD program on the field (practice), compared to its LM (theory)?
2. What are the strengths and areas of improvement of the SFD program according the key actors
perceptions?
3. Make recommendations to improve the LM of the organization and its components.

METHOD

Realistic evaluation

The principles of realistic evaluation were employed as a gateway to collaborate with key actors
(Blamey & Mackenzie, 2007; Ridde & Dagenais, 2012). This approach allows researchers to engage
participants into the research process taking into account contextual challenges (Coalter, 2007; Edwards,
2015; Schulenkorf, 2012). With regards to the present study, this approach enabled the research team to
conceptualize the SFD program following the components of the LM (i.e., context, initial problem,
objectives, activities, results and impacts) and then create direct link for program evaluation. Realistic
evaluation considers the context and the expertise of the key actors to achieved program evaluation
through building the LM from a down/top process (Blamey & Mackenzie, 2007).

Participants

The participants of this study were 22 key actors (i.e., coaches, program administrators, school
directors, and sport coordinators) involved in the program in Montreal (R = 18-55 years old). They were
four administrators (3 men and 1 woman) responsible for program development, seven coaches (4 men
and 3 women) who received the training and coached high school student-athletes, five sport coordinators
(2 men and 3 women) in charge of the implementation of the school sport program and mentoring the
coaches, four school assistant directors (1 man and 3 women) responsible for the school activities and
programs, and two school directors (2 women). These participants were selected because of their
involvement as decision-makers and their role in program implementation and also their availability and
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willingness to take part in the project and be interviewed.

Data Collection

Data were collected using semi-structured interviews between April and November 2017.
Interviews were designed to examine the respondents’ perceptions on different components of the
program based on the seven components of the LM and to provide suggestions for improvements and to
make note of program elements that functioned well. The participants also addressed aspects of the
program that did not fit into these categories of the LM. The interviews were conducted by the first
author, they took place in a calm and quiet place, were all audio recorded, and lasted approximately 60
minutes.

Data Analysis

We conducted a combined strategy based on Braun and Clarke (2006) and Yin (2014), which
followed seven steps: (a) transcription, (b) familiarization with the data, (c) coding, (d) identifying
categories within each theme, (e) reviewing categories, (f) defining and naming themes, and (g) writing.
The first stage of the data analysis consisted of transcribing the interviews verbatim. Second, two authors
became familiar with the data by listening to the audio recordings and reviewing the transcriptions. Third,
data was coded using an inductive process. Fourth, lower-order themes were deductively identified within
each overarching theme defined by the components of the LM. In the fifth and sixth steps, the first and
second authors reviewed the overarching themes and lower-order themes, haming and defining each.
Finally, the seventh stage consisted of disseminating the findings and telling the story from the
perspective of the key actors, which is addressed in the results section. We organised the data into four
categories: perceptions and patterns, strengths of the program, areas of improvement and then
recommendations.

Quality Standards

Quality standards were applied to ensure quality on qualitative SFD research (Creswell &
Creswell, 2017; Smith, Sparkes, & Caddick, 2014). Based on those authors, the following strategies were
used: (a) width, (b) aesthetic merit, (c) worthy topic, (d) rich rigor, and (e) transparency. To achieve width
(i.e., comprehensiveness and quality of evidence), the first author conducted interviews and collected data
from all key actors, provided a detailed description of the data analysis with the help of the second author,
and reported direct quotes of the participants to allow the reader to judge the quality of the data. The third
author had an external point of view to challenge. Aesthetic merit (i.e., creative analytical practices) was
addressed by using an inductive thematic analytical process, which opened up the text for explanatory
interpretation of information. The study itself is deemed a worthy topic given that it originated from a
request of the organization and was relevant, timely, and significant to their needs. The study showed rich
rigor (i.e., use of theoretical constructs, abundant data, various P3P key actors) by using realistic
evaluation and the LM as central theoretical frameworks and collecting 1320 minutes of interviews.
Transparency was attained through regular discussions between the three authors from three various
backgrounds in the understanding of SFD. In addition, bracketing was also used as a quality standard
criterion. Bracketing promotes self-reflection and raises awareness to how one’s personal experiences
may impact the collection and interpretation of data (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Tufford & Newman,
2012). To meet this quality standard, documents (such as Theory of Change, Program description) and the
first author’s field notes were used to better understand the context of the program, its needs, as well as
the key actors’ involved and their relationships. Finally, the study received ethical approval from the first
author’s host university (1087 e 2017).
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Results

The results section is divided into three sub-sections: the first section addresses the responses
given by key actors following the topics of the interviews, related to the elements of the LM: initial prob-
lem targeted by the program, context of the program, objectives of the program, activities of the program,
results, and impacts of the program. Participants’ quotes are used to illustrate the findings, and codes are
included in parenthesis describing the role of the key actors in the organization, namely, administrators
(A), coaches (C), sport coordinators (SC), school assistant directors and school directors (SD). The sec-
ond section highlights strengths of the program while the third section is about the areas for improvement.

Insert Table 1 here

Key Actors’ perceptions and patterns
Initial problem targeted by the program®

Two main ideas were mentioned by the participants when asked what they believed were the
needs or the main problem targeted by the organization. School problem was mentioned by 6 respondents
(4C, 18D, 1SC) and it includes “lack of motivation”, “drop-out”, and “general problems at school”. As a
coach explained:

“I grew up in this city, I attended a couple of high schools here. I saw the environment, [

saw some coaches here, so | saw how much an organization like this is needed. They (the

organization) has a concrete plan, they target environments where attending school is

very difficult for young people”.

Disadvantaged children (3C, 1A, 1SC) addressed “children living in disadvantaged areas” and
“deprived neighborhoods”, and “children with less chance”. An administrator said that “Basically, we ex-
ist because the educational progress of young people in underprivileged environment is troubled, that is
the starting point. That's the reason of our existence.” Taking together, the organization targeted chil-
dren’s school problems, as well as children’s personal challenges of living in low socioeconomic environ-
ments.

Context of the program

With regards to the context of the program, some participants noted that the organization is very
attractive from the outside (2C), people want to be part of it. Respondents talked also about that the target
group of coaches is important (1C, 2SD, 1 SC), such as the coaches as a target group and their selection.
At this point, participants mentioned the idea of having “more than one coach per school” and the need
“to specify the target group of coaches” (€.9., experience, type) as suggestions for improvement. It was
also mentioned by a school director that a positive aspect of the selection process was that coaches were
old students of the schools, who “already have a belonging to the school, and can make the link with cur-
rent students”. It was also said that, “the activities were successful, because they have old students as
coaches who already know the philosophy”. When talking about the children’s knowledge on the pro-
gram, related to the impression that children being unsure about what P3P is (1C, 1A, 1SD), it was men-
tioned that “the children don’t know the organization and only coach take part in the training”. It was
also stated as a suggestion for improvement that the children need to “get to know the program”. Com-
munication is missing for children to understand the program, its goals and activities. Following this
point, participants noted a lack of information coming from the SFD organization to the schools and also
that the partnership or the relationship between P3P and the schools is challenging (3A, 1SD), or unclear
and needs to be clarified.

! The wording “initial problem” has been used by the SFD organization in their communication, and it is also used in
the literature instead of “needs”, that is why the current study uses the same wording.
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Objectives of the program

The participants described the objectives of the program as teaching values (2C, 1A), developing
children (3C), having a positive impact on children (2C), developing life coaches (1C, 1SD, 3SC), moti-
vating children to have goals (1C, 1SC) and helping children reach their potential (1A, 1SC). As a coach
said “The objective is having a positive impact, not only an immediate one, but a long-term impact on the
players. An impact that could make for example a student finish high school, who otherwise wouldn'’t fin-
ish it.” From the six objectives that were mentioned only one has the coaches as target group, namely
“developing life coaches” — also phrased as “transforming coaches to life coaches™ and “preparing/train-
ing life coaches”. As a school coordinator explained:

“The objective, I think, is to guide the coach to be able to manage all kinds of situations

with the young people, to give them the most possible tools to become positive leaders in

the community, then, just to encourage them to use this model in practice.”

Some respondents meant “teaching/transferring values to children” — through sport — when talk-
ing about teaching values, while others mentioned “teaching values” or “teaching SFD program values”,
not specifying the target audience.

Activities

This overarching theme addressed multiple program interventions and activities (what they are
and how they are perceived). More specifically, the follow-up activity of the coaches (mentors meeting
the coaches daily) was mentioned (4C) as one of the activities of the program. As a coach said: “The ac-
tivities are quite varied. We have our one-on-one follow-ups with our mentors, then we have our discus-
sion circles with our peers. I could even take more of them, I'm very engaged in them, I love them.” It
was also stated that the content of the educational activities needs to match the experience of the coaches
(3C, 2A). An administrator pointed out that “year #1 and #2 need to be separated at formations”, while a
coach said that “the formations need to be adjusted to the experience of the coaches”. The timing of the
activities was mentioned as a concern (3C), stating that “it would be better to have the formations before
the season” and that “the rhythm of the activities needs to be adjusted”. There were comments also on
the amount of the activities (3C), suggesting some additional activities on “extreme situations”, “addic-
tion”, “attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD)” and “techniques and strategy”. Another coach
gave an example of what sort of additional training would be useful for them:

“I would love to have a training on ADHD (attention deficit hyperactivity disorder) and

other behaviour-related problems, because it is said that the majority of the students

have these problems. It would be good to know about them. Of course, | can do my own

research, but having a lecture on them would be really good.”

It was also pointed out that the information-sharing about the activities is missing (3SD), as some
respondents said that they “don’t know about them”. The idea of homework help was mentioned twice
(2SD). Someone said — referring to a school - that “all sports get the obligatory homework help, it is be-
tween school and trainings”’, while someone raised the question whether “the program is able to build a
concept where the coaches help with the homeworks”.

Results and impacts

The interview had separate questions about the perceived short-term results and longer term im-
pacts of the program, also distinctly focused on coaches and on children, yet the respondents did not make
this distinction at all times. Therefore a decision has been made to treat these two topics as one. The two
words “result” and “impact” is used interchangeably throughout this section. The following items were
mentioned when answering the questions about results and impacts: the children not only seek victory, but
learning as well (5C), the children develop on a personal level (5C, 3A, 2SD, 4SC) —i.e. in “decision-
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making”, “building trust”, “developing autonomy”, “pride” and “sense of belonging” - the children de-
velop perseverance (4C, 1A, 1SD, 1SC), the coaches develop on a personal level (2C, 3A), the behaviour
of the children changes (5SC) — for example “they are not late”, and the children develop their basketball
skills (1C). As an administrator said: “The core idea of this program is to develop coaches, so that they
can intervene and support the educational progress of their players. So, the focus is really on the develop-
ment of the coaches.” A coach completed:

“I would like to see that school perseverance develops in the kids. Some of my players

had and still have difficulties at school, and | wish | can be a part of their stay in school.

On Mondays and Wednesdays, | spend some time with them, | help them with their

homework, and it warms my heart.”

But at the end, a question remains who are the targets of the impacts (2A, 1SC), coaches or stu-
dents?

Other aspects of the program

When given the opportunity to add other comments on the program, the respondents had diverse
thoughts. There were comments about financing the work of the coaches (1A, 2SC, 1SC). A respondent
suggested that “with payment, the coaches might perform better”’, and others said that they “give the
coaches a small remuneration”. Another respondent said that it is “good to have the P3P coaches for
free”. It was also mentioned that the status of coaches needed to be clarified (2A), referring to the con-
tractual relationship that the coaches have with P3P. Someone pointed out that “the coaches have a con-
tract, but if they don’t show up at trainings, there are no consequences”’, While someone else posed the
question whether “the coaches are employees of P3P . The partnership/relationship between the SFD
organization and the schools was also commented on (3A, 1SD), stating it as “challenging” and “un-
clear”. As one of them explained:

“The approach to the partnership between the organization and the schools is not clear.

Do we develop something with the schools and then work on it in the future? Do we need

to partner with the schools at all? For the schools, it is very confusing that the coaches

are in training, but on the other hand, they look like our employees. We need to define

their role, because being in training is not the same as being employed.”

A school leader said:

“We have excellent coaches, they are very engaged with our school. Nonetheless, their
immediate superiors are the sport coordinators, and we need to improve the communica-

tion between them, so the parents could be more informed as well.”

It was also mentioned that “the organization lacks visibility internally in the school, therefore,
they need to promote their partnership”. Similarly, someone else said that “the communication can be
improved, as the school leadership doesn’t see what P3P does.” As a general comment it was also
pointed out that the sport coordinators — paid staff members of the schools who are responsible for school
sport programs, including the one of the organization - and the coaches need to talk to each other (1A,
1SC), but according to a sport coordinator “there’s no time for it.”

Strengths of P3P Program

The data analysis also tried to highlight the positive aspects of the program pointed out by the re-
spondents (Table 2). Globally on the needs, all respondents agreed that the initial idea of the program is
relevant and personally they are positive about taking part in it for two reasons. On one hand, they agreed
with the idea of providing training for coach, because they generally miss coaching experience and sup-
port in their practice (Point of view of P3P administrators and coaches). On the other hand, school staff
members are happy to receive qualified and trained coaches to work with their youth population, for low
budget and voluntarily (Point of view of sport coordinators and school directors). This tends to reveal that
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motivation and targeted problems are different in between administrators and coaches from one side, and
school staff from the other side. They formed their opinions on the situation and activity regarding both
the kids and the coaches, and it means that the respondents consider both of these groups to be beneficiar-
ies of the program.

Then on the context, P3P advertisement and visibility seemed attractive because three coaches
mentioned that they wanted to be part of it from outside. It seems to be a great opportunity, they are moti-
vated to be part of the P3P community, and the program is “cool”, in their words.

Regarding results and impacts, several coach respondents gave lengthy practical examples on
how the program affected them on a personal and professional level, and they also gave us concrete ex-
amples on how the behaviour of certain kids changed over the course of the program in certain situations.
Finally, the scope of this study is not to showcase these individual examples, it is worth mentioning that
some great positive changes have already occurred to some program participants and these changes have
a good potential to be sustained in the long-term.

Areas for improvement

Table 2 presented also seven areas of improvement identified in this study. First, there is an ap-
parent discrepancy within the LM around the intended impact of the program. The LM states that the in-
tended impact is to develop positive youth coaches, but the need for this education is not apparent in the
LM, neither the respondents perceive it. The targeted problems perceived by the key actors somewhat res-
onate with elements in the LM. The LM does refer to “student athletes in low income schools”, however,
it does not mention school problems as a targeted problem. The LM also mentions the coaches’ ability —
developed through the program - to teach “competence, confidence, character and connection” and the
development and empowerment of “positive youth coaches”, however, none of the perceived targeted
problems is about the coaches.

Second, there is a lack of purposeful communication to the children about the program. The LM
does not indicate how the coaches are being selected for the program, however, it is stated that “we match
schools and coaches”. The LM also states that one of the program components it to “follow the coaches’
integration into the schools”, but it does not refer to any explanation to the children about the program it-
self.

Third, there is a misalignment between the objective in the LM and the perception of the P3P staff
members. According to the LM, the program’s intended impact is (by 2019) to “develop and empower
150-200 long term positive youth coaches to effectively teach competence, confidence, character and con-
nection to student athletes”. With this objective, P3P targets the coaches to transfer values to children.
There is an apparent gap in the responses of the P3P staff members, as nobody in this category mentioned
the development of life coaches as a program objective, and this is the only category where it was not
mentioned. There are five more objectives perceived by the respondents, most of them targeting the chil-
dren: teaching values (not specifying the target group), developing children, having a positive impact on
children, motivating children to have goals and helping children reach their potential (all four of them
having the children as target group).

Fourth, the respondents had varying knowledge on and understanding about the activities. A pat-
tern can be seen that there is a divide between the coaches and P3P staff members versus the school per-
sonnel in defining activities. The first group referred to the activities that P3P provides to the coaches,
while the second one talked about the missing information about the activities and mentioned the extra-
curricular homework help as activity. According to the LM the program components are “formal train-
ing”, “peer to peer network”, “mentorship and feedback” — referred to by the respondents as “follow-up” -
and “real life coaching on and off the court”. The latter one is not perceived as a program activity by the
respondents as no answer mentioned that the coaches carry out activities with the children in sport (i.e.
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trainings, competitions). There is also a lack of information-sharing about the activities among the
coaches, the P3P staff members and the school personnel.

Fifth, in the LM there are four outcomes that are not mentioned by the respondents as program
results: the coaches having a deepened relationship with school leaders and guardians, remaining in low
income schools, enlisting athletes into coaching and further developing sport programs. Based on the LM,
the program’s intended impact is to “develop and empower 150-200 long term positive youth coaches to
effectively teach competence, confidence, character and connection to student athletes”. This resonates
with the perceived impact on the coaches’ development on a personal level. The LM lists apprenticeship
outcomes and long-term outcomes as well. As apprenticeship outcomes, the coaches’ ability “to teach
competence, confidence, character and connection to student athletes” and to have “a deepened relation-
ship with school leaders and guardians” are listed in the LM. The latter one was not mentioned as a result
of the program by any respondent. In the LM as long term outcomes the following items are listed: “re-
main in low income schools”, “enlist athletes into coaching”, “further develop sport programs”, “improve
grades” and “graduate from high school/CEGEP and/or hold jobs/careers.” From this list, the latter two
are perceived by the respondents, seeing the children’ perseverance as a result of the program, however
the first three perceived outcomes are not mentioned as results of the program. Nonetheless, the develop-
ment of the children’ basketball skills is a perceived result that is not listed in the LM.

Sixth, among their general comments the respondents mentioned the unclear status of coaches
and the financial aspects of their work with P3P. In the LM there is no mention of either of these aspects.
Finally, the partnership/relationship between P3P and the schools is perceived to be unclear, and there is a
lack of information coming from P3P to the schools about the program in general and about its activities
in particular.

Insert Table 2 here

Discussion

At this point, it is important to recall this study emerged directly from the administrators and their
need to reinforce the LM before proceeding to program evaluation asked by their funders. Throughout the
principles of realistic evaluation (Ridde & Dagenais, 2012) and components of the LM, researchers go
step by step with practitioners (key actors) to produced recommendations for the future of the SFD
organization and its training program.

Recommendations for P3P

Table 2 presents a summary of recommendations made by the participants to improve the
program and its organization. This report has been provided to the administrators in order to help them
upgrade the LM of the program. The recommendations were summarized in three points. First, the
organization provided three distinct services/mission that were not clear to all key actors, namely life
coach training program, coaches who work with disadvantaged youth in schools, and the mission of the
P3P organization. Findings of this study addressed a question around the target group of the program: is it
for coaches or for children? This misunderstanding is also expressed in the three objectives of the
program (Figure 2): This organization is a training program for coaches, its develops children through
sport, and its social mission in relation with schools and more largely the society. We recommend that the
P3P staff members need to clarify the objective of the program rather than targeted participants, in
particular whether o not developing life coaches is a program objective. Second, the SFD organization
has to provide better communication with coaches, schools, partners, and children. The organization
seems to have identified the lack of training for youth educators as a challenge in the field but the general
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need for life coaches is missing in the LM. Consequently, it is important to clarify and communicate to all
key actors what the program activities and their content are. It also needs to be decided by P3P whether
life coaching on and off the court is a program activity. Then, communication with partners needs to be
improved about the mission. The program could be introduced to the players at the start of the season.
Therefore, the children would have an understanding of the purpose of the program and the key actors
around them. Furthermore, some measures are needed to close the gap between the perceived program
results and the ones in the LM. Third, the partnership between P3P and the schools needs to be clarified,
the contract between them need to list the rights and responsibilities of both parties, along with
consequences of non-fulfillment. The contract needs to state the information-sharing obligation of P3P
towards the schools. Therefore status of the coaches needs to be clear for all key actors, for example by
clarifying their rights and responsibilities in their contract. The SFD organization and the schools need to
discuss their financial strategy about the remuneration of coaches.

Based on previous studies, after identifying the strengths and areas of improvement of the training
program, the next step as future recommendation would be the co-build or reinforce the LM with P3P
administrators to precise how sport can support development (Green, 2008; Rioux, Laurier, Gadais, &
Terradas, 2017; Rioux, Laurier, Terradas, Labonté, & Desormeaux, 2018) and how the P3P program will
be evaluated (Coalter, 2008; Levermore, 2011). The organization chose to publish the results of this study
to share the importance of research collaboration on long term perspectives, even if their current training
program has already reached another step of development (Levermore, 2011). Still, working closely with
a research team is a benefit, despite work tasks, agenda, methods, are grounded in two different realities
with two timelines. At the end, we hope that by providing a good practice example for SFD organizations
of self-reflection give them the opportunity to improve their project with or without the help of academic
researchers.

Lessons learned

Following the recommendations of Ridde and Dagenais (2012), realistic evaluation was used for
bridging theory to practice and generate data in order to address limitations on monitoring and evaluation
in SFD. Several elements have been useful to reach this agenda and identify knowledge on context,
effects and mechanisms of the intervention (Robert & Ridde, 2013). In particular, practitioners’
perceptions are considered as valuable data because of the expertise and experience they have around the
program and the context of implementation. In this study, various key actors around the SFD organization
have diverse and complementary perceptions (training and activities perceived; different understanding of
communication), especially about P3P thought program (in theory) and P3P in action program (in
practice). But all can help the research team to better understand what really the P3P program is about and
reinforce ultimately the LM. Few previous case studies on SFD used various points of view to generate a
strong understanding of phenomena (Burnett, 2009, 2014; Oxford, 2017) even if those studies are rich in
terms of understanding the situation and the context and preparing the full assessment of a program.
Furthermore, realistic evaluation allows us to support and strengthen the work of key actors around the
SFD program while continuing to critically question their actions and their achievements (Lynch &
Yerashotis, 2017; Richards et al., 2013; Ridde & Dagenais, 2012). By analyzing their perceptions and
opinions, recommendations for key actors could be made to enhance the LM of the partner organization.
It helps the organization provide better service within the program. According to our knowledge, current
research on SFD settings is often critical and rarely addresses the contextual challenges of sport for social
change practices (Coalter, 2007; Edwards, 2015; Schulenkorf, 2012). Finally, realistic evaluation always
attempts to build the rationale behind the project, through intervention/intermediate/general theory and an
iterative process (Robert & Ridde, 2013). It could be considered as a method to prepare monitoring and
evaluation of the program by having clear targeted participants, objectives, activities among others
(Levermore, 2011; Porteous, 2012; Ridde & Dagenais, 2012). This method of rebuilding and
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strengthening the LM allows generating effective indicators for future program assessment despite the
limited resources and capacities of the organization. It also ensures that the right elements of the program
are evaluated.

Limitations

First, it would be relevant to collect data from actors such as the young athletes, their parents and
funders to share their opinion about the P3P program. Their opinion could provide additions to see the
entire picture of the P3P program, and could be the basis of recommendations for further improvement.
Second, some of the interview questions were not relevant to some respondents (e.g., school directors), as
they didn’t know much about the P3P program as such, therefore, other questions need to be considered
in future research. Third, the researchers are aware of that this study has taken place in Canada, and
conducting the same type of study in developing countries, could be more challenging for research.
Nonetheless, the authors have diverse backgrounds (North America, Europe and Latin America) and
experience in international development and SFD projects, that provide a global look into the
interpretation of the findings.

Conclusion

This study was the result of a collaborative research for improving the LM of a SFD organization
in Montreal: P3P. By using key actors perceptions throughout a realistic evaluation, this study contributes
to the advancement of knowledge on SFD program evaluation. It generated strengths, areas of
improvements and recommendations for P3P program such as clarifying its objectives, reinforcing
internal communication, and building stronger partnerships with the partner schools. Findings reveal also
that the program is successful for all key actors and help researchers and P3P administrators reinforce
essential organizational program structures and activities for better management, evaluation, and
improved impact on communities.

Others various findings emerged from this study: 1) Participants have valuable perceptions that
help us better understand what the SFD program is really about, especially from perspectives of different
key actors; 2) Collaborative research is useful to support SFD program by understanding actors and their
context; 3) Building a strong LM is essential before assessing a SFD program with clear indicators and
measures. At this moment, the organization is aware of those results and currently applying
improvements. This research is only the first through a long-term collaboration that the researchers would
like to establish with this SFD organization.

Declaration of interest statement
Authors declare no conflict of interest.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Authors would like to acknowledge W.F. and the P3P organization (administrators and coaches)
and its partners (sport coordinators and school administrators) who took part to this study.

REFERENCES
Arellano, A., Halsall, T., Forneris, T., & Gaudet, C. (2018). Results of a utilization-focused

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 12



evaluation of a Right To Play program for Indigenous youth. Evaluation and program
planning, 66, 156-164.

Arnold, C. (2014). Evaluation in Sport for Development: A Case Study of the Gansbaai Project,
Football Foundation of South Africa, From A Critical Perspective. (M.A.). Broke
University, Retrieved from
https://dr.library.brocku.ca/bitstream/handle/10464/5225/Brock _Arnold_Christopher 201

4.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Blamey, A., & Mackenzie, M. (2007). Theories of change and realistic evaluation: peas in a pod
or apples and oranges? Evaluation, 13(4), 439-455.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative research in
psychology, 3(2), 77-101.

Brousselle, A., Champagne, F., Contandriopoulos, A.-P., & Hartz, Z. (2011). L'évaluation:
concepts et méthodes. Montréal: Presses de I'Université de Montréal.

Burnett, C. (2009). Engaging sport-for-development for social impact in the South African context.
Sport in Society, 12(9), 1192-1205. doi:10.1080/17430430903137852

Burnett, C. (2014). A critical reflection on sport-for-development discourses: A review. South
African Journal for Research in Sport, Physical Education and Recreation, 36(3), 11-24.
Retrieved from https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84918519277 &partnerlD=40&md5=2a3a37be90287bd351fcfb55e15f87¢c5

Chawansky, M., & Holmes, M. (2015). Sport, social development and peace. Sport in Society,
18(6), 752-756. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2015.1050264

Chen, H. T. (2014). Practical program evaluation: Theory-driven evaluation and the integrated

evaluation perspective: Sage Publications.

Coalter, F. (2007). Sports clubs, social capital and social regeneration: Ill-defined interventions
with hard to follow outcomes? Sport in Society: Cultures, Commerce, Media, Politics,
10(4), 22.

Coalter, F. (2008). Sport-in-Development: A Monitoring and Evaluation Manual: The
International Platform on Sport & Development.

Cohen, A., Taylor, E., & Hanrahan, S. (2019). Strong intentions but diminished impact: Following
up with former participants in a sport for development and peace setting. Sport

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 13


https://dr.library.brocku.ca/bitstream/handle/10464/5225/Brock_Arnold_Christopher_2014.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://dr.library.brocku.ca/bitstream/handle/10464/5225/Brock_Arnold_Christopher_2014.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84918519277&partnerID=40&md5=2a3a37be90287bd351fcfb55e15f87c5
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84918519277&partnerID=40&md5=2a3a37be90287bd351fcfb55e15f87c5
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2015.1050264

Management Review.

Coté, J., Bruner, M., Erickson, K., Strachan, L., & Fraser-Thomas, J. (2010). Athlete development
and coaching. In J. Lyle & C. Cushion (Eds.), Sports coaching: Professionalisation and
practice (pp. 63-84). Oxford: Elsevier.

Coté, J., & Gilbert, W. (2009). An integrative definition of coaching effectiveness and expertise.
International  journal of sports science & coaching, 4(3), 307-323.
doi:d0i:10.1260/174795409789623892

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches: Sage publications.

Darnell, S. C., Whitley, M. A., & Massey, W. V. (2016). Changing methods and methods of
change: Reflections on qualitative research in sport for development and peace. Qualitative
Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 8(5), 571-577.

Edwards, M. B. (2015). The role of sport in community capacity building: An examination of sport
for development research and practice. Sport Management Review, 18(1), 6-19.
d0i:10.1016/j.smr.2013.08.008

Gadais, T. (2019). Sport for Development and Peace: Current Perspectives of Research. In Sports
Science and Human Health-Different Approaches: IntechOpen.

Gadais, T., Webb, A., & Garcia, A. (2017). Using report analysis as a sport for development and
peace research tool: The case of El Salvador Olimpica Municipal’s programme. Journal of
Sport for Development., 6(10), 12-24.

Gardam, K., Giles, A. R., & Hayhurst, L. M. C. (2017). Understanding the privatisation of funding
for sport for development in the Northwest Territories: a Foucauldian analysis.
International Journal of Sport Policy, 1-15. doi:10.1080/19406940.2017.1310742

Green, B. C. (2008). Sport as an agent for social and personal change. In V. Girginov (Ed.),
Management of sports development (pp. 129-147). Oxford: : Butterworth-Heinemann.

Hartmann, D. (2003). Theorizing sport as social intervention: A view from the grassroots.
Quest, 55, 118-140.

Hartmann, D., & Kwauk, C. (2011). Sport and development: An overview, critique, and
reconstruction.  Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 35(3), 284-305.
d0i:10.1177/0193723511416986

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 14



Houlihan, B. (2013). Chapter 2. Commercial, political, social and cultural factors impacting on the
management of high performance sport. In P. Sotiriadou & V. DeBosscher (Eds.),
Managing high performance sport (pp. 49-61). London: Routledge.

Kaufman, Z., Rosenbauer, B. P., & Moore, G. (2013). Lessons learned from monitoring and
evaluating sport-for-development programmes in the Caribbean. In Global Sport-for-
Development (pp. 173-193): Springer.

Kidd, B. (2008). A new social movement: Sport for development and peace. Sport in Society,
11(4), 370-380.

Lerner, R. M., Lerner, J. V., Almerigi, J. B., Theokas, C., Phelps, E., Gestsdottir, S., . . . Ma, L.
(2005). Positive youth development, participation in community youth development
programs, and community contributions of fifth-grade adolescents: Findings from the first
wave of the 4-H study of positive youth development. The Journal of Early Adolescence,
25(1), 17-71.

Levermore, R. (2008). Sport a new engine of development? Progress in development studies, 8(2),
183-190. Retrieved from http://pdj.sagepub.com/content/8/2/183.full.pdf

Levermore, R. (2011). Evaluating sport-for-development: approaches and critical issues. Progress
in development studies, 11(4), 339-353. Retrieved from
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/ugam?ctx_ver=239.88-2004&url_ver=739.88-

2004 &ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTFE-
8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-
9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-

027X &rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-
menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A5
3791511 &rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-
development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&
rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore
%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object id=111000396
919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft val fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&s
fx.previous_request id=16419109

Levermore, R., & Beacom, A. (2009). Sport and international development. Basingstoke, UK:

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 15


http://pdj.sagepub.com/content/8/2/183.full.pdf
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109
http://openurl.uquebec.ca:9003/uqam?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&url_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&ctx_id=10_1&rft.auinit=R&rft.volume=11&rft.issn=1464-9934&rft.genre=article&rft.issue=4&rft.pages=339-353&rft.eissn=1477-027X&rfr_id=info%3Asid%2Fwww.exlibrisgroup.com%3Abx-menu&rft.stitle=PROG%20DEV%20STUD&rft.aufirst=Roger&rft_id=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft.atitle=Evaluating%20sport-for-development%3A%20approaches%20and%20critical%20issues&rft.aulast=Levermore&rft.jtitle=Progress%20in%20development%20studies&rft.date=2011&rft.au=Levermore%2C%20Roger&rft.epage=353&rft.spage=339&rft.auinit1=R&rft.object_id=111000396919006&rft_dat=urn%3Abx%3A53791511&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&sfx.previous_request_id=16419109

Palgrave Macmillan.

Lynch, M., & Yerashotis, G. (2017). Sporting chancers: Three Canadian corporations’
representations of sport-for-youth-development. International Review for the Sociology of
Sport, 00 (0), 1-25. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690217734543

Massey, W. V., Whitley, M. A., Blom, L., & Gerstein, L. H. (2015). Sport for development and

peace: A systems theory perspective on promoting sustainable change. International

Journal of Sport Management and Marketing, 16(1-2), 18-35.
doi:10.1504/1JSMM.2015.074921

McCawley, P. F. (1997). The logic Model for Program Planning and Evaluation. Moscow:
University of Idaho.

Oxford, S. (2017). The social, cultural, and historical complexities that shape and constrain
(gendered) space in an SDP organisation in Colombia. Journal of Sport for Development,
6(10), 1-11.

Peachey, J. W., Cohen, A., Shin, N., & Fusaro, B. (2018). Challenges and strategies of building
and sustaining inter-organizational partnerships in sport for development and peace. Sport
Management Review, 21(2), 160-175.

Porteous, N. (2012). La construction d'un modéle logique de programme. In V. Ridde & C.
Dagenais (Eds.), Approches et pratiques en évaluation de programmes (pp. 89-107).
Montréal: Presses de I'Université de Montréal.

Richards, J., Kaufman, Z., Schulenkorf, N., Wolff, E., Gannett, K., Siefken, K., & Rodriguez, G.
(2013). Advancing the evidence base of sport for development: a new open-access, peer-
reviewed journal. Journal of Sport for Development, 1(1), 1-3.

Ridde, V., & Dagenais, C. (2012). Approches et pratiques en évaluation de programmes.
Montréal: Presses de I'Université de Montréal.

Rioux, M.-A., Laurier, C., Gadais, T., & Terradas, M. (2017). De I’entraineur a 1’intervenant:
réflexion sur I’apport des connaissances issues des sciences du sport aux interventions
basées sur le sport aupres des jeunes contrevenants. Revue de psychoéducation, 46(2), 313-
336.

Rioux, M.-A., Laurier, C., Terradas, M. M., Labonté, M., & Desormeaux, R. (2018). Co-
Construction of an Intervention Model Using Sports in a Rehabilitation Setting: A

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 16


https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690217734543

Collaboration Between Researchers and Practitioners. Residential Treatment for Children
& Youth, 1-27.

Robert, E., & Ridde, V. (2013). L’approche réaliste pour ’évaluation de programmes et la revue
systématique: de la théorie a la pratique. Mesure et évaluation en éducation, 36(3), 79-108.

Schulenkorf, N. (2012). Sustainable community development through sport and events: A
conceptual framework for Sport-for-Development projects. Sport Management Review,
15(1), 1-12. d0i:10.1016/j.smr.2011.06.001

Schulenkorf, N. (2017). Managing sport-for-development: Reflections and outlook. Sport
Management Review

20(3), 243-251.

Simard, S. (2013). Le développement positif des jeunes en contexte sportif parascolaire :
évaluation du programme d’intervention psychosociale Bien dans mes Baskets. (Ph.D).
Universite de Montréal, Montreal.

Smith, B., Sparkes, A. C., & Caddick, N. (2014). Judging qualitative research. In L. Nelson, R.
Groom, & P. Potrac (Eds.), Research methods in sports coaching (pp. 192-201). New York:
Routledge.

Tufford, L., & Newman, P. (2012). Bracketing in qualitative research. Qualitative social work,
11(1), 80-96.

United Nations Office on Sport for Development and Peace. (2017). Sport and Sustainable

Development Goals. Retrieved from https://www.un.org/sport/content/why-sport/sport-

and-sustainable-development-goals
Wells, M. S., & Arthur-Banning, S. G. (2008). The logic of youth development: Constructing a

logic model of youth development through sport. Journal of Park & Recreation
Administration, 26(2).

Whitley, M. A,, Coble, C., & Jewell, G. S. (2016). Evaluation of a sport-based youth development
programme for refugees. Leisure/ Loisir, 40(2), 175-199.
d0i:10.1080/14927713.2016.1219966

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage publications.

DOI: STORK.3389.XXXX 17


https://www.un.org/sport/content/why-sport/sport-and-sustainable-development-goals
https://www.un.org/sport/content/why-sport/sport-and-sustainable-development-goals

B wWOWN B

ANALYZING THE LOGIC MODEL OF AN SDP PROGRAM IN CANADA

Tables

Table 1. Perceptions and patterns of the P3P program regarding the logic model and its components
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Targeted problem Context

Program objectives

Activities

Results-Impacts  General Comments

Children are unsure
about what P3P is
Disadvantaged chil- (1) Developing children
dren (3) 3

The target group of

coaches is important  Impacting children
(1) positively (2)

Coaches (C) School problems (4) Teaching values (2)

Attractive program Developing life
(2) coaches (1)

Motivating children
to have goals (1)

Follow-up (4)

The content of the
educational activi-
ties needs to match
the experience of the
coaches (3)

The timing of the
activities is a con-
cern (3)

The amount of the
activities is a con-
cern (3)

Children not only
seek victory, but
learning as well (5)

Coaches develop on
a personal level (2)

Children develop on
a personal level (5)

Children develop
their basketball
skills (1)

The children de-
velop perseverance

(4)
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The content of the
educational activi-
ties needs to match
the experience of the
coaches (2)

Children are unsure
about what P3P is

(1)

The partnership/rela-
tionship between
P3P and the schools
is challenging (3)

P3P administrators
(A)

School problems (1) Teaching values (1)

Disadvantaged chil-
dren (2)

Helping children
reach their potential

@)

The children de-
velop perseverance

1)

Children develop on
a personal level (3)

Coaches develop on
a personal level (1)

Question: Who are
the targets of the im-
pact? (2)

Comments about fi-
nancing the work of
the coaches (1)

Status of coaches
needs to be clarified

)

Information about
the activities is miss-

ing (3)

School directors
and assistants (SD)

School problems (1)  The target group of

coaches is important

(@)

Children are unsure
about what P3P is

(1)

The partnership/rela-
tionship between
P3P and the schools
is challenging (1)

Motivating children
to have goals (1)

Developing life
coaches (1) Ideas about home-
work help as an ac-

tivity (2)

The behaviour of the
children changes (5)

Children develop
perseverance (1)

Children develop on
a personal level (2)

Coaches develop on
a personal level (1)

Comments about fi-
nancing the work of
the coaches (2)
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Sport coordinators
(SC)

Disadvantaged chil-
dren (1)

The target group of
coaches is important

(1)

Helping children
reach their potential

)

Developing life
coaches (3)

Children develop on
a personal level (4)

Coaches develop on
a personal level (1)

The children de-
velop perseverance

1)

Question: Whose
impact are these? (1)

Comments about fi-
nancing the work of
the coaches (1)

The sport coordina-
tors and the coaches
need to talk to each
other (2)
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6  Table 2. Strengths, areas of improvement and recommendations about the Logic Model of P3P program

Needs - Initial problem

Context

Objectives

Activities

Results and impacts

General comments

Strengths

Initial idea of the P3P pro-
gram is relevant

training and support for
coaches (focus on coaches)
qualified coaches inside
school (focus on kids’ de-
velopment)

P3P advertisement
and visibility is at-
tractive

Program affects
coaches on personal
and professional level
Program helps to change
the behaviour of certain
kids

Positive changes with
good potential to be sus-
tained in the long-term

Areas of improvements

Discrepancy within the
logic model around the in-
tended impact of the pro-
gram. It states that the in-
tended impact is to develop
positive youth coaches, but
the need for this education
is not apparent in the LM,
neither it is perceived by the
respondents

Lack of purposeful
communication to
the children about the
program.
Partnership/ rela-
tionship between
P3P and the schools
is unclear, therefore,
it needs to be clarified
and there is a lack of
information coming
from P3P to the
schools

Misalignment between
the program objective
regarding the coaches in
the LM and the percep-
tion of the P3P staff
members

Divide between the
coaches and P3P staff
members versus the
school personnel in de-
fining activities (Activi-
ties provided to the
coaches, activities for
kids)

Four outcomes in the
LM are not mentioned
a) coaches having a
deepened relationship
with school leaders and
guardians, b) remaining
in low income schools,
¢) enlisting athletes into
coaching and d) further
developing sport pro-
grams

Basketball skill develop-
ment is not in the LM

Financing and status of
the coaches is a concern
for key actors, therefore,
it needs to be clarified

Recommendations

Need for life coaches
should be included in the
LM

Program shall be in-
troduced to the play-
ers at the start of the
season

The partnership be-
tween P3P and the
schools needs to be
clarified

P3P staff members need
to be clear on whether
developing life coaches
is a program objective or
not

Clarify and communi-
cate to all key actors
what are the program ac-
tivities and their content

Some measures have to
be taken to close the gap
between the perceived
program results and the
ones in the LM

Status of the coaches
needs to be clear for all
key actors
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Figures

Figure 1. Logic model representation and its components (inspired by Ridde & Dagenais, 2012)
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Figure 2. First P3P training program’s logic model
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