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Addressing the Challenges of Systems Change Evaluation:

Tools for Assessment
Increasingly, evaluators are being asked to evaluate programs whose objectives include systems change. Recent political and economic shifts have emphasized the need for systems change across fields, resulting in a call for informed, competent evaluators to monitor and assess these initiatives. The need for evidence of change to a system or to a series of systems has been heightened with the economic crisis and strained resources facing government and corporate funders. 

While evaluating systems change is a markedly different endeavor than evaluating service delivery programs, minimal literature exists to guide evaluators in their task. Examples identifying levels of change effort may be found within related literature (e.g., Smith, 2007; Burke, 2002; Scharmer, 2007;  Spillane, Reiser & Reimer, 2002;  Hawley , 1997; Schalock, Fredericks, Dalke & Alberto, 1994; and Shrag, 1996) but little can be found explicating the complexities of how to support and document change as an ongoing process. To meet the complexities, enhanced evaluation designs are needed that will be responsive to the needs of stakeholders for useful information in shorter time frames while providing credible results that can be generalized and replicated (Chen, 2005). 
Over the past 10 years, Newman (2002) and colleagues have developed and piloted a model for documenting systems change, the Three I Model. This paper continues that work, and addresses some of the challenges previously identified through the use of this model. This includes expanded justification for including assessment of four major concepts and a brief exploration of different types of tools for evaluating systems change that have been explored.  Provided within the paper are further examples of systems change efforts and accompanying evaluation efforts as well as first steps in the development of checklists and rubrics tailored to the task of evaluating systems change. 
The Three I Model of Evaluating Programs with Systems Change Intents

Newman (2001 and 2002) and colleagues developed and piloted an evaluation model where systems change is viewed as an active process that is developmental in nature—not an outcome but actions that lead to incremental steps or progress. The model assesses systems change according to three developmental levels – initiation, implementation, and impact—that occur and can reoccur in a cyclical fashion. As the organization changes, it is the role of the evaluator to document those activities, learning, uses and outcomes that are occurring at each phase and sub phase. (See Figure 1). The Three I Model has been replicated for use in education, substance abuse, technology, mental health, and developmental disabilities venues in over 100 program evaluations (e.g. Newman, Clure & Zhou, 2003; Newman, et al., 2002; Newman, Towerton, & Baliber, 2002; Muller, 2002; Onetti, 2002) 
A meta-analysis of theses studies using the Three I Model, has identified four key factors as occurring when true systems change has occurred:
· Policies and Procedures: Formal and informal operational and organizational policies and procedures that guide the everyday work of the system.

· Infrastructure: The underlying foundations or basic framework of a system or organization (i.e. resource allocation and organizational structure.

· Design and Delivery of Services: Processes that envelop program content, formal communication, supporting theories and knowledge base, design delivery, capacity, outreach and the like.

· Expected Outcomes/Experiences: The expectations of program consumers and providers (i.e. a redefinition of what should be expected and delivered from a program not just more of the same). 

Newman and Lobosco (2007) have conceptualized these four factors as table legs that support a systems change platform (or table top) (see Figure 2). In addition, they have identified several concomitant factors which brace the table legs (see Figure 3). Though we do not yet know if they need to be placed
Figure 1: The Three I Model for Evaluating Systems Change
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in a specific layout, we do know that they are critical pieces of the systems change effort.. These “cross bars” are:
· Climate and Culture: Climate is the prevailing influence or environmental conditions that interact with vision, stakeholder status, sense of stability and causality of actions, interactions amongst personnel and recipients of services, etc.  Climate is represented by variables that can be seen (e.g. a common mission, leadership, stakeholder involvement, consistency of practices, common expectations). Culture is the psychological component of an organization or system(e.g. trust, openness, cooperation, and atmosphere)(Bulack Lunenbur,& McCallon, 1995; Bulack & Williams, 2002 Yukl, 2002).
· Capacity-Building: Capacity-building relates to system–sustaining and system–expanding activities that enable the successful activities or outcomes of the system that elicits consumer satisfaction with quality. 

· Sustainability:  Sustainability (Shulha, Lee, & Van Melle; 2000) includes the concepts of usability, maintainability, replicability, and transferability; concepts particularly important to funders who see them as key indicators of change 

· Leadership: Leadership is responsible for making the system more coherent and accessible (Fullan 2005) and for fostering interactions among the stakeholders. Leadership is especially important in encouraging acceptance of change. 
	Figure 2: “Legs” of Systems Change
	Figure 3:  Concomitant Factors
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Growing a Tree or Building a Table? (Or A Case of the Wobbles)
Oftentimes, programs with systems change intents are viewed as “growing a tree,” (i.e. planting and nourishing strong roots to support trunk, branch, leaf, and fruit growth and development.. That is, one idea is prominent, and the organization grows that idea and the “branches” necessary to support it. The fallacy of this metaphor is that change occurs only after a main idea exists and that the rest of the system can be “cut off” and the idea will still exist.  In this model, the evaluator may note that the main, or more visible, goal is thriving but that no progress is really being made. Under the Three I Model for documenting systems change efforts  the evaluator is watching a table be built, refined or repaired and is making sure that the legs are strong enough to provide a secure platform.

A prominent example of this table platform and leg conceptualization from today’s news is the Cash for Clunkers Program.  The intent of the national program was to get rid of older gas-guzzling vehicles, and to stimulate the auto industry by providing funds to be used in the purchase of more environmentally friendly options.  Individuals would benefit, the environment would benefit, and the automobile industry would benefit. In examining the four change areas, or table legs, from a systems change point of view, for this program, it is noted that: 

· Policy and procedures: These were present and were identified in law. People brought in an old car or clunker, they got a new car, and got a reduced price. The auto dealers got money back for the reduced price, more cars were sold, more jobs were saved, more gas guzzlers off the road. 
· Consumer expectation/need: There was a high consumer need and expectation of personal, environmental and economic assistance from the program; though it is likely that the consumer need was underestimated
· Design/delivery of services: The cars were in place, the sales staff was eager and willing. 
· Infrastructure: The infrastructure to support the paperwork, to provide the transfer of funds, to meet the higher level of expectation that was assumed was not fully in place to support the other three “table legs. 
Because of the lack of infrastructure, the program almost collapsed; the table was wobbly and needed immediate attention for it to function as a system.  Many dealers shut down the program because they did not have the infrastructure to wait for payment; the government had to make immediate changes to infrastructure to sustain the program. In sum, the table as first designed was very wobbly and almost collapsed. 
Notice that at the time of initiation of the systems change, all four legs do not have to be perfectly balanced, and sometimes, even at the time of summative evaluation, they might not be even.  A wobbly table can still serve its intended purpose though the wobble may be annoying, at best, or an impediment, at worst. If the legs are too far out of balance, however, the table may become non-functional or hazardous and not serve its purpose as a secure platform. Evaluators must be aware of the need for all four table legs and the need for them to be addressed both as part of the process of  systemic change and as part of the evaluation (from summative perspective-do they occur--and from a formative perspective—helping program managers to see where work still needs to be done). 

This point is especially important because, rarely, do systemic change efforts intend to totally overhaul or replace a program or set of programs; it is more likely that systems change efforts will be explained as programmatic refinement. It is also more likely that those refinement and change efforts will be begin by focusing on one of the four “legs of the systems change table” – the key areas of change that occur when systems change efforts are successful.  Evaluators, through formative feedback, must help policymakers and other decisonmakers keep the dynamic nature of systems change in mind because changes to one table leg will inevitably have an impact on the other three.  For example, one can not simply change policies or procedures without assessing what concurrent changes may need to be made to the infrastructure or the design/delivery of services or peoples’ expectation and experiences of the program. One complete example of successful change, with a counterpoint of non-successful change focusing on a specific let is included in Figure 4; examples for the other legs can be found in Appendices A, B and C.
Figure 4: Example of Systems Change with Initial Focus on Policies and Procedures

	Focus of Intended Systems Change: Policies & Procedures 

Formal and informal operational and organizational policies and procedures that guide the everyday work.

	Example:
	Counter-Example:

	Library –Based Parent Resource Centers: A parent of two children with significant disabilities suggested that every library should have a “Resource Room” filled with information and resources needed on children with special needs. The state agency which oversees libraries acknowledges that this concept fits within the mission and culture of community libraries and acknowledged the innate logic of the concept. Thus, library-based parent resource centers for families, including families of children with special needs are born. The systems change efforts focused on modifying library and library system policies and procedures and adding some programmatic offerings to make their environment and offerings more inclusive (service design/delivery) of the target audience. After evaluating the program in conjunction with a review of pertinent learning standards, the State Legislature established a funding stream (infrastructure) to continue and enhance this work. Over a few years, the concept was expanded to Parent-Professional Resource Centers and now also include information for educators and other professionals who work with children and families (consumer expectations).   
	Middle School Foreign Language: A mandate (policy/procedure) to include foreign language in the middle school curriculum (service delivery) was handed down by the State /Education Department. This was viewed as a desirable change by parents, educators, and the public, at large (consumer expectations). Unfortunately, implementation efforts found that there were not enough foreign language educators to meet the demand; thus, the infrastructure was not available and services could not be delivered. Where it was happening, it worked very well; however, that tended to be in wealthier districts. Poor districts simply did not have the resources to attract needed teachers and viewed it akin to an unfunded mandate. Thus, an inequity was created when the ultimate intent of the mandate was to improve equity.


Assessing the Table
To date, much of the work that has been done on refining the Three I Model for evaluating programs with systems change intents has been focused on providing a framework for studying the program and conducting the evaluation. In doing so, attention to authenticity and accuracy of the data has been critical. As the model has evolved, we also have piloted and developed indicators of of the four major “dependent” indicators (activities, learning, use, and outcomes) associated with each of the major phases and sub phases of the model that will help us recognize and assess the “wobbliness” or stability of the systems change table. This development is focusing on both quantitative and qualitative domains; numbers that will allow us to document both degree of presence, as well as quality of presence and signs and functions of signs that will allow us to assess value added components of change. This work has led us to realize that the need for reliable, valid, and deeply descriptive evidence for systems change requires a broad set of tools. Consequently, we are now using a two pronged approach to investigate status of “systems change indicators”. The first approach is to examine the existing scales that we have developed, validated, and used across multiple studies to determine their transferability and replicabllity.. The second is to extend our work to the development of new scales or assessment methods.  As we develop this work, we are building on the knowledge that, when rating complex phenomenon, evaluators have in the past turned to three major methods. 
· Checklists: These assessment tools provide a set of indicators that are noted simply according to their presence; they are either there, or not there. All items on a checklist are generally weighted the same, and there is no room to distinguish between partial representation on criteria. Checklists may be useful when non-negotiable outcomes are required to indicate program effectiveness, but they are less effective as tools for providing formative feedback or information on the state of progress within a long-term process. Further, while indicators can be added ad infinitum to create comprehensive checklists, longer lists of criteria may result in cumbersome tools, and increase the risk of measurement error as a result of oversight. The basic framework of the Three I Model can provide a check list that will help evaluators ensure the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data to document the process, pattern, and outcomes of systems change. (See Newman, Clure, and Zhou (2003) for a meta analysis of these indicators in the addictions domain and Newman, Towerton, and Balibar (2002) for a meta analysis of indicators in the technology domain.)
· Rating scales:  These assessment tools elaborate on the indicators in a checklist by allowing an evaluator to demarcate levels of quality. Rating scales may delineate quality through assigning numerical values, descriptors, or both. Rating scales are better at providing formative feedback than checklists, but these scales still assume that indicators are equally weighted. Rating scales also often assume equal differences between ratings. (See Newman, Meuswissen,. Zhou and Zheng (2002) for a meta analysis that used rating scales in the technology domain). 
· Rubrics: These tools are frequently used in the field of educational assessment (Popham, 1997; Moskal, 2000; Andrade, 2000),  as well as evaluation (Lowther, Ross, & Morrison, 2001; Stevahn, King, Ghere, Minnema, 2005), and according to Nitko (2001) can be distinguished by  three types:

· Holistic rubrics are often used to assess a final product with complex, interrelated parts. A holistic rubric rates a product or process based on an overview of what that product or process may look like at varying levels of quality. Holistic rubrics may be helpful to evaluators who work on several similar projects and are looking for general but complex outcomes. 
· Annotated holistic rubrics are simply holistic rubrics where raters are asked to provide supportive examples illustrating why a particular level of quality was selected.

· Analytic rubrics segregate discrete aspects that contribute to a process or product, weight these aspects, and then provide detailed descriptors of potential levels of quality for each criterion. 
In this paper we are laying the foundation for the use of analytic rubrics as a tool when documenting systems change. In general, analytic rubrics provide valid and credible formative feedback–-they present not only a clear representation of current status on various criteria (and the relative importance of that criteria to the overall, desired outcome), but also a clear depiction of what success on that criteria will look like. In a complex, long-term process such as occurs under systems change, analytic rubrics could help evaluators document incremental changes that occur over time as gradations of quality increase at each criterion. Creating a valid rubric for a complex phenomenon such as systems change is a multi-part process. First, criteria must be identified that are consistently present throughout very different systems change evaluations. Second, the selected criteria must be weighted – which parts are most important to systems change? Which parts are secondary? Finally, gradations of quality must be defined, where various indicators can be articulated in order to serve as accurate descriptors for evaluators working on long-term, multifaceted projects. 
If the first step in this process is to identify criteria, then we begin by presenting a checklist (Rogers, 2009), driven by the Three-I Model of systems change, and supported by the table-of-change model. This checklist followed the Three-I format, and outlined what evaluators should be seeing at each phase and sub-phase of a successful systems-change evaluation. For the current paper we have merged this checklist with a set of previously identified indicators (Newman & Lobosco, 2007), and modified these to create an evaluator-specific component which presents what evaluators should be doing at each phase in order to help ensure that a solid (not a wobbly) table is constructed (Appendix D and E). Readers should note that these indicators were initially developed using a stakeholder/participatory philosophy of evaluation.  En totem, these draft tools represents a first steps towards the creation of a systems change evaluation tool kit.  
Implications

Prior work that has refined the Three I Model for evaluating programs with systems change has described a framework for studying the program and conducting the evaluation. As this work evolves, methods and tools are becoming available to support the framework.  This paper discusses the need for assessment and documentation of all four legs of systems change and provides new drafts of tools for evaluators studying programs with systemic change intents.

Implications for Program Developers:

All work, to date, that has been done in developing and refining the Three I Model of evaluation for programs with systemic change intents have recognized the absolute importance of visioning and clearly stating the problem as the first steps in any systemic change effort.  Failure to do so in the initiation phase will threaten success throughout the initiation, implementation and impact phases of systemic change efforts. As these two tools indicate, the vision and the statement of the problem underlie the entire process and all steps in the program evaluation are based on these two critical pieces. Thus, program developers should spend the necessary time to carefully consider these aspects of the systemic change process and not proceed until they are adequately addressed.  While often time consuming and technical, doing a good job at this stage means that the process will be better planned and more comprehensive and “nasty surprises” might be avoided farther along in the change process.

Any system involves a complex set of interrelationships and the hazard of simplifying and failing to consider the impact of those inter-relationships is always a potential pitfall. Where systemic change efforts have been successful, change in fours areas occurs (the “table legs”) – programmatic policies and procedures, design and delivery of services, infrastructure and the expectations of the experiences and outcomes of program consumers; concurrently, program climate & culture, leadership, capacity-building and sustainability have important impacts on the change efforts. While systemic change efforts may emanate from only one of these change areas, program developers need to maintain vigilance to be sure that change efforts consider all four. As the counter-examples included in the paper and in Appendix A, B and C show, failure to do so will compromise the entire effort. It may or may not be necessary to make the same breadth and depth of change is all four “table legs” of the program, however, it is most likely that some change will be made in each. The tools included in this paper, can also be used to guide the work of program developers as well as assisting program evaluators to assess progress toward systemic change goals.  
Implication for Program Evaluators:


Similarly, program evaluators should be looking at the vision and statement of the problem in the initiation phase of a program with systemic change intents to be sure that all four of the “table legs” are considered in defining the problem and balanced within the vision - keeping in mind, of course, that some needed changes do not become apparent until moving through the change process. However, it is important to know what pieces of each table leg are in place and which need to grow to keep the systemic change process moving toward a stable platform.


As noted above, careful analysis of the situation that results in a clear statement of the problem and a vision of the desired change is the basis for moving into the implementation stage. At this stage, the evaluator should be providing formative feedback to program developers and making sure that all four of the “table legs” are being addressed. It is important that assessment encompass each of the four table legs and that program developers are both apprised of progress and lack of progress in each of the “table legs” so that the systems change platform developed into a stable platform even though it may be “wobbly” in the process.

At the impact phase, evaluators should be building on that formative assessment of progress or lack of progress in each of the four “table leg” areas. In assessing impact, lack of progress may not necessarily be bad or undesirable – the ultimate intent is balance and equity and some “table legs” may have been better developed at the initiation stage. As the systemic change is in place and further programmatic refinement is considered, revisioning efforts also need to keep the need for balance and equity as critical features. Therefore, the four “table legs” must again be reconsidered. 

Because technical assistance is a critical aspect of program evaluation for programs where systemic change is the intended outcome, it is important that the evaluation focus be maintained on the systemic change intent (Lobosco & Newman, 2007) and all logic models, assessment tools and evaluation plans are cognizant of the four table legs and accommodate the ultimate need for balance and equity.  The Three I Model and the tools provided in this paper can assist evaluators to do this.

Implications for Policy Makers

Where regulation and legislation are features of the systemic change effort or revisioning, either at the initiation or impact stages (prospectively or retrospectively), both program developers and evaluators must encourage policy makers to maintain a frame of reference that includes all four “table legs” so that the resultant regulation or legislation provides the basis for a stable programmatic platform. Some of the counter-examples included in the paper show undesirable results from failure to do so.
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Appendix A

	Focus of Intended Systems Change: Infrastructure

Infrastructure is the underlying foundation or basic framework of a system or organization (i.e. resource allocation and organizational structures).

	Example:
	Counter-Example:

	Employment Consortia: A demonstration effort was undertaken when a group of service providers pooled their job development and job coaching activities within a regional Employment Consortia. Rather than each agency doing the same work in isolation and focusing on only the individuals seeking services from their own agency, all the job development and job coaching resources were combined to serve a larger pool of individuals and reduce the competition amongst agencies for available jobs (infrastructure). Oftentimes, these Employment Consortia were located within large employment settings (i.e. shopping malls, industrial parks, office complexes) and served the employment needs of a variety of businesses within that setting (consumer expectations).  At the point that the program model appeared to be very successful, a retrospective evaluation was undertaken to identify factors critical to replicating the model for provision of temporary services and again for working with students with disabilities transitioning from school to employment (services design/delivery). The retrospective study documented the factors that caused systemic change and its impact on the employment of individuals with disabilities. The resultant information was used to help redesign the concept to fit these identified new roles (service design & delivery; policies/procedures).
	NY Wired: A few years ago, funds were set aside to wire schools sand train teachers to increase access to technology in schools (infrastructure). A large community efforts supplemented available funds. Ultimately, it did build student and teacher skills and increase teacher expectations. However, no attention to sustainability was built into the initiative – no source of or expectation for continued funding was considered as the initiative was implemented (infrastructure). Thus, briefly, the schools turned out more technologically savvy students. It was, however, successful in those districts where budgets could support continued investment for equipment and training and where internal policies supported essential pre-service and in-service training in instructional technology for their educators. 


Appendix B

	Focus of Intended Systems Change: Design & Delivery of Services

These processes envelop program content, formal communication systems, supporting theories and knowledge base, design delivery, capacity, outreach/advertising, and the like.

	Example:
	Counter-Example:

	Distance Learning: A statewide human services training organization relying heavily on content specialists and classroom-based training, with cost efficiency as a major driver, piloted new distance learning technology (service design/delivery). As part of the pilot it was found that competence with pedagogy was as important as competence in the content and skills being taught.  As a result the organization had rethink core principles and procedures of what training meant within their system (infrastructure; policies/procedures; consumer expectations). 
	Reading 1st: A highly structured and scripted reading curriculum was developed with the intent that “anyone” could deliver it. It had the potential to completely change reading instruction – to change service delivery to include more families and diverse groups. However, there was no concurrent change in policies, training (infrastructure), and expectations for educators or community definition and expectations related to literacy. Thus, educators chose not to use the scripts (or use them selectively) and ultimately compromised the integrity of the program. Thus, it became only a marketing effort which never moved to the implementation stage.


Appendix C

	Focus of Intended Systems Change: Expected Outcomes/Experiences

This construct reflects the expectations of program consumers and providers (i.e. a redefinition of what should be expected and delivered from a program not just more of the same).  

	Example:
	Counter-Example:

	Community Living: In 1999, the U.S. Supreme Court handed down a decision (policy), known as the Olmstead decision, supporting the principle that individuals with disabilities are entitled to receive public services in the most integrated setting appropriate. State implementation activities (service design/delivery) noted a willingness to do so but a surprisingly small demand. Thus, under a federal grant, a training program (infrastructure) was developed to: 1) expose residents of selected large group facilities to the options available for more integrated community living; 2) assist individuals to explore, fully understand and evaluate the range of options; and 3) for those who choose to move to a different setting, assist them with the planning and development of the kinds of supports they will need to create a community life that matches their preferences. Ultimately, this systems change effort was intended to provide information to the target audience that would change their expectations of how and where vital services and supports were provided.
	Health Care Reform: In the current environment, there is a high expectation that everyone deserves high quality health care. But, the infrastructure to support this expectation is both inadequate and biased weakening provision of services. Additionally, need policies and procedures have not been established so the infrastructure is in flux and professionals and professional organizations are unable to adjust the design and delivery of services to support the expectation.


APPENDIX D: Systems Change Evaluation Checklist (Bottom-Up Version)
	Level
	
	I.  Initiation
	

	
	Change-Cycle
	Vision
	Objectives
	Strategies
	Evaluator Tasks to help the client ensure that all Four “Legs” are in Balance

	DV
	Action-steps
	· Identification of, contact with, and inclusion of all relevant stakeholders

· Open dialogue facilitated by a non-biased party who ensures that all voices are heard

· Acknowledgement of current vision, and the strengths and weaknesses of how it addresses (fails to address) current needs

· Draft Vision Statements which are revised and presented to stakeholders for feedback more than once

· Formation of final Vision Statement
	· Planning Objectives

· Discussing Objectives

· Modifying Objectives

· Confirming Objectives


	· Planning Strategies and Outputs to meet Objectives

· Discussing Strategies and Outputs

· Modifying Strategies and Outputs based on stakeholder participation

· Confirming Strategies and Outputs


	· Acknowledged role for all stakeholders in overseeing the implementation of policies and procedures (P&P)
· Development and assessment of outputs and outcomes that encompass policies related to all stakeholders; all stakeholders have a voice in modifying these policies as they are examined via formative evaluation (P&P)

· All stakeholders are part of the planning process and in identifying which components of the infrastructure need to be supported, enhanced, added or removed (I) 

· When envisioning the new or enhanced infrastructure, resources necessary to support all stakeholders e.g. staff, administrators, consumers, parents, advocates, and community members, are considered (I)

· Representative of all stakeholder groups should be part of the design and delivery of services (D)
· Sharing of visions and values of what constitutes services and, if resources are limited, in prioritizing who gets what services and to what degree (D)
· The development of service outcomes should represent all groups (D)

· All stakeholders or their representatives are involved in a discussion of what the new expectations will be for the end consumers (e.g. better incoming skills, more exiting knowledge and abilities, etc.) (E) 

· Expectations (and objectives) reflect changes in all stakeholders perceptions of their own skills and planned interactions (E) 

· Strategies are developed that include ways to transfer expectations for all parties including in-depth communication of visions, sharing of needs, and a discussion of different philosophies (E)  

	
	Learning
	· New perspectives on who needs to be involved and why

· Acknowledgement of other perspectives

· Clear understanding of current vision strengths & weaknesses

· Clear understanding of current needs

· New perspectives on who needs to be involved, why, and how the current vision fails to meet needs

· New perspective on/identification of goals and ideals worth striving for

(Actions & Learning are cyclical)
	· Clarification of Goals & Objectives

· Consideration that there are other perspectives and issues that have not been considered

· Acknowledgement of varying issues and perspectives


	· Clarification of these steps (Strategies) and the sequence of these steps needed to reach Goals & Objectives

· Clarification of Outputs and the measurements of these outputs as needed to  reach Goals & Objectives

· Acknowledgement of varying issues and perspectives 
	· 

	
	Use
	· Active recruitment and inclusion of multiple perspectives in the formation of draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of current needs in the draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of multiple perspectives in the draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of multiple perspectives in revisions of sequential draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of new perspectives on goals and ideals worth striving for
	· Further clarification of Goals & Objectives

· Agreement on Goals & Objectives, or, purposeful and respectful disagreement/compromise


	· Further clarification of steps (strategies) and the sequence of these steps needed to reach Goals & Objectives

· Further clarification of Outputs and the measurements that will accompany these Outputs as needed to reach Goals & Objectives

· Agreement on steps & the sequence of these steps needed to reach Goals & Objectives


	· 

	
	Intermediate Outcomes/ Products
	A cohesive final Vision Statement which includes the views and concerns of all relevant stakeholders, which identifies current needs and ideal goals and outcomes, and which promotes action towards such ideals.
	A final set of realistic and obtainable Goals & Objectives which include the views and concerns of all relevant stakeholders, which addresses current needs and ideal goals and outcomes, and which promotes action towards such ideals.
	A final set of realistic and obtainable strategies which are sequenced logically, which include the views and concerns of all relevant stakeholders, which addresses current needs and ideal goals and outcomes, and which result in clear, measurable Outputs that contribute to overall Goals & Objectives.
	

	Level
	
	II.  Implementation
	

	
	Change-Cycle
	Activities
	Outputs
	Formative Evaluation
	Modification
	Evaluator Tasks to help the client ensure that all Four “Legs” are in Balance

	DV
	Action-steps
	· Timely, successful implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives

· Modification as necessary to meet the spirit and not the letter of the action steps
	· Timely, successful achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques


	· Formative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives 

· Formative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques


	· Examining and systematically addressing weaknesses and logistical issues raised in the Formative Evaluation in the continuing implementation of planned Strategies; including  stakeholders; obtaining outside expertise if necessary; revising implementation where necessary based upon Formative Evaluation and stake-holder consensus
	· Changes in policies and procedure that impact the organization’s regulations for all stakeholders including rights and responsibilities for all groups (P&P)
· Rights of all groups are weighed equally in the planning and implementing summative evaluation and the subsequent decision making process (P&P)

· The needs identified above are prioritized and decisions in support of their acquisition are made based on a “democracy” policy (I)
· While not all needs may have equal weights, the implementation of all resources is considered and justifiable reasons, accepted by a consensus building process, is used to prioritize the implementation process (I)

· Reflect the appropriate services to stakeholders, and from a systems change viewpoint, should reflect meeting outputs that will lead to outcomes and associated indicators (D)
· Process should match the general tenets of participatory evaluation (D)
· Program modifications should be based on consensus building among the stakeholders and a re-clarification of visions, strategies, or indicators as needed to promote sustainability (D)

· All stakeholders receive active learning or assistance in sharing expectations and the verbalizations of expectations and indicators. Other activities include sharing of values as a part of the process (E) 

· Formative evaluation assesses an understanding of these new expectations and the degree to which they are accepted (E)
· Program modification and revisioning is used to reinforce these new expectations and their acceptance (E)

	
	Learning
	· Concrete understanding of strengths, weaknesses, and the real-life logistics of implementing  planned Strategies.
	· Concrete understanding of strengths, weaknesses, and the real-life logistics of attaining and measuring planned Outputs.
	· Concrete understanding of the Formative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives.

· Concrete understanding of Formative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques.
	· Evidence of growing awareness that revision and modification are necessary and positive steps in programs of any scale 
	· 

	
	Use
	· Systematically examining and addressing weaknesses and logistical issues in the continuing implementation of planned Strategies; raising issues to involved stakeholders; obtaining outside expertise if necessary; revising implementation where necessary based upon stake-holder consensus
	· Systematically examining and addressing weaknesses and logistical issues in the attainment and measurement of planned Outputs

·  Raising issues to involved stakeholders 

· Obtaining outside expertise if necessary 

· Revising implementation where necessary based upon stake-holder consensus
	· Systematically examining and addressing weaknesses and logistical issues revealed through the Formative Evaluation

· Raising issues to involved stakeholders 

· Obtaining outside expertise if necessary 

· Revising implementation where necessary based upon stake-holder consensus
	· Evidence of less resistance to modifications and deviations from the original “plan”

· Evidence of willingness to initiate or suggest modifications as the need arises
	· 

	
	Intermediate Outcomes/ Products
	· Timely, successful implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives 

· Revised Strategies if necessary for the continuation of the program based on learning, application, and revision
	· Timely, successful achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques

Revised Outputs if necessary for the continuation of the program based on learning, application, and revision
	· Revised implementation where necessary based upon Formative Evaluation and stake-holder consensus
	· Initiation of unplanned products or intermediate outcomes which contribute to and/or inform the overall goals

· Assessment of unplanned products or intermediate outcomes which contribute to and/or inform the overall goals
	· 

	Level
	
	III.  Impact
	

	
	Change-Cycle
	Observable Changes/Change Impact
	Summative Evaluation
	Re-Visioning
	Evaluator Tasks to help the client ensure that all Four “Legs” are in Balance

	DV
	Action-steps
	· Assessment of change in stakeholders’ views  since the initiation phase

· Assessment of change in internal operating systems since the initiation phase

· Assessment of change in delivery of services or products since the initiation phase 
	· Summative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives 

· Summative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques

· Summative assessment and feedback provided on the timely and successful achievement of Goals & Objectives


	· (Re)Identification of, (Renewed) contact with, and inclusion of all relevant stakeholders

· Open dialogue facilitated by a non-biased party who ensures that all voices are heard

· Acknowledgement of current vision, and the strengths and weaknesses of how it addresses (fails to address) current needs

· Draft Vision Statements which are revised and presented to stakeholders for feedback more than once

· Formation of final Vision Statement
	· An acknowledged role for all stakeholders in overseeing the implementation of policies and procedures (P&P)
· The development and assessment of outputs and outcomes that encompass policies related to all stakeholders; all stakeholders have a voice in modifying these policies as they are examined via formative evaluation (P&P)

· Changes in infrastructure are assessed and valued based on the needs of all stakeholders, not just on “economy” or “efficiency” (I)
· All stakeholders continue to have a voice in the summative evaluation and in revisioning the goals of the project (I) 

· Values of different stakeholders are included in the discussion of needs and continue to be a supporting process for the delineation of future changes in resources (I)

· Examination of the outcomes from the viewpoints and values of all stakeholders (D) 

· Delineation of significant changes, their impact on stakeholders, and the valuing of the impact should represent a collaborative process of data analysis, interpretation and reporting (D) 

· Presentation of the final summative report should convey the voices of all participants along with information on the weight of those voices in design, implementation, and analysis (D)

· Summative evaluation documents sustainable, integrated changes in expectations of consumers and the perception of all stakeholders on what the consumers can do (E)
· These expectations continue to “fuel” further growth in expectations and the search for ways that involvement can be increased (E)

	
	Learning
	· Recognition and acknowledgment of changes or lack of changes that have occurred since the initiation phase in stakeholders and internal and external operating systems
	· Concrete understanding of the Summative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives.

· Concrete understanding of Summative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of achievement of planned Outputs which are measured using pre-arranged measurement techniques.

· Concrete Understanding of Summative assessment and feedback provided on the degree of achievement of Goals & Objectives
	· New perspectives on who needs to be involved and why

· Acknowledgement of other perspectives

· Clear understanding of current vision strengths & weaknesses

· Clear understanding of current needs

· New perspectives on who needs to be involved, why, and how the current vision fails to meet needs

· New perspective on/identification of goals and ideals worth striving for

(Actions & Learning are cyclical)
	· 

	
	Use
	· Initiation of plans to address any area lacking in desired degrees of systems change

· Initiation or continuation of plans to promote sustainability of systems change beyond the program period
	· Initiation of plans to address areas of weakness as demonstrated in the summative evaluation

· Initiation or continuation of plans to sustain areas of positive change as demonstrated in the summative evaluation
	· Active recruitment and inclusion of multiple perspectives in the formation of draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of current needs in the draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of multiple perspectives in the draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of multiple perspectives in revisions of sequential draft Vision Statements

· Inclusion of new perspectives on goals and ideals worth striving for
	· 

	
	Intermediate Outcomes/ Products
	· Timely, successful implementation of planned Strategies to meet Objectives 

· Revised Strategies if necessary for the continuation of the program based on learning, application, and revision

· Clear and feasible plans are being made to support sustainability of change
	· Distribution and information sharing of the summative evaluation among stakeholders 

· Recommendations or conclusions from the summative report are considered by stakeholders

· Stakeholders collectively and purposefully choose to act upon or disregard the conclusions of the summative evaluation with the intent of continuing and/or sustaining change
	· A renewed, cohesive Vision Statement which incorporates the learning and perspectives of the previous systems change activities (addressing both strengths and short-comings of the effort), which includes the views and concerns of all relevant stakeholders, which identifies current needs and ideal goals and outcomes, and which promotes action towards such ideals.
	· 


Appendix E
Bottom-up Indicators
From (Newman & Lobosco, 2007)
	Focus of Intended Systems Change
	Stage
	Indicators at Different Stages

Bottom(Up Approach



	Policies & Procedures


	Initiation:
	1. acknowledged role for all stakeholders in overseeing the implementation of policies and procedures; and

2. development and assessment of outputs and outcomes that encompass policies related to all stakeholders; all stakeholders have a voice in modifying these policies as they are examined via formative evaluation.

	
	Implementation:
	1. changes in policies and procedure that impact the organization’s regulations for all stakeholders including rights and responsibilities for all groups; and 
2. rights of all groups are weighed equally in the planning and implementing summative evaluation and the subsequent decision making process. 

	
	Impact:
	1. an acknowledged role for all stakeholders in overseeing the implementation of policies and procedures; and 
2. the development and assessment of outputs and outcomes that encompass policies related to all stakeholders; all stakeholders have a voice in modifying these policies as they are examined via formative evaluation.

	Infrastructure
	Initiation:
	1. All stakeholders are part of the planning process and in identifying which components of the infrastructure need to be supported, enhanced, added or removed. 

2. When envisioning the new or enhanced infrastructure, resources necessary to support all stakeholders e.g. staff, administrators, consumers, parents, advocates, and community members, are considered. 

	
	Implementation:
	1. The needs identified above are prioritized and decisions in support of their acquisition are made based on a “democracy” policy. 

2. While not all needs may have equal weights, the implementation of all resources is considered and justifiable reasons, accepted by a consensus building process, is used to prioritize the implementation process.

	
	Impact:
	1. Changes in infrastructure are assessed and valued based on the needs of all stakeholders, not just on “economy” or “efficiency”. A

2. All stakeholders continue to have a voice in the summative evaluation and in revisioning the goals of the project. 

3. Values of different stakeholders are included in the discussion of needs and continue to be a supporting process for the delineation of future changes in resources.

	Design & Delivery of Services


	Initiation:
	1. representative of all stakeholder groups should be part of the design and delivery of services. 

2. sharing of visions and values of what constitutes services and, if resources are limited, in prioritizing who gets what services and to what degree.  

3. The development of service outcomes should represent all groups.  

	
	Implementation:
	1. reflect the appropriate services to stakeholders, and from a systems change viewpoint, should reflect meeting outputs that will lead to outcomes and associated indicators. 

2. process should match the general tenets of participatory evaluation. 

3. program modifications should be based on consensus building among the stakeholders and a re-clarification of visions, strategies, or indicators as needed to promote sustainability.  

	
	Impact:
	1. examination of the outcomes from the viewpoints and values of all stakeholders. 

2. delineation of significant changes, their impact on stakeholders, and the valuing of the impact should represent a collaborative process of data analysis, interpretation and reporting. 

3. presentation of the final summative report should convey the voices of all participants along with information on the weight of those voices in design, implementation, and analysis.  

	Expected Outcomes/Experiences


	Initiation:
	1. all stakeholders or their representatives are involved in a discussion of what the new expectations will be for the end consumers (e.g. better incoming skills, more exiting knowledge and abilities, etc.); 

2. expectations (and objectives) reflect changes in all stakeholders perceptions of their own skills and planned interactions; and 

3. strategies are developed that include ways to transfer expectations for all parties including in-depth communication of visions, sharing of needs, and a discussion of different philosophies.  

	
	Implementation:
	1. all stakeholders receive active learning or assistance in sharing expectations and the verbalizations of expectations and indicators. Other activities include sharing of values as a part of the process. 

2. formative evaluation assesses an understanding of these new expectations and the degree to which they are accepted and

3. program modification and revisioning is used to reinforce these new expectations and their acceptance.  

	
	Impact:
	1. summative evaluation documents sustainable, integrated changes in expectations of consumers and the perception of all stakeholders on what the consumers can do; 
2. these expectations continue to “fuel” further growth in expectations and the search for ways that involvement can be increased.


