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Preface 

Lƴ нллтΣ ǘƘŜ hǳǘŎƻƳŜ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ [ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ όha[/ύ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άaŀƪƛƴƎ 

hǳǘŎƻƳŜ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ²ƻǊƪΥ 9ǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ 9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ CǊƻƳ !ǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘέΦ It was a compilation and 

synthesis of discussions from the OMLC. It proved to be such a key resource for the community that 

we have decided to follow up with a sequel. This book represents the experiences and knowledge 

shared by the community members between the period Jan ς Dec 2007. It has taken the combined 

effort of a number of community members to document, summarise and synthesise a large number 

of discussions. We hope that the product of this process will be a true asset to the whole 

community, both as a repository of new knowledge but also as a testament to the creative and 

generous nature of its members and collaborative environment of the community. Without the 

Ƴŀƴȅ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻŦ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΦ ²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘ like to 

thank everyone who shared their pearls of wisdom or their valuable experience. In particular we 

would like to thank those members who contributed their time and effort in producing the 

discussion summaries: Kate Graham, Sharon Low, Robyn Tan, Stefan Dofel, Bernhard Hack, Laxmi 

Prasad Pant and Eva Cardoso. A big thank you also goes out to Eva Cardoso for her amazing 

formatting and design skills. 

Simon Hearn1, Heidi Schaeffer2 and Jan Van Ongevalle3 

September 2009 
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1 Introduction  

The Outcome Mapping Learning Community is an informal group of over a thousand members from 

around the world. It acts largely as a dynamic platform for sharing knowledge and experiences 

relating to Outcome Mapping, a methodology for planning, monitoring and evaluation of projects 

and programmes developed by the International Development Research Centre. Members come 

together to solve problems, to showcase and trade their discoveries and good practices, and to 

support one another in applying Outcome Mapping. 

In order to capture, record and disseminate the knowledge shared through the community, a 

practice of summarising and synthesising discussions has emerged. This book is a product of that 

practice and is designed to be a reference and a summary of how OM is evolving and being adapted 

and applied around the world. 

The knowledge and experience presented here broadly fits around four strands which carry through 

the various discussions and topics:  

1. Application: Applying OM in the most efficient and effective way 

2. Adaptation: Adapting OM to fit the purpose and making sure it is appropriate for the users 

3. Contextualisation: Ensuring OM is sensitive to the local geopolitical, socioeconomic and 

thematic context 

4. Communication: Best practices for communicating OM to partners, donors, colleagues and 

peers 

This book is divided into two sections. The first section is a series of syntheses which pick up the 

lessons from the discussions and presents them by topic: OM steps, OM in specific sectors, 

complimentary tools and approaches, communicating and advocating for OM and complexity and 

OM. The second section is a collection of twenty ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛŜǎΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ 

of knowledge shared among community members. Please note this is provided for reference and is 

not intended to be read from cover to cover. 

We want to ensure that these discussions are not static so if there is anything you would like to 

comment on or contribute to, then please do interact via the community website: 

www.outcomemapping.ca. 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/
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2 Synthesis by topic 

2.1 OM steps 

When it comes to applying OM by the book, there are many tips and hints that are not included in 

the manual. One of the great benefits of a learning community is the sharing of practical lessons. 

This section presents an overview of what the community has shared in relation to implementing the 

OM steps as presented in the manual. 

 

Intentional design 

Members of the OM learning community felt that projects dealing with emergent change processes 

are better guided by shared values, principles and purpose (rather than planned outcomes) that can 

be ´crystallised´ through the development of the project´s vision.  When facilitating a visioning 

exercise it is important to achieve the right balance between thinking outside everyday life and 

listing unrealistic expectations. Community members have used various tools to address this 

challenge, e.g. weaving a group vision statement from common themes in vision pictures drawn by 

the participants, the vision-action-request tool, evolving storylines, and using the relationship 

between the project, boundary partners and the ultimate beneficiaries 

(www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=118) (see also section 2.3). 

The mission step of the intentional design injects some realistic thinking after a group has gone 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘǊŜŀƳƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƪŜȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴΣ 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=118
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ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǎŜǘΦ ¢ƻ ŘǊŀŦǘ 

ŀ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǳƴƛǉǳŜΣ ȅƻǳǊ 

accountability to the people you serve and the appropriate scope of your responsibilities. It can be 

useful to revise the mission as the key contributions of the project became clearer as the group 

works through the various steps of the intentional design. In some contexts it can be challenging to 

draft a mission, particularly where a group is not well established or is not clear on its aims. This 

needs careful facilitation, and can be helped using strategic management techniques.  

The concept of boundary partners is one of the ways in which Outcome Mapping really sets itself 

apart from other approaches. It forces you to recognise the limits of your influence and to think 

realistically about whom you want to work with to affect change. It is wise to constantly re-assess 

the boundary where control ceases and influence begins; Intense monitoring of boundary partners 

and the changes in their behaviour, relationships and actions is more important than planning or 

evaluation. It can often be beneficial to undertake a comprehensive stakeholder analysis to 

complement the boundary partner step. OM community members have used additional tools to aid 

this process, such as. the alignment interest and influence matrix in both its two dimensional form 

(www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=135) and its three dimensional form 

(www.pmforum.org/library/tips/2006/PDFs/11-06-Lucidius.pdf). 

Triggered by the question why the ´like to see´ progress markers are the most difficult to develop, 

two tips were given to tackle this issue: 1) Don´t get bogged down by the sequence of the ´like to 

see´ progress markers. The actual sequence of change will emerge during the monitoring and 

evaluation process. 2) First develop the love to see progress markers as they are derived largely from 

the Outcome Challenge statements. Thereafter proceed with the ´expect to see´ ones. It becomes 

then easier to develop the ´like to see´ progress markers as behaviours that both contribute to the 

vision and that are achievable in the lifetime of the project.  

When developing the intentional design there is need for sensitivity towards language and culture. 

In some parts of the world, ´behaviour change´ and ´influence´ have negative connotations. In such 

cases the jargon may have to be adapted to suit the cultural context. For example, ´change in 

practice´ can be more acceptable than ´change in behaviour´. Bringing in elements of OM by stealth 

(meaning the use of OM without explicitly labelling it as such) or avoiding the OM jargon might also 

help in such instances.  

Monitoring 

OM community members indicated that using an OM-based monitoring system means expressing 

performance indicators as changes in the behaviours of partners and target audiences with which 

we interact directly. Such approach can lead to greater accuracy in differentiating between outputs 

and outcomes.  

The OM monitoring plan worksheet can help to clarify some important questions including who, 

why, what, when, how, and leads to a monitoring scheme based on a clear overview of the whole 

monitoring system, involving the different boundary partners, implementing organisations, and 

other stakeholders. This can also help to clarify the different responsibilities during the monitoring 

process (i.e. who does the monitoring and what happens with the data?).  

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=135
http://www.pmforum.org/library/tips/2006/PDFs/11-06-Lucidius.pdf
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=12
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An outcome mapping based monitoring system, including the monitoring tools, is often customised 

or adapted according to the specific needs and available capacities of projects. Examples of such 

customized monitoring tools from the St2eep project can be accessed on 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=109. Many OM users have also used 

other approaches such as most significant change, alignment interest matrix and LOT quality 

assurance sampling, to complement the OM based monitoring system (see section 2.3 for more 

information about these approaches) 

While in some situations it is possible for the formal monitoring system to be embedded in the 

management and planning structures of the overall programme, and in line with the reporting 

requirements, in other ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜ Ƴŀȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ άǎǘŜŀƭǘƘέ approaches to incorporating OM 

monitoring tools. They take time to be trusted and properly implemented, but when they are, it can 

lead to a strong management case for change. 

Evaluation 

OM is specifically useful for evaluations that seek to develop deeper understanding about how 

broader social change can be brought about. As such OM based evaluations support organisational 

learning and focus on converting the generated knowledge into action. Shared experience around 

the application of OM in evaluations is still limited. There is therefore need for OM practitioners to 

document and share case studies about OM based evaluations. 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=109
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2.2 Reflections on OM Implementation in Specific Sectors  

Much of the activity of community members is focussed on supporting each other in in applying OM 

in different sectors. There have been discussions initiated by OMLC members seeking support for 

projects on: Better Parenting: OM Outside Development: Organizational Restructuring; Education 

Projects and International Networks. The learning community was quick to share experiences and 

lessons learned.  

In the case of better parenting projects there were valuable conversations about knowledge and 

power and the importance of valuing local knowledge. Even in the poorest areas, OM can be used to 

draw out local capacity for planning and project design especially when OM is practised in a 

participatory way with maximum engagement of boundary partners. In another example from 

parenting projects a tool was shared that can be used along side OM to provide a baseline 

participatory assessment and review process for working with families over a period of time and 

monitoring outcomes for families in an ongoing way. The tool can be accessed on 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/download.php?id=30&sid=2e2f1ebe11f0302bd62e8109217

f07c7  

Organizational Restructuring was another area of 

great interest to community members. OM is a 

valuable tool for organizational change. It can be 

used for strengthening organizational practices 

and also as a starting point for strategic planning. 

To apply OM to organizational restructuring, 

various parts (departments, teams, sections) of 

the organization can be viewed as specific 

boundary partners and progress can be developed 

and measured at appropriate capacity levels. One 

example shared was from the West Africa Rural 

Foundation (WARF/FRAO). In their organisational 

restructuring process, OM was helpful in 

identifying the key internal boundary partners and 

the kind of behavioural change needed by the 

partners to contribute to the new direction.  

Strong arguments were made for the use of OM with projects involving multi-layered international 

networks. International networks are well suited to OM because they operate in complex and 

dynamic contexts where outcomes are not easily predictable (see section on Complexity and OM). 

International networks exist on several levels at once (National, Regional, International) and OM can 

ensure that the chain of change serves to strengthen all levels and not just the highest. In 

international networks OM is best applied from the perspectives closest to the bottom of the chain. 

That way OM processes provide direction about the roles and actions regional and international 

networks can play to support change at the local and national levels.   

There are a number of OM applications in the education field. One presented on the OMLC is an 

education-related country programme in Zimbabwe (2008-2013) by the Flemish Association for 

Development Cooperation.  

OM has been applied to the Uganda Health 

Information network. See here. 

http://www.idrc.ca/uploads/user-S/11592107631AfrEA_presentation.ppt
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The programme, which aims to support teacher education with a focus on addressing the 

educational needs of orphans and vulnerable children, is one of the most advanced examples of OM 

in the education sector. The programme includes an 'Organisational Learning' framework, and 

integrates Log Frame Analysis, in the OM design. There is an outline of the programme in the 

resource library, accessible by the following link: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=122  

OMLC members shared some examples from around the world where OM is being applied outside of 

international development. Most of these examples were from the social development sector where 

behaviour change is a primary objective. There were potentially some advantages to applying OM in 

western contexts, particularly were planning for and monitoring change is understood as complex. 

However there are significant challenges. The main one being the lack of understanding, few if any 

case studies exist, and also a lack of appreciation for the importance of participatory evaluation. 

Since OM was designed to be used in a development context, it has been suggested that attempting 

to apply OM outside of international development may require revising the current training 

approach being used for project staff.  

Willingness to apply a tool like OM is greater in the field of development cooperation, where the 

effort can lead to additional /continuous funding of the project / programme. There may be some 

interest in using OM to strengthen partnerships and collaboration amongst, for example, service 

providers but there is a lack of organizational commitment to utilizing resources (no funding for OM) 

and valuing OM results.  

There is a need for well developed case studies in different sectors that explore the 

contextualisation and customisation that is needed to more effectively implement OM in areas 

outside of international development for which it was originally designed. 

Ideas for further discussion 

Members conclude that a theory of change is a required underlying motivation for social 

interventions and an important pre-requisite to apply OM. Interventions without aspiration to 

contribute to social change can opt for traditional cost/benefit methods to account for the funds 

spent.  

In addition to the five themes discussed, the implementation of OM in a number of specific 

programs and projects were mentioned including: water supply and sanitation sector reform; 

emergency, relief and crisis recovery programmes; transitional justice and reconciliation; arts and 

culture programmes; climate change / behavioural change evaluation; literacy for women health and 

empowerment. There is now a strong case to be made for organizing a thematic section on the 

OMLC website to facilitate knowledge-sharing between similar types of projects. 

There is not much discussion of evidence as yet being shared between practitioners working in the 

same fields or discussion of what is not working and why that might be. Implementation issues 

discussed tend to be at a general level. There is a need for well developed case studies in different 

sectors that explore the contextualisation and customisation that is needed to more effectively 

implement OM in areas beyond that for which it was originally designed. 

2.3 Complimentary tools and approaches  



9 

 

Outcome Mapping is rarely used in isolation and was not designed as such. It is applied in a variety 

of institutional, cultural and sectoral contexts, each with their own built-in, pre-existing processes, 

methods and demands. One of the key strengths of Outcome Mapping is its flexibility and versatility, 

rather than offering a definitive methodology, it suggests a framework with which to construct a 

highly sensitive and contextual process for planning, monitoring and evaluation. In this vein, OM is 

rarely applied in the same way from one application to another. For example, some may only use 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ Ψōȅ ǎǘŜŀƭǘƘΩΣ 

still others may use it alongside other approaches and tools, either to strengthen existing methods 

or to customise OM to ΨŦƛǘΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ 

When OM was designed, a set of tools were built into it which have proved to be sufficient for most 

purposes, but invariably people like to customise and tweak the tools to fit their purposes and 

contexts. Every part of the OM process has, at some time or another, been adapted in some way, 

usually by integrating other tools and approaches such as contextual analysis, stakeholder analysis, 

facilitation methods, self-assessment tools, data collection and reporting. The discussions during this 

period have touched on some of these areas and have contributed to the growing wealth of 

experience. 

Different uses and users 

OM has been adapted in different ways to suit different uses and users. One of the most common 

points of discussion on this topic is how to integrate OM with log frame approaches. The popularity 

of this discussion comes from the desire for implementing teams to use an approach that supports 

their desire to learn as they work while at the same time satisfying the monitoring requirements of 

donors and management. OM is often first recognised at the implementation level, by the 

programme officers or field staff, as a tool that they can use internally to embed learning and 

participation and explore the on-the-ground complexities. But at higher levels of programme 

management, the requirements from donors to use log frame approaches for accountability and 

reporting is often incompatible with the learning requirements of the implementing team as they 

are used by and speak to different people. There is a need to use both of these approaches ς this is 

discussed in the previous community publication, Making Outcome Mapping Work, downloadable 

from the OMLC resource library: http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=139. 

The fundamental differences in the underlying logic of the two frameworks (OM being based on 

complexity while LFA is based on reductionism) make this task somewhat ambiguous. OM users have 

shared a number of approaches to address this challenge, some of which require careful planning 

and some of which just require a little persuasion. The extent to which the two approaches are 

integrated depends on the context. If an implementing team has settled on OM as an operational 

framework while at the same time requiring LFA as an accountability mechanism, then an integrated 

approach such as implemented by the St2eep and VECO programmes is needed. This approach 

requires significant planning and process oŦ ΨōǊƛŎƻƭŀƎŜΩΣ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƻƴŜ ha ǳǎŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ 

complex process of building an integrated framework. A recent community publication deals with 

this topic directly: A conceptual fusion of the logical framework approach and outcome mapping: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=231. 

hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ƛŦ ha ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜƳōŜŘ 

OM thinking into the logic of the LFA ς ensuring that the framework reflects real-world change 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=139
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=231
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processes. Building behaviour change language into the LFA can very easily achieve this, as well as 

being sensitive to the needs of the users ς keeping it practical for the implementation team but 

strategic for management. 

Another method that is becoming more and more popular for evaluation is the Randomised Control 

Trial (RCT). Commonly used in the health-care sector, RCTs involve the random allocation of 

different interventions to different target groups, and then analysing the different results. There is 

often conflict between this kind of rigorous, quantitative research method and softer, qualitative 

approaches such as OM. But some have suggested that the two could be complimentary as each 

contributes to a different kind of knowledge that can be used in different ways with different target 

groups.  

The lesson here is that the use of the tool is more important than the choice of tool. 

Context specific tools 

Although OM was designed by IDRC to be used by their funded research programmes, it is clearly 

applicable in a much wider range of settings. However, experience from OM users has shown that 

ha ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǎǘŜǇ ōȅ ǎǘŜǇ ōƭƛƴŘƭȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ 

contextualisation and thoughtful integration. Members have shared a wide range of tools that can 

be used as part of the OM process in specific contexts to give greater clarity and applicability in 

those situations. 

In particular, the planning, monitoring and evaluation of networks has been identified as one 

situation where OM can be particularly useful if applied in the right way. Social Network Analysis has 

been identified as a complimentary approach that can be very powerful. When combined with OM, 

SNA can be used to track changes in relationships between members of a network. Another 

approach suggested was Value Network Analysis, which could be used to identify outcomes in the 

ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΦ 

Other users shared tools that are specific to the thematic area in which they work, be that health, 

education, early childhood development or disaster risk reduction to name a few. One example is an 

outcomes tool that was developed for a parenting project in the UK which can be used as a 

substitute for the outcome challenge and progress markers tools in OM. A similar tool for mental 

health recovery was also shared. 

Enhancing the process 

OM users also identified a number of methods that can enhance the implementation process of OM. 

Different stages of the OM process require different skills and competencies so it can be very 

beneficial to have additional resources and references on hand as the process is carried out. 

Workshop facilitation has been identified as one area where it can be helpful to augment OM. A 

number of approaches were shared that can enhance the learning and reflection aspects of self-

ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΦ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƻǇŜƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩΣ ΨŘŀǊŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ!ǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛǾŜ 

LƴǉǳƛǊȅΩ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭƭ ōeen suggested  as useful for planning and monitoring meetings.  

The data collection stages of Outcome Mapping have also been identified as rather weak and many 

people have been creative in the use of additional tools to aid the process. Most Significant Change 
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can been used to collect stories of change, Lot Quality Assurance Sampling can be used to collect 

KAP (knowledge, attitudes and practice) data and social network analysis can be used to collect data 

on relationships among boundary partners and beneficiaries. Many OM users also create tailored 

data collection instruments based on the OM framework which can be used by team members to 

monitor multiple boundary partners using a common and pre-agreed template. Finally, the 

Alignment, Interest, Influence matrix can be used in planning stages to identify priority boundary 

partners to engage with and also as a communication tool to show visually how key actors are 

changing as the project progresses. 

A recent community newsletter focussed on this issue: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=223 

2.4 Communicating and Advocating for OM  

Many of the contributions by community members are related to how OM is communicated to key 

stakeholders and project partners. Members have shared advice on two key issues: 1) advocating 

the use of OM to colleagues, managers or donors; and 2) supporting the use of OM by project team 

and partners. In both cases, there have been useful insights and experiences that can enhance the 

implementation process. 

Making the case for OM 

Because of the participatory nature of Outcome Mapping (OM) and the way the approach supports 

the work of boundary partners who often have low organizational capacity, certain types of 

development interventions are better suited to OM than others.  To communicate and advocate for 

OM, there has to be an understanding of the development context and whether it lends itself to OM. 

For example, if you want to contract municipal authoritƛŜǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ȅƻǳ 

Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ haΦ LŦ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ 

ownership of the centre over time and run programs and services out of the centre, then OM is 

ideal. OM is one of the most effective tools to use when planning, monitoring and evaluating 

complex adaptive systems and situations that are constantly changing and this is a key starting point 

when advocating an OM approach as opposed to a linear one. 

OM allows you to map the processes, events and actions of people, to reflect upon them and to 

have the evidence for development progress. Practitioners need to understand the strengths of OM 

such as: it embeds collaborative and participatory principles; it defines outcomes as behavioural 

change; it is able to capture current contributions to changes in knowledge, attitudes and actions. 

Once the strengths are understood, practitioners can sharpen their ability to communicate the 

strengths in response to development challenges at the community level. For example, in the 

context of a food program for victims of domestic violence, one challenge faced in identifying 

program outcomes was that the evidence being gathered was related to the number of women and 

their families using the food boxes each week and how many were reporting that they accessed 

other support services. Outcome Mapping presented an opportunity to capture how the food 

program was ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ 

for themselves with various agencies and make informed decisions.   

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=223
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To be effective at communicating OM, practitioners need to use examples and target their messages 

to their specific audience. The way to explain and advocate for OM with your project team is very 

different from the way you communicate about OM with funding organizations; and different again 

from what you do with your boundary partners.  

The community members expressed a wish to collect presentations, exercises, language and 

terminology that OM practitioners have developed for different audiences (potential project 

partners, donors, peers with an interest, others wanting to adopt the methodology etc), as well as 

for communication materials for different purposes (training, informing, advising) and from different 

regions. Such resources will be beneficial for effectively communicating and advocating for OM. 

Enabling use of OM 

There is often a tension when introducing OM to a project team and/or partners between providing 

ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ha ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ΨƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƨƻō ŘƻƴŜΩΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ aϧ9 

processes. Members have shared useful advice on how to get this balance right for different 

ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ΨǘŜŀŎƘΩ haΦ 

Some members have found that pŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴow about the OM concepts 

and can experience the approach in an applied and practical way without explicitly being taught the 

methodology. For those who need to learn to apply the methods there are different opinions on the 

best communication approaches to take.  

To introduce OM to people on your team who need to know how to apply the method, it is essential 

to use interactive exercises with practical examples and visuals to bring home the concepts. This way 

the project team are experiencing the concepts while they are also producing useful new thinking 

about their work.  

Some members believe that formal presentations on the differences between OM and LFA are 

needed to situate the method for project staff. This is particularly true when a hybrid model 

combining OM and LFA is proposed for the project or program. Donors need a pitch that 

presents the concrete evidence generated by OM describing the specific contributions of 

the project to  changes in boundary partners.   

There are cultural aspects that affect how to communicate OM concepts. Terminology can be a 

ǎǘǳƳōƭƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪΦ Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƭƛƪŜ άōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎέ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǿŜƭƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊƳǎ 

ƭƛƪŜ άƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜΦ tƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ άŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέ ƻǊ ϦōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ άŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊϦΦ It is important to 

contextualize the process before introducing OM and make sure it is relevant to the culture it is 

being applied to. Use of locally relevant examples is strongly advised.  

Further support 

OM is a different way of thinking about outcomes and about what makes good development. It is 

very important to find the best ways to communicate the underlying principles and concepts of OM. 

There are a number of resources that can assist with this:  

¶ IDRCs resources and presentations available at http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-26586-201-1-

DO_TOPIC.html 

http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-26586-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html
http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-26586-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html
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¶ OM in 3 minutes: a collection of tips from community members on how to communicate OM 

in just three minutes: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/download.php?id=18&sid=b125c54be9680fdb434c

8457a46eb93c 

2.5 Complexity and OM 

Insights from community members have shown that the underlying principles of Outcome Mapping 

acknowledge and resonate very well with complexity theory. In particular, Outcome Mapping 

recognises: : 1) Large numbers of independent agents who interact in interdependent and 

unpredictable ways, 2) Diversity amongst the agents is necessary for adaptability and sustainability, 

3) The relationships between the parts is more important than the parts themselves, 4) Power and 

control are distributed rather than centralised, 5) Outcomes emerge from a process of self-

organisation and are thus unpredictable, 6) The relationship between outcomes and inputs is 

nonlinear.  

Processes of social change are often recognised to be complex. In such complex processes, the 

relationship between cause and effect is difficult to assess or predict ahead of time. Traditional 

result based indicators assume this can be done at the planning stage of projects that deal with 

complex contexts. The use of such indicators will therefore not promote deeper learning about how 

social change is taking place and how the project is contributing to it. 

Outcome mapping might be better placed to deal with complexity. Firstly OM´s focus on measuring 

success through behavioural change is more likely to capture the multiple dimensions of problems 

facing people. Secondly, OM shifts the focus towards the processes behind development, 

ŘŜƳȅǎǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨōƭŀŎƪ ōƻȄΩ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

relationships that lead to development changes. Such an approach allows projects to learn about 

what works and what does not work and why. As such it goes much further than merely establishing 

if project X will deliver Y result. OM therefore offers a learning based approach which is likely to be 

more productive than a results-based approach in a context of continual flux and perpetual novelty 

as is the case when dealing with complex social systems.  

Another helpful aspect from complexity theory for outcome mapping is the idea of positive feedback 

in attempting to facilitate behaviour change. The self-reinforcing aspects of behaviour (e.g. if some 

members of a community do it makes it more likely that others will do it as well), seem particularly 

relevant in working to help communities achieve greater results by working together than they 

would otherwise. This resonates very well with outcome mapping where progress markers help 

programmes to monitor the changes in behaviour and relationships of boundary partners. 

The important lesson here is that complexity theory can provide OM practitioners with a conceptual 

framework that is able to unify and explain various aspects of development and OM practice which 

previously have been seen as ´common sense´ or ´lessons from experience.´ Examples of such 

aspects include:  influencing and monitoring behavioural changes; the insights coming from looking 

at problems from the perspectives of the actors involved; the power of attempting to help those 

actors develop their own solutions to their problems; and the importance of taking a holistic view of 

the situation.  

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/download.php?id=18&sid=b125c54be9680fdb434c8457a46eb93c
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/download.php?id=18&sid=b125c54be9680fdb434c8457a46eb93c
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Complexity theory thus offers a scientific framework that OM practitioners can use to communicate 

the realities of working on the ground in development that often seem to fail to filter through to the 

higher echelons. In other words, complexity theory can help OM practitioners to develop a stronger 

argument about why outcome mapping provides a much more suitable approach to deal with 

complex social processes and complex adaptive systems than the more dominant linear planning 

methodologies such as the Logical Framework Approach. 

For further reflection on this, see a recent community newsletter which focussed on this issue: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=203.  

Other link 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/files/READING_LIST_-

_Complexity_science_s__and_social_change_organisations_204.doc 

 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=203
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/files/READING_LIST_-_Complexity_science_s__and_social_change_organisations_204.doc
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/files/READING_LIST_-_Complexity_science_s__and_social_change_organisations_204.doc
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3 Discussion summaries 

3.1 A structured look at OM: Vision  

Prepared by Harry Jones 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=125  

 

Original Email   

Harry Jones, UK, 21st May 2007  

In the recent OM knowledge exchange, there was a useful suggestion made that we have a 
more structured discussion of the OM steps/stages. Discussing each element of the OM 
framework should give practitioners the opportunity to ask questions, share lessons and 
experiences, and discuss any issues they may have encountered. If we look at each part 
individually it will help direct our conversation so that it is suitable both for newcomers to 
OM and the more experienced users.  

To get this discussion underway, I suggest we start with a look at the Vision Statement, and 
see how much we can learn from our collective experiences over the next week or so.  

The OM manual says the vision reflects the large-scale development-related changes that 
the programme hopes to encourage, and describes the changes that the programme hopes 
to bring about, as well as broad behavioural changes in key boundary partners. The creation 
of a vision is important because it provides a focus, purpose and direction for planning 
development projects. It gets us to ask the question "how would we like the future to 
evolve?", to help us answer the question "what should we do now?".  

What experiences do community members have of using the 'visioning' tool? What has 
worked well, and what hasn't? And if you are a newcomer, what are the burning questions 
you have about the "vision" step?  

Responses were received, with many thanks, from: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=125
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244


16 

 

Terry Smutylo, Canada 
Florence Chege, Kenya 
Harry Jones, UK 
Doug Reeler, S. Africa 
Heidi Schaeffer, Canada 
Robert Walker, Brazil 
Nathalie Beaulieu, Senegal 
Sarah Earl, Canada 
Pushkin, India 
Andre Ling, India 
V L Prasad, India 
Rick Davies, UK 
 

Summary of Responses: 

1. Terry Smutylo contributed a new angle on visioning, from his collaboration with the Thai 
Health Promotion Foundation this year. This involved framing the vision statement by 
ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΣ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ 
to their well-being, and the behaviour of the actors which influence these solutions. He 
attached a graphic illustrating the exercise 
(http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=118) 

2. Florence Chege shared her experiences from environmental projects in the Horn of Africa, in 
which she used a visioning tool with groups to explore alternative future scenarios (albeit 
with more of a focus on practical outputs such as planting trees). They looked at the pros 
and cons of each scenario and then assessed what needed to be done to achieve the 
preferred vision. 

3. Harry directed members to ¢ŜǊǊȅΩǎ ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ, briefly recapped the discussion so far and urged 
other members to share their experiences. 

4. Doug Reeler posed a question relating to whether OM is suitable in situations where 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ IŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
can involve emergent processes that are hard to predict or plan in advance. In these 
contexts, the key element of development practice is for those working on a project to share 
core values and principles (rather than planned outcomes), and while planning is also 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ΨŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅΩ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ 
this aspect of development projects could be structured as an Outcome to suit donors, Doug 
ǿƻǊǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘƻ ΨŀŘŘ ƻƴΩ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ ŦƛōǊŜΩ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ 

5. Heidi Schaeffer ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƘŜǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ¢ŜǊǊȅΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ ǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎΣ ǎƘŜ 
found it particularly useful to go through intentional design in a short amount of time while 
ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧect from its boundary partners. 
²ƘƛƭŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻƻƭΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
lost. Heidi then shared tips from her experience with visioning work. Starting a group off 
discussing the meanings of importaƴǘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ 
attempting to create a vision. She has also found that getting groups to draw vision pictures 
is useful, because it is a more creative activity. A group vision statement can be woven from 
the common themes in the various pictures. 

6. Robert Walker shared his experiences of monitoring and evaluating projects in Brazil aimed 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǘƘΦ 9ŎƘƻƛƴƎ 5ƻǳƎΩǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ Ƙƛǎ ǘŜŀƳ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀƴ 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=94
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=537
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=134
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=33
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=494
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=532
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=84
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=75
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=200
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=553
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=78
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=94
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=118
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=537
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=118
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=134
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=33
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=494
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outcome to capture the emergent nature of change. He also feels that it is important to 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƭƻƎ ŦǊŀƳŜ ǎǘȅƭŜ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻutcomes generate real 
change. 

7. Nathalie Beaulieu ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƘŜǊǎŜƭŦΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǾƛǎƛƻƴƛƴƎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Ψ±ƛǎƛƻƴǎ ς 
Actions ς wŜǉǳŜǎǘǎΩΦ Lǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜŦƭŜcting on their vision for a 
preferred future, on what they can do themselves to achieve it, and what they need to 
request from others to achieve it. This is done in small stakeholder groups, then results are 
ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƻƴŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ΨǊŜǉǳŜǎǘΩ ƳŀǘŎƘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ΨŀŎǘƛƻƴΩΣ 
and vice versa. She has found two common problems while facilitating visioning exercises: 
participants can either be too realistic (pessimistic) or unrealistic (optimistic) with their 
wishes. She finds that guiding them through visual processes, and suggesting they imagine 
their wishes were granted by a supernatural entity (e.g. the Virgin Mary), can help. Nathalie 
feels that this tool would serve as a useful approach with which to introduce OM, and will be 
sharing her experiences of using it this way soon. 

8. Sarah Earl shared the suggestion that the vision statement should be created outside the 
normal work environment to encourage different thinking. 

9. Pushkin has found that visioning is an important element often left out of projects. A vision 
statement is useful to motivate and inspire boundary partners with realistic thinking. She 
argued that the visioning exercise should be immediately followed by the mission statement, 
in order to build on the motivation and inspiration that come from the visioning process. 

10. Andre Ling ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ 5ƻǳƎΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ha ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ΨǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛǾŜΩ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ 
ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ IŜ ŦŜŜƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ΨƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΩ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
outcomes can be charted onto a blank space, working in uncharted territory. Andre is 
currently working on an action-learning project with pre-schools in Rajasthan, India, using an 
ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ haΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ άǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅέ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ 
broad categories within which change can happen. Another way of allowing for the 
ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ΨŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛǎƛǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΣ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
vision on a regular basis. He feels that this shows that OM can be sensitive to emergent 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 5ƻǳƎΩǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƭŀǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻƻƭ ƛǘǎelf and more the way it is 
sometimes applied. 

11. Prasad introduced herself and explained her experience so far with OM on water sanitation 
reform programmes. She suggested that it was imperative to nurture a vision that was 
ΨƘƻƳŜ ƎǊƻǿƴΩ ōȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭǎΦ  

12. Rick Davies suggested community members see his recent posting about a tool called 
Ψ9Ǿƻlving storylinesΩ, useful for visioning processes, on his blog. 
 

Concluding remarks and actions to take forward:  

¶ Visioning helps to crystallise the purpose and direction of development projects. This can be 
ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ΨŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ 
in advance: in these situations, projects may be better guided according to shared values, 
principles and purposes (rather than planned outcomes), and these can be built into a 
project with a vision statement. 

¶ When facilitating a visioning exercise it is important to achieve the right balance between 
creativity and realism- it is often hard to get communities or colleagues to think outside the 
realities of everyday lƛŦŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ǘƻƻ ŦŀǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
direction, listing unrealistic and unreachable expectations. Some ways that community 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=532
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=84
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=75
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=200
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=553
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=78
http://mandenews.blogspot.com/
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members have addressed this issue include using visual processes such as drawing vision 
pictures, and conducted visioning outside the normal working environment. 

¶ It can be beneficial to introduce the vision statement with reference to other parts of OM 
όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ¢ŜǊǊȅΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
the ultimŀǘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύΣ ƻǊ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻƻƭǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ bŀǘƘŀƭƛŜΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ-
action-ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǘƻƻƭΣ ƻǊ wƛŎƪΩǎ ΨŜǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǎǘƻǊȅƭƛƴŜǎύΦ 
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3.2 A structured look at OM: Mission  

Prepared by Harry Jones 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=129  

 

  

Original Email   

Harry Jones, UK, 5th June 2007  

Thanks to everyone who contributed to last week's discussion on the Vision Statement. I will 
be uploading a summary of that discussion to the learning community website in the next 
few days.  

During that discussion, Pushkin suggested that "the visioning exercise should be immediately 
followed by developing the mission" in order to build on the inspiration and motivation that 
come from the development of a vision statement. I think that it would be useful to follow 
this idea, and continue our structured discussion of OM by looking at the Mission Statement 
over the next week or so.  

The OM Manual says that "The Mission statement describes how the programme intends to 
support the vision", identifying "the areas in which the programme will work toward the 
vision", describing how it can best contribute to achieving it.  

What are your experiences of planning for and using the Mission Statement? Are there any 
practical tips for facilitating the creation of a mission statement, and how to use it to shape 
your work? And does anybody have any burning questions about this part of Outcome 
Mapping?  

Responses were received, with many thanks, from: 

Naved Chowdhury, UK 
Prasanna Kumar, India 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=129
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=108
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=572
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Harry Jones, UK (2 contributions) 
Ben Ramalingam, UK 
Pushkin Phartiyal, India 
Heidi Schaeffer, Canada 
Jan van Ongevalle, Zimbabwe 
 

Summary of Responses: 

1. Naved Chowdhury said that a mission statement describes the overall purpose of your 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ άƻƪŀȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƻǳǊ ŘǊŜŀƳΣ Ƙƻǿ Řƻ ǿŜ 
contribute to thatΚέΦ IŜ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻƻƭΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎƻƳŜ 
missions can be too idealistic, or unrealistic. He has found developing a mission statement 
culture-specific and time-consuming. He offered some tips- when creating a mission 
statement it is very important to respect the views of all participants and to consider the 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛǘ ǎŜǊǾŜǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜΦ 

2. Prasanna Kumar shared his thoughts about the mission of the OM learning community. She 
emphasised the importance of M & E to development, through its potential to identify 
underlying causes of underdevelopment and streamline work. 

3. Harry Jones summarised the points made so far and asked other if members had any 
experiences or questions to share. 

4. Ben Ramalingam shared the experiences of the RAPID team, who formulated a mission as 
part of using OM to inform the group strategy. He felt that it was useful to finalise the 
mission through iterations: they drafted the mission, then worked through the boundary 
partners, outcome challenges and progress markers, and then revisited the mission and 
revised it based on what they considered to be the key contributions they could make. Ben 
believes that the mission ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ΨōǊƛŘƎŜΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨōƛƎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ 
statement and the outcome challenges you want to contribute to in your priority boundary 
partners. He feels that it is one of the most straightforward steps of the OM process. 

5. Pushkin Phartiyal thinks that the mission statement is an important process to transform the 
collective thinking from the vision process into SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, 
Realistic and Time bound) elements, for the real world. Because of this, he disagreed with 
.ŜƴΩǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦ IŜ ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘŀǎƪ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ 
group to think realistically and requires good facilitation. He shared his experiences from an 
exercise he undertook with a women self help group in a remote mountain village for 
income generation activities. After creating a vision about possible enterprise activities, the 
group had to be informed by insights from the project staff into the economics of products 
and market competition. 

6. Harry Jones asked whether members agreed with Ben, who has found it quite 
ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƻ ΨōǊƛŘƎŜΩ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ŜƭŜƳŜnts with a mission, or Pushkin, who 
felt that in many contexts, it is a challenging and nuanced task to inject some realistic 
ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ΨŘǊŜŀƳƛƴƎΩ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

7. Heidi Schaeffer felt that the mission statement was difficult when working with a group that 
is not well-established or clear about what they do or what they want to do. In these 
contexts, she uses a strategic planning approach to flow from the vision to the mission. It 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ L Řƻ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛƻƴέΣ άǿƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘƻέΣ ŀƴŘ άǿƘƛŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛƻƴΚέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŎƻƴǎǘǊuct clear ideas where there 
is shared understanding. 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=2
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=75
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=390
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=40
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=108
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=572
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=2
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=75
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=390
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8. Jan van Ongevalle argued that while the vision allows a group to get consensus on the 
overall direction of a programme, the mission ǿŀǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ΨƎŜǘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŜǘ ŀƴ 
idea of the key working areas for the project, and of useful boundary partners. The mission 
is also an important element in trying to integrate OM and logical framework requirements: 
the realistic working arŜŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ 
of SMART indicators, as required by logframes. Jan added that the mission was important 
because while the vision is something that boundary partners should contribute to, the 
mission guides the programme to look at the strategies which it should take. This helps give 
a group insight into how far removed from the eventual beneficiaries a programme is. 

Concluding remarks and actions to take forward:  

¶ The mission statement element of OM injects some realistic thinking after a group has gone 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘǊŜŀƳƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƪŜȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƻ 
ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ 
ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǎŜǘΦ  

¶ To drŀŦǘ ŀ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 
unique, your accountability to the people you serve, the appropriate scope of your 
responsibilities, and to look for SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time 
bound) activities. It can be useful to iterate the steps from the mission statement to the 
progress markers to refine them.  

¶ In some contexts it can be challenging to draft a mission, particularly where a group is not 
well established or is not clear on its aims. This needs careful facilitation, and can be helped 
ǳǎƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ IŜƛŘƛΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΦ 

 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=40
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3.3 A structured look at OM: Boundary Partners  

Prepared by Simon Hearn 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=158 

 

Original Email   

Simon Hearn, UK, 10th October 2007  

A while back we started a series of discussions centred around the 12 steps of OM. We first 
looked at Vision (Harry Jones produced a summary here: 
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=119), we then looked at 
Mission (http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=120).  

We're going to kick off the new season with a discussion on step 3 of OM: Boundary 
Partners.  

The OM Manual says "Boundary partners are those individuals, groups, or organisations with 
whom the programme interacts directly and with whom the programme can anticipate 
opportunities for influence". What are your experiences of applying the Boundary Partners 
element of OM? Are there any tips for identifying boundary partners, and how to shape your 
work around them? Does anybody have any burning questions about this part of Outcome 
Mapping?  

Responses were received, with many thanks, from: 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=158
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=578
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=119
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=120
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Enrique Mendizabal, UK 
Rick Davies, UK 
Friday Mwaba, Zambia 
Julius Nyangaga, Kenya 
Harry Jones, UK 
Simon Hearn, UK 
Weeraboon Wisartsakul, Thailand 
Ricardo Wilson-Grau, Netherlands (2 contributions) 
Steve Powell, Bosnia and Herzegovina (2 contributions) 
Andre Ling, India (2 contributions) 

Summary of Responses: 

1. Enrique Mendizabal offered a simple stakeholder 
analysis tool used by RAPID, called the AIIM 
(Alignment, Interest, Influence Matrix). It has been 
found to be useful for identifying boundary partners 
and gives an idea of the kind of work that needs to 
be done and how challenging it could be. For more 
details about the tool and guidelines on how to use it 
see the resource uploaded by Enrique: 
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.
php?id=135 

2. Rick Davies took this idea further by directing the 
community at a three dimensional version of the 
AIIM developed by Ruth Murray-Webster & Peter 
{ƛƳƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ нллс ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ άaŀƪƛƴƎ {ŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 
{ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ aŀǇǇƛƴƎέΥ 
http://www.pmforum.org/library/tips/2006/PDFs/11
-06-Lucidius.pdf. 

Rick also raised the issue that defining boundary 
partners from the perspective of the programme, as 
stated in the manual, is a problem since programmes 
are often very complicated and it is often uncertain as to who is in the programme and who 
is a BP of the programme. Rick suggested that it would be easier to operationalise if BPs 
were defined from the perspective of the organisation. 

3. Friday Mwaba shared his experience of working with partners in Zambia and immediately 
saw the potential of using the stakeholder analysis tools described above to make the job of 
partner selection easier. 

4. Julius Nyangaga ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘ .tǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ 
approach (http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=136). His premise 
for the article is that the researchers work in a different way to development practitioners 
and that the OM definition of BPs presents a challenge for researchers using the method to 
plan their projects. Namely, 

a. researchers are reluctant to engage with other actors during the design phase; 

b. researchers often fail to see the value in measuring behaviour change of BPs and 
look straight to changes in beneficiaries. 

In the article, Julius shares his experience working with research teams applying OM and 
some possible ways of understanding and applying the concept of boundary partners. 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=28
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=78
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=237
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=44
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=244
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=578
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=518
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=187
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=418
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=200
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=28
http://www.odi.org.uk/rapid
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=135
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=135
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=78
http://www.pmforum.org/library/tips/2006/PDFs/11-06-Lucidius.pdf
http://www.pmforum.org/library/tips/2006/PDFs/11-06-Lucidius.pdf
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=237
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=44
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=136
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5. Harry Jones linked back to previous discussions on this forum 
ŀƴŘ ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ hǳǘŎƻƳŜ 
Mapping Work', a collection of discussion summaries from 
the first year of the Outcome Mapping Learning Community 
(http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id
=139). The discussions were about the importance of BPs as a 
concept in OM and some concerns about whether this 
concept constrains the way the project/programme works. 

6. Simon Hearn responded to Rick Davies comment on 
perspective and on defining whether a particular actor is a BP 
or part of the programme. He gave a couple of recent 
examples where this problem has posed a challenge and 
asked for experience and advice from other members. 

7. Weeraboon Wisartsakul shared a few ideas about how the Thai Health Promotion 
Foundation dealt with this challenge. They focussed on whose behaviour needs changing 
and who has the influence to change it. In some cases Thai Health are influencing their 
grantees to change, in which case they would be an internal BP. But not all grantees are BPs. 
In other cases grantees, together with Thai Health, are influencing other people or 
organisations to change; these would be external BPs. 

8. Ricardo Wilson-Grau made three recommendations from his experience working with 
international social change networks: 

c. it is wise to constantly re-assess the boundary where control ceases and influence 
begins; 

d. internal or organic outcomes are a necessary complement to changes in external 
social actors; 

e. intense monitoring of boundary partners and the changes in their behaviour, 
relationships and actions is more important than planning or evaluation. 

9. Steve Powell added an alternative approach dealing with the challenge of networks as BPs 
which arose from work in Bosnia and Herzegovina and treats BPs as individuals and systems 
at the same time while planning strategies for both. The idea is to add a third row in the 
strategy maps table called system or group placed between the individual and environment 
rows. 

10. Ricardo Wilson-Grau agreed that the distinction between groups and individuals is helpful to 
think about in network situations because you often want to influence the network staff or 
representatives as well as the network memberǎΦ .ǳǘ ƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ 
systems as BPs in this context because systemic changes are usually changes in state or 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ha ƛǎƴΩǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜΦ 

11. Steve Powell agreed with these points and suggested sticking with the groups title. He also 
suggested, as an alternative to the adaptation of the strategy maps, that the individuals and 
the groups can be treated as separate BPs. 

12. Andre Ling wanted further clarification on this adaptation of the strategy maps. He 
questioned the addition of the group row, suggesting that an organisation row would also 
be needed for completeness. He also offered some advice about thinking in terms of system. 
CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ Ψǘƻǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ha ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƻǎǘ 
when sȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ΨƳƻŘŜƭǎΩΦ 
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13. Andre Ling also had a question about applying the BP element of OM in a community 
development project in India that he is involved in. He wanted advice about how to group 
BPs and whether a sub-group ('particularly active citizen leaders') should be treated as 
separate BPs. 

Concluding remarks and actions to take forward:  

¶ The concept of boundary partners is one of the ways in which Outcome Mapping really sets 
itself apart from other approaches. It forces you to recognise the limits of your influence and 
to think realistically about whom you want work with to affect change. 

¶ The crucial thing to remember with Outcome Mapping is perspective. When identifying 
boundary partners, you have to put yourself in the picture at a specific point and define BPs 
from that point. 

¶ Outcome Mapping is robust and flexible enough to allow it to be adapted and applied to a 
wide range of contexts. The boundary partner element often needs careful thought at the 
beginning of the project to ensure it works in the specific context - e.g. researchers, 
networks. 

¶ It can often be beneficial to undertake a comprehensive stakeholder analysis to complement 
the boundary partner step. There are additional tools to aid this process. 

¶ The question of how best to group boundary partners has yet to be answered. 
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3.4 A structured look at OM: Outcome Challenges and Progress Markers  

Prepared by Simon Hearn 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=276  

 

Original Email   

Simon Hearn, UK, 21st April 2008  

²ŜΩǊŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻŘŀȅ ƻƴ Outcome Challenges and Progress Markers. 
The discussion will last for three weeks, which is actually not that long, so please contribute 
whatever you can, whenever you can. This could be a great opportunity for some of our 
newer members to probe the expertise of the wider community.  

The discussion will be informal ς no question is too simple and all comments or points of 
view are valuable ς ǎƻ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘƻƭŘ ōŀŎƪΦ ²Ƙŀǘ LΩƭƭ Řƻ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ 
hopefully get the ball rolling, but please do ask your own questions if you have them.  

Outcome Challenges and Progress Markers are all about behaviour change. They help us to 
visualise what our boundary partners will be doing differently if our programme were to be 
extremely successful. For some people this focus on behaviour could be a stumbling block as 
many people often think in terms of attitude. They could argue that a change in behaviour 
may not be sustainable and what actually counts is the resulting change in attitude. For 
example, a public servant can change their behaviour is a very superficial way in order to 
Ǝŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘΣ ōȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǇŜŜŎƘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
attitude to a particular issue changes that a sustainable outcome can be obtained.  

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=276
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Has this conflict between behaviour and attitude come up in your conversations? In what 
contexts is it particularly critical?  

Responses were received, with many thanks, from: 

Robert K. Walker, Brazil 
Nicholas Najda, Canada 
Andre Ling, India (2 contributions) 
Wouter Van Damme, Belgium 
Ricardo Wilson Grau, Netherlands (3 contributions) 
Michael O'Brien, Netherlands (2 contributions) 
Heidi Schaeffer, Canada 
Gonzalo Romero, Bolivia 
Javier Pacheco, Columbia 
Garth Graham, Canada 
Terri Willard, Canada 
Simon Hearn, UK 
Steve Powell, Bosnia and Herzegovina 
Julius Nyangaga, Kenya 
Abass Kabiru Olatubosun, Nigeria 
Kyla Pennie, Canada 
Sana Gul, Pakistan 
Jan van Ongevalle, Zimbabwe 
Andre Proctor, South Africa 
Weeraboon Wisartsakul, Thailand 

Week one summary 

After a very active first week of this discussion, a summary was made that tried to cover all the main 
points:  

The question posed was one of attitudes versus behaviour in how we describe the changes 
we want to see in our Boundary Partners. Many of the contributions challenged this 
ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴΦ hǳǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ΨŘǳŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴt 
both normative and utilitarian and recognising the spectrum of cognitive processes that are 
involved in any kind of social change. It has also been suggested that the relationship 
between attitude and behaviour is not always linear and positive ς the two are distinct yet 
interconnected in a complex way. This highlights the need for grounding any kind of change 
in the context in which it is occurring; the question of how and why have to accompany what 
kind of change we are looking for.  

In terms of how we measure change, we focus on behaviour as it gives a useful proxy of 
attitude, which is harder to measure. Perhaps a more robust proxy is intention based on i) 
attitude to behaviour, ii) subjective norms and iii) perceived behavioural control.  

There is a resounding concern among the contributors that the language of OM implies a 
ΨǇƻǿŜǊΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
interpreted as patronising and controlling. Communication is key here: Softer language 
could be used (support, facilitate, assist instead of influence). A focus on modifying policies 
and practices rather than changing beliefs, thoughts, feelings or challenging competencies 
could be more constructive. The power problem becomes less of an issue if the perspective 
of the change is clarified, and if it is originating from the vision rather than the mission. Firm 
agreements can ensure the ownership of the change is clearly in the domain of the 
Boundary Partner rather than the programme.  

Summary of individual responses 
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1. Robert Walker suggested that attitudes and behaviours often exist side by side in a dual 
compliance structure of normative and utilitarian outcomes. He highlighted the importance 
ƻŦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΦ 

2. Nicholas Najda reminded us of the complex, non-linear, relationship between attitude and 
behaviour and that often they are two independent entities with differing influences. He 
also brought up the question of power ς to what extent can a system influence an 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƻǊ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀŎǘ ƛƴ accord with 
their attitudes while existing within the confines of the system they are living in? 

3. Andre Ling reframed the question from one which conflicts attitudes and behaviours to one 
which asks what kind of behaviours can be considered as suitable proxies for attitude. He 
also raised the point that behaviours are 
more interesting to measure than attitude 
as they represent systemic transformation.  

4. Wouter Van Damme pointed us to Blooms 
taxonomy, which describes a spectrum of 
cognitive processes which can help us 
define what we mean by behaviour and 
attitude (see right). 

5. Ricardo Wilson-Grau highlighted a few 
challenges he has faced in working with a 
large global network. The language used in OM was problematic for many non-English 
ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊǎΦ tŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ {ƻŦǘŜǊ 
words like facilitate, support and assist have been found to be friendlier. Focussing the 
outcome challenge on new or modified policies and practices rather than on beliefs, 
opinions, feelings or competencies can also help to avoid the power problem. There is, 
though, always an unavoidable danger of patronising our boundary partners. 

6. aƛƪŜ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ discussed the common temptation to treat progress markers as a simple 
checklist rather than a self-evaluation, reflection and learning tool. He suggested that a 
deeper understanding of the behaviour change processes could prevent this misuse. In 
particular, by considering behaviour change in the context in which it occurs and deepening 
our understanding by asking ourselves how and why the change takes place. 

7. Ricardo Wilson-Grau posted again with a note about the balance between M&E design and 
M&E implementation. He suggested that there was a tendency to spend a lot of effort on 
the intentional design phase, planning in detail the changes sought rather than on the 
agents of change themselves. A light and imaginative intentional design will allow more time 
to be spent building relationships, ensuring participation and frequent monitoring, learning 
and adjustment of the strategy.  

8. Heidi Schaeffer shared her experience with intentional design and the importance of 
perspective and strong participatory processes. She argued that the problem of power, and 
partƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŀǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǎƳΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ h/ǎ ŀƴŘ taǎ ŀǊŜ 
developed from the perspective of the partner 
and tied to the vision rather than the mission. And 
if strong participatory processes are in place to 
support the partner in articulating their beliefs, 
attitudes, and vision then the OC becomes a self-
created picture for the partners to see where they 
are heading and the PMs become a road map of 
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transformational change that will help direct the support of the programme. 

9. Gonzalo Romero ǎƘŀǊŜŘ Ƙƛǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎǎ ƻŦ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΩ ƛƴ ŀ short 
article. He suggests that intention could provide a more accurate proxy of behaviour. In his 
model (see right), intention is a function of three other influences: the attitude towards the 
behaviour, the subjective norms and the perceived control over the behaviour change. 

10. Javier Pacheco contributed his thoughts on the necessity to build agreements among the 
boundary partners in order to proceed in a mutually convenient way and to support the 
changes envisioned by the partners. He emphasised the need for partners to own the 
direction of change and the strategies and to understand the relation between the two. 

11. Garth Graham commented on the trend in the discussion so far to focus on behaviour 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΦ IŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ hǳǘŎƻƳŜ 
Mapping, which is to measure how learning changes the collective behaviour of systems. He 
posed a new question to the community; what progress markers have boundary partners 
identified to indicate that shift from individual behaviour change to system behaviour 
change? 

12. Terri Willard ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ wƛŎŀǊŘƻΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ǉƻst with a comment about the difficulty for networks 
to identify boundary partners and progress markers. She suggests that this could be 
indicative of a wider problem that many networks get caught up in information sharing and 
networking can easily lose sight of how/why and organization might use the information or 
contacts as part of a broader development change process. 

13. aƛƪŜ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ noted that many of the contributions had emphasised the importance of 
relational and reflexive activities such as partner engagement, connecting emotionally, 
inspiration, feelings, visioning and dialogue-based monitoring. He highlighted the fact that 
such activities require a lot of time and energy investment and are difficult to maintain. He 
asked what the limitations were and how they have been overcome. He also suggested that 
along with the too little of this type of activity, there could be too much and that a point of 
diminishing returns could be met. 

14. Andre Ling contributed a number of points about learning in a social context. One of the 
strengths of Outcome Mapping, he states, is its evolutionary nature with built in multi-level 
feeŘōŀŎƪ ƭƻƻǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜ ŀ ΨǊŜŦƭŜȄƛǾŜΩ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
progress markers and vision, can help maintain the dynamic balance between reflection and 
action. But ultimately, if learning and reflection is built into the programme, as opposed to 
focussing on target-based programming, then the programme will be able to focus more on 
quality, innovation, creativity and partnerships. 

15. Simon Hearn came back to the topic of power with the following post:  

As we continue our discussion on Outcome Challenges and Progress Markers this week, I just 
wanted to throw a few things in.  

Many of you touched on the issue of power last week and this has come up many times 
before in conversations and in workshops. I just wanted to explore this issue a bit further in 
the context of describing behaviour changes though OCs and PMs.  

Do you agree that there is a problem of power relations? Either in the sense that OM 
engenders (or is ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŜƴŘŜǊύ ŀ ǇŀǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ 
risk of partners feeling patronised by the process.  

Is this an issue of language as suggested by Ricardo? Perhaps OM needs to be contextualised 
and made more culturally sensitive. Or maybe, as Ricardo says, a certain amount of 
patronisation is inevitable.  
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hǊ ƛǎ ƛǘ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ōȅ IŜƛŘƛΚ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ 
paternalism if we truly build the OCs and PMs from the perspective of the boundary partner, 
ƴƻǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦ  

We all want to see our boundary partners changing, transforming, and developing in some 
way. And we recognise the need to describe these changes in order to focus and prioritise 
our efforts. But we also want to empower our partners by ensuring they have ownership 
over the changes. How can this balance best be achieved? 

16. Garth Graham pointed out an important principle when talking about power, or 
empowering; that acculturation works in both directions. In a complex, dynamic, self-
organising system, the programme is not external to the system but rather a part of it and 
therefore the ability of a programme to empower is imagined. 

17. Andre Ling commented that power relations will always be a problem in some way in social 
change contexts and group processes. Many of the problems are enshrined in the identity, 
biases and preconceptions of the facilitators and the group members themselves. He 
reiterated the need for deep, open, inclusive and participative dialogue between the various 
partners about their own desired behaviour changes and tƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ ΨThinking in 
terms of power 'with' rather than power 'to' or power 'over' probably makes for a more 
flexible and creative approach to modelling the change process which encourages the 
dissolution of the problem of power relations as engagement proceedsΦΩ 

18. aƛƪŜ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ΨǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛǎƛƴƎΩΦ 

19. Ricardo Wilson-Grau states that it is only useful to identify boundary actors and formulate 
outcome challenges. The unpredictability of the environment in which they work, as well as 
their own complexity, openness and dynamism, means that going further to identify 
progress markers is an unhelpful intellectual and mechanical exercise. 

Splinter conversations 

Out of the above conversation two other discussions emerged. 

A) Questionnaires as a tool for measuring progress markers 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=273 

1. Steve Powell described an approach he recently applied where he used likert-surveys to 
monitor the progress of the boundary partners in terms of the progress markers ς how far 
along the road of behaviour change are they. He was interested in hearing any feedback 
about this approach and whether anyone has any similar experiences. 

2. Julius provided some concrete examples of the type of questions that could be useful to 
track progress in terms on knowledge, attitude and practice. 

3. Abass Kabiru Olatubosun mentioned that UNICEF Nigeria is doing a similar KAP survey for 
the evaluation of a hygiene promotion programme. 

B) Progress markers versus competency based training 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=280 

1. Kyla Pennie shared an interesting problem she recently came up against when planning a 
capacity development programme for community development practitioners that sat 
alongside a formal, long-term training programme. There was a confusion between progress 
markers for behaviour change due to the wider programme versus competencies exhibited 
as a result of the training. She asked for advice on how to distinguish between the two and 
how best to graduate the progress markers while being sensitive to the mix of 
transformative changes and practical skill development. 
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2. Sana Gul replied with a similar experience and suggested that practical skill development 
ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƭƻǾŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜΩΦ 

3. Jan Van Ongevalle commented that clearly defined boundary partners ς whom the 
programme aims to influence and is able to monitor ς may clear up the confusions. He 
mentioned two instances where BP clarity has helped and he uploaded an M&E plan for a 
five-day life skills training event which features a set of progress markers to facilitate the 
monitoring of longer-term training outcomes. 

4. Andre Proctor suggested that competency standards and progress markers are different 
things. The competency standard is simply a tool that you can use to measure whether the 
outcome has been achieved. The progress markers could include whether a certain level of 
competency has been reached but they could also include many other indicators such as 
constituency feedback. 

5. Weeraboon Wisartsakul shared a similar experience he was involved in where the training 
ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ΨƛƴƴŜǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƛƴ 
terms of progressive behaviours.  He asked whether anyone has a similar experience. 

6. Andre Proctor added that in the case of community development practitioners, there is a 
ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǎƻŦǘ ΨƛƴƴŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƘŀǊŘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΦ DƻƻŘ 
practitioners need to be effective animators, facilitators, mobilisers and drivers of new 
attitudes, understandings, behaviours and actions in others. But how can these qualities be 
certified? He suggests that practitioner effectiveness can be read in the relationships they 
build, the energy they mobilise in others, the creativity and innovation they inspire and in 
the real sustainable differences in community well-being that flow from these. 

Concluding remarks and actions to take forward 

¶ The question of attitudes versus behaviour stimulated a very interesting discussion. The 
contributors commented both on the difficulty to measure attitudes and unhelpfulness of 
attitudes when thinking about systemic transformation. There were also worries that 
explicitly aiming to influence attitudes could result in power problems and that partners 
would be more cooperative if the changes explicitly being sought were practical rather than 
fundamental.  

¶ The contributors very quickly identified that the relationship between attitudes and 
behaviours is complex and non-linear and that they exist simultaneously as part of a more 
diverse spectrum of cognitive processes. Different projects have different needs in terms of 
the level of change they are trying to influence, but ultimately it is behaviours that need to 
be measured; often as proxies for deeper changes. 

¶ The power problem raised some very good, and very practical points. Stronger agreements 
and participatory processes can help smooth partner relations. OCs and PMs that are from 
ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ should negate any paternalism. 
ΨtǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΩ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅ ǊƻǳƴŘΦ ¢ƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ 
ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊ ΨǿƛǘƘΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇƻǿŜǊ ΨǘƻΩ ƻǊ ΨƻǾŜǊΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ 
power. 

¶ Points for further debate include: 

o What progress markers have boundary partners identified to indicate the shift from 
individual behaviour change to system behaviour change? 

o Are there any examples or cases where the power issue has been problematised in a 
project?  

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=81
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=40
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/resource/resource.php?id=168
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=339
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=518
http://www.outcomemapping.ca/members/member.php?id=339
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o Are there any further thoughts or examples of using questionnaires to monitor 
progress markers? 
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3.5 A structured look at OM: Strategy Maps  

Prepared by Simon Hearn 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=289 

 

Original Email   

Simon Hearn, UK, 21st April 2008  

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǿŜŜƪǎ ǿŜΩƭƭ ōŜ ƭooking at step 6 of the OM methodology: Strategy Maps 
(http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-28388-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html#page-61).  

So, ȅƻǳΩǾŜ identified your boundary partners and formulated your outcome challenges; now 
you need to figure out how you can contribute to the achievement of these outcomes. The 
Strategy Map tool was designed to do just this. It helps programmes clarify the approach 
they will take and is particularly useful for developing a balanced strategy. See the OM 
manual (http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-28388-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html#page-61) for a complete 
description of this tool.  

One of the most common comments I hear aōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƳŀǇ ǘƻƻƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 
map strategies at all, but that it is aimed at the level of activities. Does this indicate 
confusion in how best to use this tool? How have you found it useful in your work? How 
have you integrated it into your planning process?  

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=289

























































































