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              This Discussion Note is designed to prom
This Discussion Note is designed to prompt inquiry and experimentation within USAID. Developed in consultation with outside experts in the principles and methods described and with USAID staffers who are already experimenting with new M&E methods, it is a 
 5 ¥ Leading indicators provide information before the result takes place.  ¥ Coincident indicators yield information at about the same time as the result.  ¥ Lagging indicators provide data after the result takes place, often with considerable time lag due to data collection routines and long result chains. project. Complexity-
ATTEND TO PERFORMANCE MON
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              ITORINGÕS THREE BLIND SPOTS. As part of 
ITORINGÕS THREE BLIND SPOTS. As part of the Program Cycle, monitoring is organized primarily around answering questions about the progress of interventions towards desired results according to predetermined implementation plans. Consequently, monitoring systems tend to focus 
of projects and contexts. Some may argue that the benefits of performance monitoring as practiced in the Program Cycle outweigh the limitations posed by its three blind spots, looking to evaluation to supplement performance monitoringÕs narrow focus. Unfortunately, evaluation does not currently play this role in USAID. The recent meta
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              -evaluation of 340 USAID evaluation repo
-evaluation of 340 USAID evaluation reports found that only 15% reported on unplanned effects, and only 10% discussed causes in addition to USAID interventions that mig
everything.Ó Meadows cautions that there are no quick or easy formulas for finding leverage points, and that many are counterintuitive. Ongoing engagement with and study of a system is critical to identifying leverage points. Like Ògame-changers,Ó sentinel indicators may not require targets and their effect on the system is not predetermined.14 Systems thinking principles can be applied with sentinel indicators in several ways. First, 
plac
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              ement of sentinel indicators should be r
ement of sentinel indicators should be reviewed regularly and can be expected to change as the program evolves. STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK. Monitoring approaches that privilege feedback from stakeholders or make use of participatory methods are particularly valuable in complexity. Complex aspects of systems are characterized by a diversity of perspectives about desired results and pathways to achieve results. Diverse perspectives are important for at least two reasons. First, in complexity, knowledge of the system is partial and predictability is low. Second, how actors perceive a situation motivates their behav
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              ior. Understanding the system from diffe
ior. Understanding the system from different perspectives will help any single actor create a more holistic and useful picture. Stakeholder feedback may involve a one-time measurement or an ongoing system. Examples of stakeholder feedback include citizen report cards, community scorecards, client surveys or other forms of collecting opinions.15 Feedback systems might track the changes in the beneficiaries and partners that the intervention works with most directly.16 Alternatively, feedback may target those excluded from or marginalized by the program as a means of questioning whether the boundaries of a s
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              trategy or project have been drawn in th
trategy or project have been drawn in the most useful way.It is particularly worthwhile to involve partners, beneficiaries, and other stakeholders in redefining indicators or criteria of success. Collecting stakeholder feedback can be challenging. Sampling errors may include failure to properly identify the relationship between a respondent and an intervention, or capturing the responses of dominant individuals or groups only. Obtaining feedback may be costly and logistically or technically difficult to achieve. Measurements can be misunderstood and misreported. For example, when citizens report reduced co
              
         
             
         



                   
                          7
              rruption, does it mean that incidents of
rruption, does it mean that incidents of corruption have actually declined, or that corruption has simply gone underground or shifted to new practices? Despite these challenges, the collection of stakeholder feedback is worthwhile because it provides information that is especially valuable for dealing with complexity.  PROCESS MONITORING OF IMPACTS (PMI) is more comprehensive than either sentinel indicators or stakeholder feedback for capturing the complexity overlooked by LogFrames and results frameworks. As its name suggests, the method focuses on monitoring resultsproducing processes. According to Willi
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              ams and Hummelbrunner ÒIt  essentially a
ams and Hummelbrunner ÒIt  essentially about identifying processes considered relevant for the achievement of results or impacts and then monitoring whether these processes are va
rather than replace, performance monitoring systems. Theoretically, the method could be used at any level of the LogFrame or results framework. However, it seems 
neficiaries or partners to produce the first level of results, since this is foundational to the entire project design and strategy. In this case, outputs are linked with the results they are intended to ÒcauseÓ through a description of the processes by which partners o
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              r beneficiaries are expected to use the 
r beneficiaries are expected to use the outputs. PMI is useful at the project level because the method can be used across a large number of activities and actors.   PMI involves drawing a logic model that includes outputs, first level results, and known processes that transform outputs into intended results (Figure 4). The logic model also includes any known context factors that affect the achievement of first level results, and feedback loops between the project and contextual factors. Rather than measuring 
producing processes linking outputs to results are detailed in the column Òuse of outputs.Ó In thi
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              s example, outputs, processes and result
s example, outputs, processes and results were weighted according to the amount of budget allocated to activities associated with each output and result. 
be attentive to emergent processes. Because it is impossible to address the three blind spots (emergent outcomes, alternative causes, and multiple, non-linear pathways of contribution) at all levels of a strategy or project simultaneously, PMI bounds the area of observation considered most critical to project success. Monitors must be attentive to both the known (complicated) and unknown (complex) results-producing processes within an area of observation
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              .  PMI addresses several weaknesses of p
.  PMI addresses several weaknesses of performance monitoring in complexity. First, PMI tracks the occurrence of impact-producing processes long before changes would be apparent in the corresponding performance indicator. Second, for USAID project designs and strategies, known resultsproducing processes may be outlined in assumptions or the narrative of the development hypothesis. However, they are not 
among levels and functions in the organization, or among the various stakeholders collaborating to achieve a common objective. 
Evaluation is the systematic collection and analysis of information about the 
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              characteristics and outcomes of programs
characteristics and outcomes of programs and projects as a basis for judgments to improve effectiveness, and/or inform decisions about current and future programming. The purpose of evaluations 
changes become evident. A cursory analysis of substantiated outcome descriptions may be sufficient for monitoring purposes. When used in evaluation, outcome descriptions are analyzed thoroughly and interpreted through the lenses of mission, goals, or strategies and used to answer the actionable evaluation questions.  Outcome Harvesting employs systems thinking concepts. The method considers multiple perspectives ab
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              out who and what has changed, when and w
out who and what has changed, when and where change has occurred, and how the change was influenced. The initial actionable questions represent the perspective of primary intended users and thus initially define what will be monitored. The perspective of the primary user is then compared with that of the change agent in the outcome description, and with the account of the substantiators. In the final stages, all three perspectives are considered in analyzing and interpreting outcomes to answer the actionable questions agreed with the primary users. Relationships between actors and factors in a system are c
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              onsidered when determining plausible con
onsidered when determining plausible contribution of social change agents to outcomes. The boundaries drawn to delineate an outcome and its relevant context may be considered and reflected upon.  CONCLUSION   FIVE MO
necessary for both accountability and learning for complex aspects of programs and contexts.  Complexity-aware methods can be used in conjunction with performance monitoring. Performance monitoring works for simple (but not necessarily easier) aspects of strategies or projects where causeeffect relationships are known and agreement on problems and solutions is high. When USAID staff identify c
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              omponents of strategies and projects tha
omponents of strategies and projects that do not meet these criteria, they may consider employing complexity-aware monitoring approaches. 
press reports, statements on the record by parliament members, incidents of politically motivated violence and street protests, or participation levels in markets. Indicator-free monitoring methods are often resource-light versions of recognized evaluation methods carried out with increased frequency.  Most Significant Change and Outcome Harvesting are also goal-free methods, that is, they capture outcomes without reference to predetermined results. When used in combina
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              tion with a systems thinking lens, senti
tion with a systems thinking lens, sentinel indicators, stakeholder feedback, and PMI may also point to unintended outcomes. Openness to a broader range of results is an asset of complexity-aware methods critical for those aspects of projects 
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              y people.  FURTHER READING COMPLEXITY  W
y people.  FURTHER READING COMPLEXITY  Westley, F., Zimmerman B., & Patton, M.Q. (2006). Getting to maybe: How the world is changed. Toronto: Random House Canada.  Kurtz, C. F., & Snowden, D. J. (2003). The new dynamics of strategy: Sense-making in a complex and complicated world. IBM Systems Journal, 42(3), pp 462-483.   COMPLEXITY-AWARE MONITORING PRINCIPLES & METHODS Davies, R. and Dart, J. (2005). The Ômost significant changeÕ (MSC) technique: A guide to its use. Melbourne. Available at http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/MSCGuide.pdf  Meadows, D. (1999). Leverage points: Places to intervene in a system. Hartl
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