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Figure�3.��READI�SD�Model�with�Major�and�Minor�Feedback�Mechanisms�

�

The�current�SD�model�assumes�that�the�delivery�and�scaleͲup�of�a�health�innovation�does�not�
influence�the�environment.��However,�there�are�reasons�to�believe�that�may�not�always�be�the�
case.��For�example,�the�successful�scaleͲup�of�a�health�innovation�can�create�a�“bandwagon”�
effect�in�which�an�initially�unpopular�innovation�becomes�popular.��This,�in�turn,�affects�the�
sociocultural�environment�and�perceived�desirability�of�the�health�innovation;�these�“feed�back”�
to�influence�the�environment.��At�this�time,�these�potential�mechanisms�have�been�excluded�
from�the�model�for�reasons�of�simplicity.���

The�SD�model�includes�three�potential�intervention�points—capacity�building�interventions,�
relationship�building�interventions,�and�motivational�interventions.��The�likely�effect�of�an�
intervention�at�each�point�is�to�increase�the�rate�at�which�the�corresponding�factor�increases.��
For�example,�a�capacity�intervention�of�“1.5”�corresponds�to�a�50%�increase�in�the�rate�at�which�
capacity�building�occurs�within�the�delivery�system.��Simulation�models�can�be�used�to�assess�
the�relative�strength�or�leverage�of�intervention�points.��For�example,�simulations�can�provide�
insight�into�questions�such�as�whether�an�intervention�directed�at�capacity�or�relationships�will�
be�more�effective�in�improving�the�system’s�ability�to�deliver�innovations�at�scale.���

The�model�assumes�that�there�is�a�theoretical�“maximum”�desired�delivery�rate,�and�that�the�
ideal�delivery�system�is�able�to�achieve�this�rate.��The�maximum�desired�delivery�rate�is�a�
function�of�the�innovation�target�or�delivery�goal,�the�desired�time�to�deliver�the�innovation,�and�
the�delay�between�the�delivery�organization�and�the�end�user.��For�example,�if�the�delivery�goal�
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these�existing�frameworks:�The�systematic�review�by�Greenhalgh�et�al.�(2004)�about�diffusion�of�
innovations�in�health�service�institutions;�Bradley,�Curry,�and�PerezͲEscamilla’s�AIDED�
framework�describing�the�dissemination,�diffusion,�and�scaleͲup�of�family�health�innovations�in�
lowͲincome�countries�(2011);�Frost�and�Reich’s�Access�framework�(2008);�and�the�draft�IDEAS:�
Informed�Decisions�for�Actions�to�Improve�Maternal�and�Newborn�Health�framework�proposed�
by�Neil�Spicer�(2011).�

In�their�2004�publication,�Greenhalgh�et�al.�derive�a�model�describing�diffusion�systems�based�
on�a�comprehensive�and�systematic�literature�review�of�diffusion,�dissemination,�and�
implementation�science�for�social�and�health�services.��This�work�has�proven�to�be�foundational�
for�further�research�describing�dissemination�and�implementation�of�health�service�innovations.��
In�addition�to�replicating�the�components�of�the�classic�diffusion�model�(Rogers�2003),�the�
Greenhalgh�et�al.�model�(see�Figure�1)�highlights�the�importance�of�antecedents�to�diffusion,�
including�system�readiness�and�organizational�implementation.��Perhaps�the�key�contribution�of�
the�Greenhalgh�et�al.�model�is�the�way�in�which�it�highlights�the�interdependence�of�resource�
and�delivery�systems.���

Figure�1.��Model�Describing�the�Determinants�of�Diffusion,�Dissemination,�and�Implementation�of�
Innovations�in�Health�Service�Delivery�Organizations�

�

(Source:�Greenhalgh�et�al.��2004)�
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Inspiration�

How to Achieve �
Lasting Impact at Scale�
What we can do�
What we can’t do�
and �
What we need to learn�

There are several references in this synthesis to findings from an earlier convening 

ŚĞůĚ�ŝŶ�^ĞĂƚƚůĞ�ŝŶ�EŽǀĞŵďĞƌ�ϮϬϭϭ͕�Achieving Lasting Impact at Scale, Part One: 
Behavior Change and the Spread of Family Health Innovations in Low-Income 
Countries͘�

Findings from each of the convenings in this series are informing a dynamic 

ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�How to Achieve Lasting Impact at Scale͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�Ă�ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ŵĂŝŶ�ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŐĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐ͘�

dŚĞƐĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĚŽǁŶůŽĂĚĞĚ�Ăƚ�ǁǁǁ͘ĚĂƌƚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͘ŽƌŐ͘ƵŬͬƐĐĂůŝŶŐŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘

The thread we are following
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That’s when the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation started to consider how it could 
contribute to Millennium Development 
Goals Four and Five, the goals to reduce 
child and maternal mortality and to achieve 
universal access to reproductive health. 

By taking an interest, the Foundation 
placed itself in an unenviable position.
Like other major funders and intermediary 
organizations, the Foundation discovered 
that, in the face of insufficient knowledge 
about how to create lasting impact, action 
with confidence was impossible. At the same 
time, in the face of eight million preventable 
child deaths each year, action with speed was 
essential. 

Bill, Melinda, and their staff did what would 
be expected of new students. They read. 
They talked to experts. They lived in the 
places where child and maternal health was 
most at risk.

They began to understand that 
improvements to global family health were 
a product of two broad forces. There is 
science, which creates new knowledge that 
may help stamp out disease. Then there are 
people: those at risk at of ill-health, those 
with skills to prevent or treat illness, those 
working for local, national, and international 
organizations to get effective practices into 
routine use. These are real people with 
all the passions, constraints, accords, and 
disagreements of everyday life.

When I was invited to facilitate a series 
of exchanges to help those engaged in 
the challenge of achieving Millennium 
Goals Four and Five, I began to picture the 
opportunities produced by the confluence of 
available knowledge. Standing in the path of 
that confluence, ready to act, are people like 
Bill Gates who can digest systematic reviews 
and get to the nub of the problem. There are 
people like Melinda Gates who connect with 
mothers working within their limited and 
precarious options to keep their children safe 
and well. And there are people like the Gates 
Foundation’s CEO Jeff Raikes looking for 
those “big bets,” the investments most likely 
to have the biggest pay-off.

True, these are caricatures of well-rounded 
people. But what happens when every Bill 
Gates, every Melinda Gates, and all the 
Jeff Raikes in the world join a growing 
conversation about the Millennium Goals 
challenge? 

I see my task as bringing together people 
who would not otherwise meet and 
encouraging them to talk about things they 
might otherwise set aside. In this case, the 
conversation includes scientists who analyze 
how systems change, and public and private 
sector experts working to scale up programs 
that help to save the lives of babies and 
mothers in poor countries. 

I am looking for a new form of inquiry, one 
that is demanding and difficult, seeking 
cooperation from people who have separate 

and sometimes competing interests. But 
by brokering the ideas, stories and data of 
diverse experts – people who have dedicated 
their lives and careers to improving maternal 
and child health – new knowledge can 
emerge.

By the time I came to this thread of the 
conversation, its focus was clear. How can 
impact be scaled? Too many innovations, 
even the ones that are inexpensive, 
uncomplicated, and proven to prevent 
ill-health, have simply not reached their 
potential markets in Asia, Africa, and Meso-
America. Upstream, we can spend our time 
coming up with new ideas. Downstream, 
we can try new and existing practices, 
processes, and policies, and see whether 
they sink or swim. This synthesis, like the 
other publications in the series, navigates the 
waters where the river meets the sea.

In the first Achieving Lasting Impact at Scale 
publication, I synthesized the findings from 
a major convening in Seattle in November 
2011. The convening provided the space for 
a dynamic, exciting, sometimes haphazard 
discussion that framed what was to follow. 

Complex as the discussion was, we found 
common ground in several areas. The focus 
in Seattle was not scale; it was impact at 
scale. Few people would have left Seattle, or 
put down the synthesis of the convening, 
with a linear view of the world. The arrows 
that schematize the world of impact-at-scale 
bend left and right, zoom up and down, and 

Begin
,Žǁ�ĐĂŶ�ǁĞ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�ůĂƐƚŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�Ăƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŽŶ�ŵĂƚĞƌŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�
ĐŚŝůĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͍�dŚĞ�ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞ�Ăƚ�ŽŶĐĞ�ƚĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ͕�
ĂŵďŝƚŝŽƵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƵƌŐĞŶƚ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�Ă�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƚŚƌĞĂĚƐ͘�
dŚĞ�ƚŚƌĞĂĚ�/�Ăŵ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ʹ�ĂŶĚ�ďǇ�ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�ŽŶ�ƉĂƉĞƌ͕ �
ŝŶǀŝƚŝŶŐ�ǇŽƵ�ƚŽ�ũŽŝŶ�ʹ�ďĞŐĂŶ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϬϴ͘��

�Ǉ�ďƌŽŬĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĚĂƚĂ�ŽĨ�ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ʹ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�
have dedicated their lives and careers 

ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚĞƌŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚŝůĚ�
health – new knowledge can emerge
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double back many times before they reach 
their target. Users of innovations are not 
passive recipients of a distant good; they are 
integral to any potential good, fundamental 
to its success and failure. Seattle began a 
search for the lost “L” in MLE (Monitoring, 
Learning and Evaluation), a hunt that will 
lead to a new palette of MLE tools suitable 
for the non-sequential world of scaling 
impact.

I encourage you to read that paragraph 
again. It is innocuous? Perhaps a little 
technical? Abstract, and a long way from 
the hard realities of global health, such 
as the umbilical cord infections that kill 
half a million babies every year? For all 
its innocuous, technical abstraction, that 
common ground from Seattle tips upside-
down many policy, philanthropy, practice, 
and science orthodoxies. These common 
themes demand a different tenor for the 
conversation as it continues.

And so the next formal convening took 
place in La Jolla, California, in March 2012. 
If Seattle was grand, with more than 200 
participants and several major keynote 
addresses, La Jolla was compact. La Jolla 
relied more on a dialogue within a small, 
diverse, expert group. In Seattle we listened 
and commented in short bursts. In La Jolla, 
I sought a cool, thoughtful, mutual space 
for colleagues old and new to linger and get 

into the detail of issues, the surface of which 
could only be scratched in Seattle.

The primary focus was system readiness 
for impact at scale. No one individual and 
no one organization can tackle alone the 
monsters of preventable infection, poor 
nutrition, treatable diseases, and better 
investments in health. Rather, differences 
are made by many thousands of individuals 
working in systems of organizations – 
and not just in one system, but many 
interlocking systems. There are systems 
around the catalyst, pushing out innovation; 
systems linking the catalyst to the delivery 
organizations; and systems around the 
governmental and non-governmental 
organizations that manage health care in 
most of Africa, Asia, and Meso-America.

I will say more later about what is meant 
by a system. For the moment, it has helped 
me to think of systems as living organisms 
that develop over time. They are made up 
of sub-systems, just as we are made of a 
heart, a liver, kidneys, brain and more. The 
functioning of the organism as a whole 
reflects the functioning of the sub-systems, 
and the functioning of each sub-system 
reflects the functioning of the other sub-
systems, and of the whole. 

The question we began to ask in La Jolla 
is this: when is a system ready to play its 
part in delivering impact at scale? For 

the moment, let me say only that in the 
convening we began to re-form the issue. 
Reframed, the question is not whether a 
system is ready or not, but whether a system 
is ready enough. Readiness is a continuum, 
like a blood pressure reading that gives a 
sense of health without a 1-0 cut point. 
Systems are dynamic, moving in and out of 
states of readiness; they are made of many 
parts, some more ready than others. As a 
result, we need to be ready to test readiness 
again and again, looking for the places in the 
system that require extra attention.  

Just as Seattle provided an opportunity to 
pressure-test new evidence and a model for 
thinking about scaling impact from Yale 
University, in La Jolla the conversation was 
greatly enhanced by the close inspection of 
evidence and models prepared by a team 
coordinated by Kaiser Permanente. It is 
testimony to the safe space for experiment 
that is provided by this continued 
conversation that Jim Dearing, Noshir 
Contractor, Peter Hovmand, and their 
colleagues were prepared to show a work in 
progress. Their ideas and tools undoubtedly 
aided La Jolla participants to understand 
more clearly the broader challenges of 
system readiness for impact at scale. 

T
ŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ�ŽĨ�ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ�ƐŵĂƌƚ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƐŽŵĞ�ǁĂǇ͘

The role of the Social Research Unit at Dartington in this 

ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ďƌŽŬĞƌ͕ �ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝǌĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ďƌŽŬĞƌ�ĂŐĂŝŶ͕�
ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�Ăůů�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐ�
ĨƌŽŵ�^ĞĂƚƚůĞ͕�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ŽŶ�ƚŽ�/ŶĚŝĂ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ͘

KƵƌ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐƐ�ŝƐ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�
͞�ƌŽŬĞƌŝŶŐ�<ŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͟�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽŶ�dĂůŬ͘��ƚ�ŝƚƐ�ĐŽƌĞ͕�ŝƚ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�
ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�ŐĞŶƚůĞ�ƉƵƐŚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĨŝŶĚ�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�
ƚŽ�ƐĞĞŬ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ƉĂƌƚƐ͘

tĞ�ĂƌĞ�ĐƵƌŝŽƵƐ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ͕�ƐĞůĚŽŵ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐ�ŽƵƌ�ŽǁŶ�
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ�ďƵƚ�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĐŚĂŶŶĞů�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͕͛ �ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂǀŽŝĚ�
ĐƵůͲĚĞͲƐĂĐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ŬĞĞƉ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨůŽǁŝŶŐ͘

dŚŝƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ŝƐ�ƌĞƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐ�Ă�ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ͘�&Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�
ƉĂƌƚ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�ďƵƚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�

tŚŽ�Ăŵ�͞/͍͟

ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ �ǁĞ�ƉƌŽďĞ͕�ũƵƐƚ�
ĂƐ�ǁĞ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͕�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ�
;͞ŝĨ�ŝƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ͘͘͘͟ Ϳ͕�ŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐ�ǁŚĂƚ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƚƌƵĞ�ďƵƚ�ŶĞǀĞƌ�
ďĞŝŶŐ�ƐƵƌĞ͕�ŝŶǀŝƚŝŶŐ�ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ�ĞůƐĞ�ƚŽ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ͘

dŚĞƐĞ�ĚŽƵďƚŝŶŐ͕�ŚŽƉĞĨƵů�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�
ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌ�ƚŽ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞŵ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ǀŽŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�^ĞĂƚƚůĞ�ĂŶĚ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐƐ͘

^Ž�ũƵƐƚ�ǁŚŽ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞/͟�ǇŽƵ�ŚĞĂƌ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ͍�
KĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ŝŶ�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͕ �ŝƚ�ƚĂŬĞƐ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŽ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝǌĞ�Ă�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͘�&Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ͕�
�ĂƌƚŝŶŐƚŽŶ�ƐƚĂĨĨ�DŝĐŚĂĞů�>ŝƚƚůĞ͕��ǁĂŶ�<ĂŽƵŬũŝ͕�ĂŶĚ��ĞƚŚ�dƌƵĞƐĚĂůĞ�
ǁĞƌĞ�ŚĞůƉĞĚ�ďǇ�dŽŵ��ĂĐŬĞƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�,ƵŵĂŶ�/ŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͕�ƐŽ�͞/͟�Ăŵ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ǁĞ�ĨŽƵƌ͘

Begin
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W
ĂƐ�/�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ƚŽ�ĨĂĐŝůŝĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͍��ƐƐƵƌĞĚůǇ�ŶŽ͘�/�ŶĞǀĞƌ�
ĨĞĞů�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͘�/�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�
ƌĞĂĚ�ŵŽƌĞ͕�ƚĂůŬĞĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŽ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͕�ĚŽŶĞ�ŵŽƌĞ͕�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ŵŽƌĞ͘��

�Ƶƚ�/�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�
/�ĐŽƵůĚ͕�ĂŶĚ�/�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĂƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�
ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�ƵŶƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚŶĞƐƐ͘

Was I ready to write this synthesis? That 

ŚĂƐ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂǇ͕ �ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌĞĚͲ
ƵƉ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁĂŬĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͕�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ�
ƐŽ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽƵďƚ�
ĂŶĚ�ŚŽƉĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƌĞůĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚŝƐ�
ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ͘�

�ŶĚ͕�ŽĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞/͟�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁƌŝƚĞƐ�ŝƐ�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͕�
ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�ǁŚĞŶ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƵƐ�
ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ďƵƚ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŶŽƚ͘�;^ŝŶĐĞ�
ǁĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐůŽďĞ͕�
ŽĨƚĞŶ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƵƐ�ŝƐ�ĂƐůĞĞƉ�ǁŚŝůĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ͊Ϳ

/�ƚĞůů�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂŶĞĐĚŽƚĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŵǇ�ŽǁŶ�
ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚǁŽ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͘�&ŝƌƐƚ͕�/�ŚŽƉĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂĚǇ͕ �ŶŽƚͲ
ƌĞĂĚǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĂŐĂŝŶ�ǁŝůů�ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͕�ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�
ǁŚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ƚĞĂŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘�
^ĞĐŽŶĚ͕�ŝƚ�ƐŚŽǁƐ�ŚŽǁ͕�ĞǀĞŶ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕�͞ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͟�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ͘��

&ŝǀĞ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�
ŚĞůƉ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�ƐƚĂƌƚ�Ăƚ�ƌĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ͘�dŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�
ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĚŝĐŚŽƚŽŵŽƵƐ͘�tĞ�ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ƚŝĐŬ�͞ϭ͟�
ĨŽƌ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĂŶĚ�͞Ϭ͟�ĨŽƌ�ŶŽƚ͘�ZĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨĞǁ�ƐĐŽƌĞƐ�Ăƚ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�
ĞŶĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĞĐƚƌƵŵ͘�dŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�
ŶŽƚ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�Žƌ�ŶŽƚ͕�
ďƵƚ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĞŶŽƵŐŚ͘

The second is that readiness is not 

ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ͘�/ƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŝŵĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌ�
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕�ƚŚĞ�
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŵƵƐƚ�ĞǆƚĞŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂŵ͘�

A system that is ready today may not be 

ready tomorrow; a system that is ready 

ƚŽ�ůĂƵŶĐŚ�Ă�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ƚŽ�
ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶ�ŝƚ͘

dŚĞ�ƚŚŝƌĚ�ŝƐ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͘�/Ŷ�ŵĂŶǇ�
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĨŝŶĚ�Ă�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ͘�dŚĞǇ�
ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ǁĂǇ�ƵƉ͕�
Žƌ�ďĞ�ĨĂĐŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ďƵƚ�
ƚŚĞǇ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƐĞƚƚůĞĚ͘��ŶĚ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ͕�
ƚŚĞŶ�ĂŶ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƐƚƵƌď�
ƚŚĞ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ�ʹ�ďǇ�ŝƚƐ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŝƚƐ�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĞŶ�ďǇ�ŝƚƐ�
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ�Žƌ�ĚĞĐůŝŶĞ͘��ůŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
ǁĂǇ�ĂƌĞ�ůŽƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͗�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽƉĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŶĞǁ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďƵƌĚĞŶƐ͕�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌƵƐƚ�
ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŵƵĐŚ͕�ŵƵĐŚ�
ŵŽƌĞ͘�ZĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ŵĂǇ�ŽĐĐƵƌ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŝƐ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ͘

dŚĞ�ĨŽƵƌƚŚ�ŝƐ�Ĩŝƚ͘���ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�Ă�Ĩŝƚ�ĂŵŽŶŐ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�
ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂŵŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘�dŚŝƐ�
ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�Ă�ũŝŐƐĂǁ�Ĩŝƚ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝŶŬ�
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚǁŽ�ũŽŝŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽĚǇ͕ �ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ŝƐ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ĂŐŝůĞ�ďƵƚ�ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ�ƉĂŝŶĨƵů�ĂŶĚ�
ƐŽƌĞ͘

The fifth idea comes with the answer 

ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͕�͞ZĞĂĚǇ�ĨŽƌ�ǁŚĂƚ͍͟�dŚŝƐ�
ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘�/ƚ�ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ�
ŐĞƚƐ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌ͕ �Žƌ�
ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ĞŶƐƵƌĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�
ŝƐ�ƵƐĞĚ͕�ďŽƚŚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ�
ƐƚĞƉƐ͘��Ƶƚ�ǁĞ�ƌĞŵŝŶĚ�ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�
ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞ�ŐŽĂů�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŝƐ�
ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů�ƚŽ�ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͘

�ƌĞ�ǁĞ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĨŽƌ�͞ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͍͟�
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I have littered the synthesis with scale 
success stories (and at least one instructive 
failure). It is astonishing what is being 
achieved and the amount of partnership 
involved. Project Fives Alive! gives a flavor. 
In January 2008, in the area of Ghana in 
which the project began its work, only 
10 percent of newborns were receiving care 
in the first or second day of life. Within 
28 months, the innovation had boosted the 
rate to 70 percent. The project now covers all 
38 of the districts of northern Ghana. This 
meant engaging with 185 sub-districts and 
23 hospitals.

An ordinary partnership might involve a 
handful of agencies or a tie-up among a 
few businesses. Fives Alive! is the product 
of two international non-governmental 
organizations (the Institute for Healthcare 
Improvement and the National Catholic 
Health Service), the Ghana Health Service, 
the Ghanaian government, more than 60 
primary health care organizations, those 
responsible for community health and 
planning, and the 20-plus hospitals. The 
intervention depended on 18 dioceses of 
the Catholic church, with evaluation by a 
team from the University of North Carolina 
collaborating with local researchers. And 
it is funded by yet another INGO (the Bill 
& Melinda Gates Foundation). As impact 
continues to scale, the number of partners 
will grow.

It would not strike most people as being 
unreasonable to take 28 months to get 

these partners into a room to make a plan, 
but within that time Fives Alive! is already 
delivering impact at scale. That achievement 
is partly due to continual attention to the 
readiness of all the partners in the system. 

System readiness: what’s a system?

At La Jolla, in the process of trying to 
understand how to assess system readiness 
– perhaps also how to encourage a system 
toward readiness – it became clear that 
the apparently simple, common words 
“system” and “readiness” both needed more 
definition. 

At the simplest level, we can think of a 
system as a network of organizations 
working together to achieve an objective, 
which in the case of this conversation is 
impact at scale. I use the words “working 
together” cautiously; we all know that 
ordinary human interactions are subject to 
ordinary human frailties of jealousy, greed, 
idleness and pride, and sometimes worse.

It matters that these systems are networks of 
organizations and not networks of inanimate 
parts, as in a modern, computerized 
production line. Much system readiness 
expertise focuses on squeezing small 
efficiencies from the mass assembly of many 
parts sourced from many places into a single 
product. But the networks of organizations 
that can help scale impact on global health 
are social, not mechanical. They converse 
with each other; they talk. Each part adapts 
to changes by other parts of the system. The 

system as a whole produces a reaction from 
the constituent organizations. All is in flux. 
The system is dynamic.

Having accepted the words “adapt” and 
“dynamic,” we edge inevitably towards the 
word “complex.” I resisted the descriptor 
“complex adaptive systems” when it was 
used in Seattle. I am slowly coming to 
understand why these words have become 
common parlance among experts in impact 
at scale, but I am still of a mind that, in the 
context of organizations working toward 
Millennium Goals Four and Five, “complex” 
and “adaptive” are two adjectives too many. 
All social systems are complex. All social 
systems are, by default, adaptive.

They are also, to some extent, predictable. 
Although it is impossible to know for certain 
what a system will do, we can still make 
strong guesses about what it is likely to do. 

Finally, in most of the scale impact stories I 
have encountered in this conversation, there 
are several systems, not one. These systems 
can be catalogued and named in many ways. 
Sociologist and physician Trish Greenhalgh, 
the “ghost in the room” in La Jolla, talks of 
resource systems, user systems, knowledge 
purveyors, and a range of other influences in 
the “outer context.” 

A different way of naming these systems 
draws on a distinction between what I would 
call catalytic systems that sit around the 
innovation and try to inject it into wider use 
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(the inventor, the primary funding source, 
the intermediaries supporting the initiative) 
and delivery systems that are responsible 
for diffusing the innovation (governments, 
NGOs, health systems, and other public 
systems). The components of each system 
adapt in response to changes in the others. 

The task is to find the “sweet spot.” This 
is the place where the complex conditions 
are as good as they can get; where there is 
enough equilibrium to provide a secure 
foundation, but enough dynamic imbalance 
to make change possible. Accurate tracking 
of this ever-moving spot gives the scale 
impact process the best chance of success in 
each stage of its development.

What is readiness?

I have already talked about how the 
definition of readiness began to evolve in La 
Jolla. The thoughtful definitions others have 
proposed set out a solid foundation for this 
task.

The Center for Global Development, 
drawing on the scale success stories it 
published in 2004 in the book Millions 
Saved, talks about the “capacity to affect 
change and implement strategies.” The 
Kaiser team’s READI report defined 
system readiness as “a set of partnering 
organizations that are assessed as 
being able to successfully deliver an 
intervention as determined by resources, 
relationships, motivation, and the contextual 
environment.”

Wolfgang Munar paraphrased Trish 
Greenhalgh when he talked about readiness 
as “all players on board with protected time 
and funding.” This formulation became a 
touchstone in conversation at La Jolla. But 
when they were asked, Emma Iriarte, Nana 
Twum-Danso, and Rajani Ved, all of whom 
have achieved considerable scale-up success, 
each said they had never reached this state.

Crucially, what became clear in the La Jolla 
convening is that there is no threshold of 
readiness, no point at which the partners can 
sit back and say definitively, “Yes, we are now 
ready to scale impact.” Rather, a judgment 
call can be made at successive stages about 
the degree of readiness in a system as a 
whole, and about the parts of the system that 
are less ready than others. 

Diversity

The discussion about the meanings of 
“systems” and “readiness” shows just how 
diverse are the partners needed for success, 
especially when the object is impact at scale 
on global health.

Contributions are needed from many 
people with many forms of expertise. In this 
context, diversity is not exclusively a matter 
of human rights or equal representation. 
Rather, diversity also becomes a deeply 
practical matter: a way to give ourselves the 
best chance of knowing what we need to 
know to improve maternal and child health, 
worldwide.

The convening in La Jolla is part of a process 
that tries to faciliate a conversation between 
two distinct groups of experts: on the one 

hand, the people I am calling the “scale 
experts,” who have the rich and concrete 
first-hand experience of working to improve 
global health in low-income countries; and 
on the other, the scientists, who study scaling 
for lasting impact by dealing in abstract 
patterns, generalizations, and sophisticated 
analytical methods. And it aims to surround 
these people with other experts from the 
private and public sectors.

La Jolla differed from Seattle in that it 
gave more air time to the scale experts, 
those like Emma Iriarte, Nana Twum-
Danso, and Rajani Ved, who are working 
on major initiatives like Fives Alive!, Salud 
Mesoamérica, or Saving Newborn Lives. 
Most scale experts live and work close to 
the people they seek to help, but not all 
do. Extraordinary people are achieving 
extraordinary things by combining an office 
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Photo: Five-day-old twins in a maternity 
ward in Accra, Ghana. (BMGF / Olivier 
Asselin)
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life in London or New York or Washington, 
DC, with extensive time with their partners 
in “the field.”

Success in scaling impact on global 
health relies fundamentally on the scale 
experts. Their kind of knowledge comes 
from engaging daily with real politics, 
personalities, compromises, strategies, and 
logistics. Through the personal experience of 
failure and success, their knowledge emerges 
as a form of intuition, a sense of what is 
possible and plausible, something like the 
knack of a skilled mechanic who knows by 
touch when all the parts of the machine are 
in order.

A second source of expertise resides in 
the academy. In the context of La Jolla, 
the bedrock was a systematic review by 
Trish Greenhalgh on the diffusion of 
innovations in service organizations. I have 
often heard that Greenhalgh’s review was 
a touchstone during the Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation’s early efforts to move 
their investments downstream towards and 
beyond delivery. Her work, synthesizing the 
wisdom of several research traditions on the 
spread of innovations in the Global North, 
took the Foundation a long way down the 
river. But the nearer they moved towards the 
Global South, to Bihar and Ethiopia, the less 
they felt able to rely on Greenhalgh’s tools for 
navigation.

So the Greenhalgh work is being 
supplemented by the ongoing analysis of the 
Kaiser team, who have reviewed literature 
directly relevant to the task of improving 
global health and interviewed more than 100 
scale experts around the world.

One product of the Kaiser team’s work is 
a mental map of factors associated with 
system readiness. Thanks to their research, 
the list of factors was long when we arrived 
in La Jolla; and during the convening, 
participants added many more based on 
their own experiences. The taxonomy 
of factors (page 11) is my attempt to 
gesture toward what we have learned to 
date. These clusters of factors aim to show 
how complex, numerous, and multi-faceted 
are the foundations of system readiness, 
according to scientists and scale experts. For 
the funder, policy maker, or practitioner, this 
taxonomy can only be a starting point for 
the real questions: which factors are most 
important, when are they important, and 
how does each factor affect the others?

Indeed, the questions about the relationships 
among system readiness factors prompted 
the Kaiser team to engage specific scientific 
expertise: Noshir Contractor on “agent-
based modeling” and Peter Hovmand on 
“system dynamics.” ABM and SD, with 
their acronyms and complex mathematical 
underpinnings, can seem like “spooky 
science” to the uninitiated.

Of course, not all rigorous science relies on 
numbers – and some of the most interesting 
scientific moments are those when 
quantitative and qualitative approaches 
engage with each other. Neil Spicer’s studies 
using interviews generated ideas about 
power differentials between organizations, 
for example, that helped reduce the 
“spookiness” of the computer-based models. 
In return, by the end of the convening, the 
mathematical models were being used to 
connect ideas in new ways, which is already 
informing Neil’s next round of fieldwork. 

So diversity in La Jolla brought together 
unusual combinations of stories and 
concerns. Diversity placed the trust-building 
challenges that are part of Rajani Ved’s work 
in serving half a million Bihar villages, 
alongside a hypothesis, modeled by Noshir 
Contractor, that too much trust within a 
system curtails the spread of innovation. 
And diversity linked Emma Iriarte’s efforts 
to connect eight governments in Meso-
America and reduce inequalities in maternal 
and child health, with the Kaiser team’s 
findings about how the motivation of system 
participants relates to the system’s readiness 
to scale impact. 

Brokering knowledge

A diversity of views is one thing. A genuine 
conversation among those with diverse views 
is quite another. 

If making a conference more than the sum of 
its PowerPoint slides is a peculiarly modern 
dilemma, learning from presentations is no 
new problem. Mark Twain is credited with 
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Photo: Saru Auji lost her first son to 
diarrhea. She did not know about 
ORS at the time. (BMGF / Toni 
Greaves, Nepal, 2009)
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saying that lectures can amount to nothing 
more than “a place where a professor’s 
lecture notes go straight to the student’s 
lecture notes, without passing through the 
brains of either.” 

Even when a balanced dialogue occurs, 
people often use the same words to mean 
different things. Progress is undermined by 
the chimera of agreement.

What is needed is a way to broker knowledge 
through conversation. This has been 
Dartington’s role at the Seattle and La Jolla 
convenings, applying a method that I call 
Common Language. This method can be 
described in the simple terms of the good 
manners of listening, reflecting, being 
curious, and speaking clearly.

Common Language is based on the 
conviction that knowledge is not a product, 
but a practice. It is no use creating beautiful 
ideas if they are only tied up in neat bundles 
to set on a mantlepiece. Rather, convening, 
and creating what people might call learning 
communities, is actually one way of getting 
systems ready to scale impact.

Common Language also requires setting up 
a conversation that has the greatest chance 
of encouraging listening and learning. It 
involves inviting a productive diversity of 
talent and views to the conversation. It calls 
for an agreed focus, such as “impact at scale” 
or “system readiness.” 

Then, when the participants are gathered, a 
premium is placed on gentle testing of the 
meanings behind words and on allowing a 
shared language to emerge. The facilitation 
uses shared meaning to encourage 
constructive challenge, to link contributions 
with each other, and to test ideas rigorously 
but respectfully.

The arts required to make this method 
work are, in a sense, very simple: to listen, 
to define, and to connect. The conversation 
in La Jolla was diffuse and conversational. 
Everyone was invited to speak equally. 
Overlapping discussions were allowed to 
proceed without obvious solutions in sight. 

There are two products of this form of 
brokering. The first is a series of words 
and concepts that cut to the core of the 
purpose of the conversation – words and 
concepts that can be commonly defined by 
everyone taking part. These words underpin 
the structure of this synthesis. They are 

also articulated in the separate publication 
How to Achieve Lasting Impact at Scale, 
which grows with the learning from each 
convening. One example from La Jolla is the 
concept of “playing jazz” or “improvising”: 
the idea that our systems become more ready 
for scale when we can allow more flexibility 
in our thinking about implementation, while 
still being aware of the overarching structure 
of the networks around us. 

Common words form the basis for the 
second product, which is new actionable 
knowledge. There are two tests of Common 
Language: first, whether the sum of the 
conversation adds up to more than the 
individual contributions, and second, 
whether people do anything different as a 
result of the conversation. The strongest 
applications generally result from previously 
unforeseen connections between the 
strongest concepts underpinning the 
dialogue.

A vital point of brokerage in La Jolla 
was between the rich, deep, contextual 
knowledge provided by the scale experts 
and the emerging, exciting but as yet untried 
knowledge provided by the scientists. 
More back and forth, more considered 
conversation – in short, more Talk – is 
required to exploit the huge potential of this 
link. 

Recurring themes, new themes

In La Jolla, I could see the strength of the 
themes discussed in the Seattle convening. 
The best ideas traveled effortlessly down 
the West Coast of America from Seattle, 
Washington, to La Jolla, California. For 
example, “context is king,” as participants 
said again and again. It is not possible to 
listen to Rajani Ved talking about training 
800,000 community health workers and 
contemplate everybody doing the same thing 
in the same way in every village served. 

“Pull and push” also featured strongly in 
both convenings. Pull – the demand for 

diffusion of an innovation by delivery 
agents and users, even when the catalyst 
is hesitating – is an important indicator of 
system readiness. 

In Seattle we talked about how “collaboration 
is not necessarily altruistic,” and the La Jolla 
days were littered with references to how the 
sturm und drang of doing something new 
contributes to the vitality of the process and 
has the potential to boost impact.

Alongside the familiar themes, new topics 
of discussion opened up in La Jolla. Perhaps 
even more exciting, there were new points 
of connection between ideas that first were 
voiced in Seattle. One new connection 
was the definition of complexity in the 
context of impact at scale. Another was 
the challenge (posed in Seattle by Don 
Berwick, Administrator of the Centers 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services) to 
create a new palette of evaluation tools. The 
new connections between complexity and 
evaluation will be discussed more in the 
coming pages. 

These new openings will not deflect, 
however, from the primary objectives. In 
the coming pages, a shared understanding 
about what is meant by system readiness for 
scaling impact should become clear. Light 
should be shed on the challenges of getting 
systems ready for impact at scale, which, as 
will be seen, involves finding an optimal fit 
between catalytic and delivery systems. The 
lessons learned from the pressure-testing 
of evidence and ways of thinking prepared 
by the wider Kaiser team should also come 
through strongly. 

�ǀĞŶ�ǁŚĞŶ�Ă�ďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ�ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ�
ŽĐĐƵƌƐ͕�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�
ǁŽƌĚƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ͘�
WƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�
chimera of agreement
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:ŝŵ��ĞĂƌŝŶŐ�ŬŶŽǁƐ�Ă�ďŝƚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ͘�,Ğ�ƚƌĂŝŶĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ��ǀĞƌĞƚƚ�ZŽŐĞƌƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƚǁŽ�ǁŽƌŬĞĚ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ĨŽƌ�ϮϬ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘�EŽǁ�ŚĞ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�
ŐĞƚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ĐĂŶĐĞƌ�ĐƵƌĞƐ͕�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŚĞŵ͘�

tŚĞŶ�:ŝŵ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶǀŝƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ŝůů�Θ�
DĞůŝŶĚĂ�'ĂƚĞƐ�&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŚĞŵ�
ůĞĂƌŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�ŝŶ��ƐŝĂ͕��ĨƌŝĐĂ͕�
ĂŶĚ�DĞƐŽͲ�ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͕�ŚĞ�ĚƌĞǁ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�
Śŝŵ�Ă�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�
<ĞŶĚĂůů�<ƌĂƵƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�^ĂƌĂŚ�DĂĚƌŝĚ͕�
who have both worked in low-income 

ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͘

:ŝŵ Ɛ͛�ƚĞĂŵ�ƐĂǁ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇŽƌƐ�
ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�Ă�ƉŝĞĐĞ�ŽĨ�ůĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ǀĂŶƚĂŐĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�
ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵůů�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͘�dŚĞ�ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ǁĂƐ�
ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�
ĂŶĚ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů�ŝŶƚĞƌͲŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂů�
ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ƚŚĂƚ�ůĞĂĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�Ăƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ͘

dŚĞǇ�ƐŝĨƚĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϭϮ͕ϬϬϬ�
ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇ�
ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϮϬϬ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚ�
ϯϬ�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ�ĂŝĚƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͘��ŶĚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĚ�
ŽǀĞƌ�ϭϬϬ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͘

dŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ�
ŐŽƚ�ƵŶĚĞƌǁĂǇ͕ �ǁĂƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĐĂůů�ƚŚĞ�
Z���/�ŵŽĚĞů͕�Žƌ�^ǇƐƚĞŵ�ZĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�
�ĞůŝǀĞƌ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�/ŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�Ăƚ�^ĐĂůĞ͘

From the many factors they identify as 

ďĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ŐŝǀĞ�
ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĨŽƵƌ�ƐĞƚƐ͘�;dŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�
ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ�
ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐŝŶŐ�ƉĂŐĞ͕�ĂůŽŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�
ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ͘Ϳ

;ϭͿ�ZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͗�ƚĂŶŐŝďůĞ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�
;ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƐƚĂĨĨ͕ �ŵŽŶĞǇ͕ �ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞͿ�ĂŶĚ�
ŝŶƚĂŶŐŝďůĞ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝĞƐ�
;ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞͿ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉůĂŶ�
for and deliver a health intervention at 

ƐĐĂůĞ͘

;ϮͿ�ZĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͗�
ƚŚĞ�ƚŝĞƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ�ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ�Ă�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ�Ăƚ�
ƐĐĂůĞ͕�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͕�
ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

;ϯͿ�DŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ͗�ƚŚĞ�ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�
ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�
willingness and commitment from all 

ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ͕�ĨƌŽŵ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĨƵŶĚĞƌ�
ĞǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐ͘

;ϰͿ��ŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂů�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͗�ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͕�
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ͕�ƐŽĐŝĂů͕�ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂů͕�ĂŶĚ�
ůĞŐĂů�ĨŽƌĐĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ��ŚĞůƉ�Žƌ�ŚŝŶĚĞƌ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�
ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ�Ă�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ͘

WƌĞƐĐŝĞŶƚůǇ͕ �ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�:ŝŵ��ĞĂƌŝŶŐ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ�
EŽƐŚŝƌ��ŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�EŽƌƚŚǁĞƐƚĞƌŶ�
University and Peter Hovmand from 

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ�ƚŽ�ƵƐĞ�
ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵŽĚĞůŝŶŐ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�
ƐŵĂůů�ďƵƚ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͘

Z���/͗�^ǇƐƚĞŵ�ZĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ��ĞůŝǀĞƌ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�
/ŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƐ�Ăƚ�^ĐĂůĞ

Talk
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Openness to 
new ideas

Alignment of goals

Knowledge of technical 
infrastructure of organizationsClear sense of mission 

DQG�V\VWHP�¿W

Shared understanding 
of impact

Shared understanding of accountability

Altruism

Effective risk management

Diversity of 
strategies

Knowledge about 
feedback loops

Organizational 
priorityAvailability of relevant monitoring, 

learning, and evaluation
Balancing new and 
existing innovations

Agreement among resources
Attitudes, 

awareness, and 
preference for risk

Shared rules of 
behavior

Knowing local 
champions

Good map of systems

Making time for 
strategic planning

Use of existing 
knowledge networks

“Leading from behind”

Local entrepreneur 
support

Commitment of 
partners

Number and strength 
of communication ties

Transparency

User resistance

Resource ties

Medical profession 
support

Personality and 
power differentials

Receptivity of agent 
and user

Trust ties

Perceived 
HI¿FDF\

Complementary 
competency

Partners’ capacity
Potential partners’ 
need and capacity

Knowledge of norms 
and mimetic behavior

Homogeneity of 
communityGovernment support

Private sector, 
national and local 

government relations

Availability of 
deliverables

Alignment with routine 
practice

Advocacy

Skill training
Leadership attention 

to aims Logistics

'HOLYHU\�HI¿FLHQF\

Administering 
supervision of 

management and 
government policy

Funder risk aversions
Access to healthcare 

workers

Time framing

Packaging of 
innovation

Management of 
discretionary funding

Favorableness of 
target environment

Informal 
systems

History

Language 
differences

Formal systems
Health-related 
emergencies

Government 
change

Rural vs. 
urban needs

Local politics

Cultural competence

Civil unrest

Flexibility of 
external system

Willingness

Resources

Relationships

Environment

System Readiness

Incentives and rewards

Organizational 
culture

Motivations and attitudes

Funder interest
2UJDQL]DWLRQDO�¿W

Human and tangible 
resources

Technical skills

5HÀHFWLRQ�DQG�HYDOXDWLRQ

Administration / 
Leadership

Learning capacity

Intra / inter-
organizational 
communication

Partner trust

Partnership resource 
transfer

Partnership 
characteristics

Partnering 
management

Distribution systems
Local community 
buy-in and needs

Supply chain

Politics, economics, 
and sociocultural 

context

Viable market

&ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͗�Ă�ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ
dŚŝƐ�ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ�ĐĂƉƚƵƌĞƐ�ŵĂŶǇ͕ �ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�Ăůů͕�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�
ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Z���/�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘�/ƚ�
ŝƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐŝǀĞ�Ă�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďƌĞĂĚƚŚ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶŽ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚŽƉĞ�ƚŽ�ĐŽǀĞƌ�
ĞǀĞƌǇ�ĂŶŐůĞ͘�KĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚ�
ŚĞƌĞ͘��ŶĚ�ŝƚ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶ�ĂŶǇ�ƐŝŶŐůĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕�ũƵƐƚ�Ă�ƐŵĂůů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�
ŽĨ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ĂĐƚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌƚ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͘�

KĨƚĞŶ͕�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŚĂƌĚůǇ�Ă�ũŽƚ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕�
ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�Žƌ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĐĂŶĐĞů�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽƵƚ�ʹ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ǁŝůů�ĚŝĨĨĞƌ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ŽŶĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ƚŽ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ʹ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐ�Ă�ůŽƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽĨ�ŵƵĐŚ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƋƵŝƌǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨŽůůŽǁƐ͘�dŚĞ�ĚŝĂŐƌĂŵ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕�ďĞ�
ǀŝĞǁĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĚĂƚĂ�Žƌ�Ă�ƚŽŽů͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǀŽůƵŵĞ�ŽĨ�
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͘

Agility
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these�existing�frameworks:�The�systematic�review�by�Greenhalgh�et�al.�(2004)�about�diffusion�of�
innovations�in�health�service�institutions;�Bradley,�Curry,�and�PerezͲEscamilla’s�AIDED�
framework�describing�the�dissemination,�diffusion,�and�scaleͲup�of�family�health�innovations�in�
lowͲincome�countries�(2011);�Frost�and�Reich’s�Access�framework�(2008);�and�the�draft�IDEAS:�
Informed�Decisions�for�Actions�to�Improve�Maternal�and�Newborn�Health�framework�proposed�
by�Neil�Spicer�(2011).�

In�their�2004�publication,�Greenhalgh�et�al.�derive�a�model�describing�diffusion�systems�based�
on�a�comprehensive�and�systematic�literature�review�of�diffusion,�dissemination,�and�
implementation�science�for�social�and�health�services.��This�work�has�proven�to�be�foundational�
for�further�research�describing�dissemination�and�implementation�of�health�service�innovations.��
In�addition�to�replicating�the�components�of�the�classic�diffusion�model�(Rogers�2003),�the�
Greenhalgh�et�al.�model�(see�Figure�1)�highlights�the�importance�of�antecedents�to�diffusion,�
including�system�readiness�and�organizational�implementation.��Perhaps�the�key�contribution�of�
the�Greenhalgh�et�al.�model�is�the�way�in�which�it�highlights�the�interdependence�of�resource�
and�delivery�systems.���

Figure�1.��Model�Describing�the�Determinants�of�Diffusion,�Dissemination,�and�Implementation�of�
Innovations�in�Health�Service�Delivery�Organizations�

�

(Source:�Greenhalgh�et�al.��2004)�

I
Ŷ�^ĞĂƚƚůĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�͞ŐŚŽƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽŽŵ͟�ǁĂƐ��ǀĞƌĞƚƚ�ZŽŐĞƌƐ͘�/Ŷ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͕�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐŝĂŶ�dƌŝƐŚ�'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ͘�
DĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƚƌĂĐĞĚ�ďĂĐŬ�ƚŽ�ŚĞƌ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ�ƌĞǀŝĞǁ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�
ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Milbank Quarterly�ĞŝŐŚƚ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ĂŐŽ͘

'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ Ɛ͛�ŐŝĨƚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞͲƵƉ�ĞĨĨŽƌƚ�ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌĞĚ�Ă�ǀĂƐƚ�ďŽĚǇ�
ŽĨ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽŶ�ŚŽǁ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�
ŽĨ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐƉƌĞĂĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚ͘�^ŚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĞƌ�
ĐŽͲĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚ�ϭϯ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ăůů�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ʹ�ďƵƚ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƌĂƌĞůǇ�ƚĂůŬĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͘

DŽƐƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ�ĨŽƌ�ŽƵƌ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞǀŝĞǁ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ�ĂƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĂƐ͕�ŝĨ�ŶŽƚ�
ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŚĂŶ͕�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘

&Žƌ�'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ͕�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶƐ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŚĞĂůƚŚǇ�
ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͕�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ�Ĩŝƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶͲŵĂŬŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ�
ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ǁĞůů�ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ͘�,ĂǀŝŶŐ�
ŵŽƌĞ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŽƉƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ�ŝƐ�ĂƵƐƉŝĐŝŽƵƐ͘��ĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŝŵĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ƐƚĂŐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů͘�
�ĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ŚĞůƉƐ͘

dƌŝƐŚ�'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ͗�ƚŚĞ�͞ŐŚŽƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽŽŵ͟

�ƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ�ŵŽĚĞů�;ďĞůŽǁͿ�ĂƌĞ�ƵƐĞƌ͕ �ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ͕�
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĚŝĂŐƌĂŵ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�Ă�
ƚŽƵĐŚƐƚŽŶĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƉƌĞĂĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

/�ŵĞƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�dƌŝƐŚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĐŽĨĨĞĞ�ƐŚŽƉ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ĂƐƚ��ŶĚ�ŽĨ�>ŽŶĚŽŶ�ŽŶ�
Ă�ǁĞƚ��Ɖƌŝů�ĚĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ůŽŶŐ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ůĞĂǀŝŶŐ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͘�^ŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĨƵůů�ŽĨ�
ŚĞůƉĨƵů�ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐ͕�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�/�ǁŝůů�ĐŽŵĞ�ďĂĐŬ�
ƚŽ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐůŽƐŝŶŐ�ƉĂŐĞƐ͘�^ŚĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ��ǀĞƌĞƚƚ�ZŽŐĞƌƐ͛�
͞^ͲĐƵƌǀĞ͕͟ �ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�^ĞĂƚƚůĞ͕�ǁĂƐ�ŚĂƌĚůǇ�
ƚŚĞ�ŽŶůǇ�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘��ĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�
ĨŽůůŽǁƐ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌŽĂĚƐ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�DŽŽƌĞ Ɛ͛�ĐŚĂƐŵ͕�sĂŶ�ĚĞ�sĞŶ Ɛ͛�ŶŽŶͲ
ůŝŶĞĂƌ�ŵŽĚĞů͕�Žƌ�'ĂƌƚĞƌ Ɛ͛�ŚǇƉĞ�ĐǇĐůĞ�;ƉĂŐĞ�ϯϭͿ͘

/�ǁĂƐ�ƐƚƌƵĐŬ�ŵŽƐƚ�ďǇ�ŚĞƌ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ͘�/ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƐŚĞ�ŶŽƚĞĚ͕�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ĂĚĂƉƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞ�
ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ�ĂŐƌĞĞ͘

DŽĚĞů�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ͕�ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘�'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ͕�dƌŝƐŚĂ͕�Ğƚ�Ăů͘�ϮϬϬϰ͘�͞�ŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�/ŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͗�^ǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ�ZĞǀŝĞǁ�ĂŶĚ�
ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘͟ �The Milbank Quarterly͕�ϴϮ;ϰͿ͗�ϱϴϭͲϲϮϵ͘��

Talk
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Context is king

She said it in Seattle and again in La Jolla. 
Nana Twum-Danso started the convening 
proper with the words “context is king.” I am 
going to push against this idea in the closing 
section, but the phrase resonated just as 
strongly in La Jolla as it did in Seattle.

Fives Alive! again serves as a good example. 
The project started in the North of Ghana. 
The North is poorer than the South, with 
a different ethnic composition and a 
distinctive political leadership. The political, 
institutional, community, cultural, and 
organizational contexts are very different in 
the two parts of the country. So at each stage 
in the development of Fives Alive!, a project 
that has been in the field for less than five 
years, a re-assessment of local conditions has 
informed the adaptation of the innovation, 
the strategy, and the logistics. 

Government is among several powerful 
contextual forces important to the success 
of Fives Alive! In Ghana, the private sector 
is so small that partnering with government 
at all levels is essential, especially when 
reaching into rural areas. In projects like 
this, the distinction between the formal and 
informal public sector becomes important. 
In low-income countries, the range of formal 
health systems is limited. Health staff rely on 
community volunteers or community health 
workers. Some are paid a stipend, others 
not. It depends on the context. These details 
matter a lot to scale experts.

Scaling impact does not take place on a 
blank piece of paper. There is a history that 
precedes the innovation, and an inheritance 
that will survive long after catalysts around 
the innovation have packed up their bags 
and moved on to the next challenge. 
Progress depends on finding a fit with this 
context, this inheritance.

The personality of scale

Usha Kiran put a heavy emphasis on the 
human resources essential for impact 
at scale. She referred, of course, to the 
motivations and attitudes of the people 
who are putting innovations into practice. 
These motivations may involve altruism 
and a commitment to saving lives, but also 
include the ordinary needs to have a job, to 
feed one’s family, to get ahead. Individuals 
tied up in the drudgery and worry of daily 
bureaucracy or miserable wages will not be 
able to deliver the best possible work. People 
also have particular ways of thinking and 
seeing the world, as we will return to later. 

Like people, organizations and systems have 
“personalities.” They care about impact. 
They can be passionate and trusting. They 
always need more money, which can be 
a state of mind as well as a hard reality. 
They have histories that shape their future 
development. 

Many of the stories told in Seattle and 
La Jolla are about smart, skilled, passionate 
people trying to make a difference. These 
are stories about the head, the hands and the 

heart. They are stories about engagement, 
about doing. Many of the do-ers – many 
government officials, physicians, activists, 
and community workers – are motivated 
at least in part by a passion for saving lives. 
Some systems and organizations are fertile 
ground for the growth of passion; others are 
not. 

Trust and security will help and, in the 
high-risk contexts in which impact on family 
health is sought, they take a long time to 
condense and a short time to evaporate. You 
may trust me because you trust my allies, 
long before I prove myself trustworthy – and 
this type of trust can be a mixed blessing. Al 
Bartlett and Nana made this point in talking 
about the World Health Organization. With 
WHO support comes credibility; but at the 
same time, credibility comes with a series of 
expectations that create limits. 

Like individuals, organizations and systems 
often don’t really know when to stop, 
because so much focus is on the readiness to 
start (not even if to start but when to start). 
When an evaluation is put in place, it is done 
so with the assumption that outcomes will 
be good. As it was put in the convening, “It 
takes a certain level of humility as well as 
political independence to say honestly that 
‘we should not try this kind of scaling up 
right now – the timing isn’t good’.” Systems 
and governments often aren’t willing – or 
politically able – to do that.

Do
�ůů�ŽƵƌ�ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŵƵƐƚ�ďĞ�ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŽĨ�ĚŽŝŶŐ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂů�
ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ǁŽƌŬ�ĂŶĚ�ůŝǀĞ͕�doing the day-to-day 

ƚĂƐŬ�ŽĨ�ĐƌĞĂƟŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�Ăƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƉĂǇŝŶŐ�ĂƩĞŶƟŽŶ�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵĂŶĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ͕�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƟĞƐ͕�ƉŽůŝƟĐƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽǁĞƌ�ʹ�ĂŶĚ�
ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�͞ƐƉĞĂŬ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͟�ůŝŬĞ�Ă�ŶĂƟǀĞ͘�

^ĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƚĂŬĞ�ƉůĂĐĞ�
ŽŶ�Ă�ďůĂŶŬ�ƉĂŐĞ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌĞĐĞĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶ�
ŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĂŶĐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝůů�ƐƵƌǀŝǀĞ�ůŽŶŐ�ĂŌĞƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƚĂůǇƐƚƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƉĂĐŬĞĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ďĂŐƐ

Do



The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, La Jolla, California, March 2012 15Assessing System Readiness    |

Systems, like people, have their weaknesses 
as well as their strengths. There is a lot of 
second guessing about which horse to back. 
Rajani Ved used a vivid phrase in talking 
about the “fence sitters,” those who watch 
and wait when two approaches are pitted 
against each other, looking to see which is 
announced as the winner. None of us likes to 
be on the “losing side.”

Rajani gave a vivid example with respect 
to the innovation she has championed, 
Home-Based Newborn Care, which uses 
community health workers to reach a wide 
population of families in India whose 
health is at risk. But the context in India is 
changing. It is now a G20 country, a BRICS 
country, and so when the well-respected 
WHO and UNICEF come along and 
propose a model that focuses on doctors, 
those with the power to decide prevaricate 
and ask, “Why are we building community 
supports when in a decade or so we will have 
the resources to support a fully developed 
professional health care system?” Then 
one option is pitted against the other until 
eventually a compromise is found. In this 
case, the WHO/UNICEF model is followed 
by hospitals, while community health 
workers adhere to Home-Based Newborn 
Care. This division of territory would not 
be such a disaster, one may think, except 
that systems can collectively mull over these 
options for many years while public health 
suffers.

Ordinary people and ordinary systems can 
also behave badly. The functionary who 
seeks a bribe, the organization that operates 
against its own self-interest or the interest of 
its partners, the historical antipathy between 
parts of a system, the government systems 
that require that their officials be treated 
with due deference: all of this is typical in 
any attempt to scale impact.

Some people and some systems are simply 
not very good. Outside of the formal 
convening, the scale experts commiserated 
with stories of some government ministers 
with whom they had tried to work – the 
ones who admitted that they only realized 
what they should have been doing once 
they had been sacked, and the ones too 
self-centered to know they had ever done 
anything wrong. In system context, these 
are not just rogue individuals, but people 
operating within systems that allow or 
encourage incompetence or corruption, 
whether through perverse incentives, lack 

�ŵŵĂ͕�EĂŶĂ�ĂŶĚ�ZĂũĂŶŝ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌͲŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ůŝǀĞ�ŝŶ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƐĐĂůĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŽƌŬ�ĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ͘͟ ��Ƶƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�
ǁŽƌŬ�ĨŽƌ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚ�ĨŽƌ͕ �ƚŚĞ�͞ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ͘͟ ��

/ŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ�
within the systems that will deliver 

ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘�KƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ�
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐĂƚĂůǇƚŝĐ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ŵĂũŽƌ�
ĚŽŶŽƌƐ�Žƌ�ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌŝĞƐ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�
ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘

&Žƌ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌͲŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ͕�ŵƵĐŚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƚŝŵĞ�
ŝƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ďĂĐŬ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌƚŚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͕�ĂĐƚŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŽƌ͘ �/ƚ�ŝƐ�
ŶŽƚ�ũƵƐƚ�Ă�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŶŐ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�
ƚŽ�,ŝŶĚŝ�ďƵƚ�ĂůƐŽ�ŽĨ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�
ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ͕�ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕�
demonstrative and data-oriented 

ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚƌŝǀĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƚĂůǇƐƚ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�
ũƵƐƚ�Ă�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ�dǁŝ�ĨŽƌ�
ƚŚĞ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ͕ �ďƵƚ�ŽĨ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
ĚŽŶŽƌ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůƵĐƚĂŶƚͲƚŽͲ
ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝǌĞ͕�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚĞĚ͕�ĐĂƌĞĨƵůͲ
ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƐƚŽƌǇͲǀĂůƵŝŶŐ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘

Sometimes the work of the insider-

ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŶŐ͖�
sometimes it is a matter of finding 

ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŽƚŚ�ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘

KĨĨůŝŶĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�
ŶŽƚĞƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƐǁĞĞƚ�ƐƉŽƚƐ͟�ĨŽƌ�ƐĐĂůĞ�
ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�ʹ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŬŶŽǁ�
ĞŶŽƵŐŚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝƚƐ�
ƵŶŝƋƵĞ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕ �ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĞƐ͕�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�
ŽƵƚ�ŶĞǁ�ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŝůĞ�ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ŶĞǁ�

ŝĚĞĂƐ͕�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ�ďĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ�
ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ͘

KĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ũƵƐƚ�ĂƐ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŽŽ�
ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ƋƵŽ�Žƌ�
ŽǀĞƌͲƉĞƐƐŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ͕�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŽǀĞƌͲ
ĂŵďŝƚŝŽƵƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽŽ�ƉŝĞͲŝŶͲƚŚĞͲƐŬǇ͘

dŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�
realism can be delivered by an insider-

ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�
leaders of the catalytic and delivery 

ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘�

Reflecting on this idea after the 

ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͕�EĂŶĂ�dǁƵŵͲ�ĂŶƐŽ�ƐĂǁ�
Ă�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌͲ
ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚǇƉĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ��ŐĞŶƚƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ��ǀĞƌĞƚƚ�ZŽŐĞƌƐ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�
ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h^͘�^ŚĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�
this model to some effect to train 

ĂŶĚ�ĐŽĂĐŚ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌͲŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�'ŚĂŶĂ͕�
ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ůŽĐĂů�
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ďƵƚ�ǁŚŽ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ĂƌŵĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŶĞǁ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕�ƐŬŝůůƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�
ĂďŽƵƚ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�
ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŽ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ�ďĞƚƚĞƌ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͘

Photo: Head Nurse Pauline Ochola 
speaks to a group of community health 
workers, who work as volunteers within  
their communities, during a meeting in 
a hospital in Nairobi, Kenya. (BMGF / 
Olivier Asselin)

'ĞƫŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌƐ�
ĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌͲŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌ
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of monitoring, rigid bureaucracy, or sheer 
disorganization.

So I began to get a sense of the personality 
of systems, their developmental trajectories, 
good and bad. The scale experts talked 
about the systems in which they worked 
collectively having attitudes and bearing 
grudges from past encounters, and using 
their resources to express their emotional 
commitments to the environments in which 
they operate.

Power

It was Neil Spicer’s qualitative research in 
India, Nigeria, and Ethiopia that switched 
one track of the conversation onto power. 
In any set of relationships there are power 
imbalances. Any attempt to scale impact 
is in itself a powerful act that sends ripples 
and sometimes dangerous waves through 
previously placid systems. 

Much of the preceding conversation about 
ordinary human frailties speaks to the way 
systems can exert power. In addition, the 
La Jolla conversation touched on four other 
sources of power – power that can promote 
scale impact or inhibit it.

First, there is the power of professions, 
particularly the medical profession. In the 
eight Meso-American health systems that 
Emma Iriarte seeks to reform, physicians 
lead teams at all levels, from local to hospital. 
Without a doctor’s agreement, nothing can 
happen. In India and Africa, in the face of 
good evidence, physicians continue to resist 
the idea of community health workers giving 
injectable antibiotics. Professional norms 
can create a productive common language 
among practitioners; they can also become a 
powerful barrier to change.

Second, there is the power dynamic 
between program developers and those 
seeking to adapt and spread the program. 
Program developers often seek to protect 
their products, concerned that they will be 
implemented unfaithfully. So when Rajani 
Ved tries to adapt the intensive training 
model of Home-Based Newborn Care to 
reach 600,000 villages, she calls it “growth,” 
while her opponents call it “watering-down.”

Third, there are power imbalances within 
communities. Chris Galavotti and Robert 
Hausmann gave vivid illustrations of how 
simple knowledge-brokering techniques 

could reduce inequalities and so produce 
innovative solutions and strong local support 
for those solutions. As Robert pointed out, in 
the context of community-based change, one 
organization may be limited in the impact it 
can have, but a network of organizations can 
create opportunities for substantial scale and 
impact. Power-authority dynamics create an 
adaptive tension that catalyzes these kinds 
of networks. Robert is preparing variations 
of these methods for use in emerging 
knowledge networks in India.

Finally, one elephant in the room in La Jolla 
was the power of major donors. Money 
and influence are critical to making change 
happen, but the gravitational pull from large 
funders can make life uncomfortable for 
those in their orbit. Tom Backer captured the 
irony with a quote from Woody Allen’s book 
Without Feathers: “And the lion and the lamb 
shall lie down together… but the lamb won’t 
get much sleep.”

System pull

Joe McCannon, comparatively recently 
trained, said his education was rooted in the 
illusion of an innovation seeded and growing 
in a system in predictable ways. All of the La 
Jolla participants had learned, sometimes the 
hard way, that the real world is not like that. 
The complex dynamics of scaling impact 
are exaggerated by the fact that the change-
maker and the innovation itself also will 
change the way systems behave, producing 
new contexts, new rules, and certainly new 
expectations. 

Rajani Ved observed that simply injecting an 
innovation into a system is likely to produce 
an antibody reaction. Avoiding a destructive 
reaction involves making the injection at the 
right time, but also finding the right vein, 
the point in the system where an innovation 
can best be injected. But more than that, 
the serum has to be accepted by the body. 
As Rajani said, sometimes it is possible to 
figure out which elements of an innovation 
can easily be adopted by the existing system; 
then adding new elements piece by piece 
can lead to large cumulative changes in a 
complex system that might successfully resist 
the changes if they came all at once. 

Joe and Rajani’s observations propelled 
me back to Seattle, where we learned that 
“pull beats push every time.” There we 
were talking about the pull from individual 
users; now we are talking about how to 

P
ediatrician Al Bartlett might 

ǁĞůů�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�
ĚƵĞ�Ă�ƌĞƐƚ͘

�Ƶƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�ŚĞ�ƌĞƚŝƌĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�
US government after a career 

ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐůŽďĂů�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͕�
Save the Children asked him to 

ůĞĂĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĨůĂŐƐŚŝƉ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�^ĂǀŝŶŐ�
EĞǁďŽƌŶ�>ŝǀĞƐ͘�

�ů�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ�^ĂǀŝŶŐ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ�
>ŝǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�͞ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ͟�ďǇ�
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�E'KƐ�ŝŶ�ϭϰ��ĨƌŝĐĂŶ�
ĂŶĚ��ƐŝĂŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͘�

dŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�ĨŽƌŵƵůĂ͘�WĂƌƚ�ŽĨ��ů Ɛ͛�
ƚĂƐŬ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ĨŝŐƵƌĞ�ŽƵƚ�ŝĨ�ŽŶĞ�ĞǆŝƐƚƐ͕�
ǁŚĞŶ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�
ĂƌĞ�ƐŽ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ͘�/Ŷ�dĂŶǌĂŶŝĂ͕�ĨŽƌ�
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕�ŝƚ�ŵĞƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�ďǇ�
ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�WƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ďĂĐŬ�
ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ƚƌĂŝŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ŽĨ�ďĂďŝĞƐ͘�dŚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�
ŝƐ�Ă�ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĐĂůĞͲƵƉ�
ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ͘

'ŝǀĞŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ͕ �ǁŚĂƚ�ŚŽůĚƐ�
^ĂǀŝŶŐ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ�>ŝǀĞƐ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�
ŝƐ�Ă�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͕�
Ă�ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ĚĂƚĂ͕�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�
Ă�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�
ďĂĐŬŝŶŐ͕�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͕�ĂƐ��ů�ƉƵƚƐ�ŝƚ͕�͞ŝŶ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ Ɛ͛�ƚŚĞ�
ŽŶůǇ�ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƐĐĂůĞ͘͟

Photo: A Nigerian mother wraps 
her premature baby to her body. 
Her hospital was introduced to 
“Kangaroo Mother Care” by Save 
the Children. (NOOR / Pep Bonet)

^ĂǀŝŶŐ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ�
Lives

Do
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create system pull. Traditional methods for 
scale-up involve a lot of push. A funder, 
a government, an intermediary, or a local 
NGO promotes an innovation, touts its 
virtues, and provides resources to support 
its use by health care workers, people, and 
communities. 

The scale experts recognize the need for 
some push but right from the start they 
ask, “How much pull is there? Is it genuine? 
Will it come from leadership, middle 
management, the front line? Why would an 
organization want to do this innovation? 
Why would a community want it?”  

For those on the frontiers of scale, genuine 
pull comes when the system comes to 
what we want for our own children; when 
the system comes to see the benefits of an 
innovation, and does so voluntarily, even 
enthusiastically.

For them the gold standard for scale-up 
success is that the system itself sustains 
its commitment to the innovation, and 
comes to take for granted the benefits that 
perhaps it previously acknowledged but 
never fully believed. The gold standard is to 
systematically deliver impact at scale. I was 
struck by a helpful tautology: reaching this 
standard means helping the system to do 
what systems do best – they systematize. 

So, as Chris Galavotti reminded us, pull 
must be more than individual demand. Pull 
is about people in groups – in organizations, 
in communities, in systems – sharing 
information and jointly deciding what 
solutions might work for problems they’ve 
identified. When scale-up works, the whole 
system is pulling.

Now I am reminded of the AIDED model 
discussed at length in Seattle, and the most 
difficult part, the last D, to Devolve, which 
is the moment when we let the fledgling 
fly. The least controllable part of scaling 
impact comes when we let go. In system 

terms, Devolving means transferring power, 
ownership, and accountability for results. 

Do you speak system?

The real-life task of scaling impact does 
not stop for convenings. From time to time 
between sessions, Emma Iriarte’s phone 
would ring. Sometimes I could overhear 
her, speaking in a beautiful, clear Spanish, 
dealing with the latest challenge associated 
with Salud Mesoamérica. I found myself 
wanting to ask her “Hablas sistemas?”, and 
if I could speak Hindi I might have asked 
Rajani the same. But I knew the answers 
to both. Emma does speak systems. Rajani 
switches as effortlessly between her native 
tongue of systems into impact as she does 
between Hindi and English.  

I don’t ordinarily see the benefit of dissecting 
the attributes of individual experts. I can 
understand that good leaders make for good 
schools, but how do I find a good leader 
and what can those whose management is 
lacking learn from the good leaders?

But there is something in the language and 
skills of people like Al, Emma, Joe, Nana, 
Rajani, Tom – and many others in Seattle 
and La Jolla – that strikes me as being 
intrinsic to scaling impact. And vague 
generalizations about how scale experts 
think about pull and devolving right from the 
start, true as they may be, miss the full depth 
of the task.

Here is one small example of what it means 
to speak systems. Emma said, “I know that 
for the oxytocin project to work, systems will 
want to know that it will work at the local 
level. They will need to know how much it 
will cost, where they will buy it, how it will 
be regulated, what rules need to be changed 
to allow it to be used, whether it needs to 
be included in the list of permitted drugs. 
If you don’t do this, then nobody outside 
the pilot will be able to use it. Funding, 
planning, specific outcome measures – all of 
this is needed by the system before they can 
contemplate scaling up.” 

The value of this on-the-ground expertise 
goes beyond the basic fact that Emma knows 
the innovation and the politics inside out. 
Crucially, she thinks and speaks in the logic 
of the system. She locks on to the challenge 
of getting systems – markets, legal and 
regulatory systems, health systems, and 

S
ometime solid 

ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŽůĚ�
ŝĚĞĂ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�ǁĂǇ�ƚŽ�ŐŽ͘�

�Ě�tŝůƐŽŶ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ĨŽƌ�h^�/��
�ĞůŝǀĞƌ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ďƌŝŶŐƐ�ǁĞůůͲƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚ�
ďƵƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ�ŽƌƚŚŽĚŽǆ�ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐ�
ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵ�ŽĨ�
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ�
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ͘��Ǉ�ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�
ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�WĂƌĂŐƵĂǇ͕ �ĨŽƌ�
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕��Ě�ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ�
Ă�ϯϬ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ŽĨ�ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů�ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞƐ͘�

�ĨƚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ĐŽůůĂƉƐĞ�
ŝŶ��ŝŵďĂďǁĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�
ƌĂŶ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ƚŽ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌ�
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐĞƉƚŝǀĞƐ͘�h^�/��ĂŶĚ��Ĩ/��
ŚĂĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽŶĞǇ͕ �ďƵƚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŚĂĚ�
ůŝƚƚůĞ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƉůĂĐĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŝŵĞ͘�
tŝůƐŽŶ�ŽƵƚƐŽƵƌĐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�
systems from government and 

ŽĨĨůŽĂĚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƌĞĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŵŝĚǁŝǀĞƐ͕�ƚǁŽ�
ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŽŽƐƚĞĚ�
ĚŝƐƉĂƚĐŚ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ϵϱ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ͘

�Ě�ĨŝŶĚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ĂƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�
ƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ͕�
ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�
ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ�ŝƐ�ĂƐ�
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƚĂŝůƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ�ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂŐƌĞĞ͘

h^�/���ĞůŝǀĞƌ�ŚĂƐ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ�
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƉŚĂƌŵĂĐĞƵƚŝĐĂůƐ�
and other health commodities 

ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĂůĂƌŝĂ͕�
ĂǀŝĂŶ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶǌĂ͕�,/s�ĂŶĚ��/�^͖�
ĨĂŵŝůǇ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ͖�ĂŶĚ�
ůĂďŽƌĂƚŽƌǇ�ƌĞĂŐĞŶƚƐ͘

dŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ�
ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶ�ůŽĐĂů�ƐƵƉƉůǇ�
ĐŚĂŝŶƐ͘�DĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�
ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ƐƚƌĞĂŵůŝŶŝŶŐ�
ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ�
ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƉƌŽĐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƉƉůǇ�ĐŚĂŝŶ�
ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĞŶŚĂŶĐŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ĐĞŶƚƌĂůŝǌĞĚ�
ƉƌŽĐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘�

h^�/���ĞůŝǀĞƌ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�ƌĞĂĐŚĞƐ�
ϮϬ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͘�

USAID Deliver

sĂŐƵĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŚŽǁ�
ƐĐĂůĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƉƵůů�ĂŶĚ�
ĚĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƌƚ͕�ƚƌƵĞ�
ĂƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ͕�ŵŝƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵůů�ĚĞƉƚŚ�
of the task
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governments – ready to systematize the 
innovation.

The language is supplemented by strong 
social skills. These experts carefully 
watch each person, each community, each 
organization, each system. They assess the 
mental map of each. They look for shared 
experience because they know it will help 

develop trust. But they also look for a fit 
between what is said and what is done, 
recognizing that actions speak louder than 
words. Those who are working on the 
frontiers of scale are catalysts both inside 
and outside the delivery system, and they 
rely on people with similar capabilities.

They are, to use Emma’s words again, 
ready not to be ready. So their assessments 
are continuous, daily, monthly, quarterly, 
looking for the right opportunities to 
advance their initiatives. They start from 
the assumption that systems are never ready 
for impact at scale, that there will never be 
perfect measures of readiness, and that every 
moment we spend figuring something out, 
another child dies. So, to quote Tom Backer, 
sometimes the rule has to become “ready, 
shoot, aim.”

Of course, like us, scale impact experts are 
ordinary people with ordinary frailties, 
characteristics shared by the organizations 
for which they work. Al Bartlett reminded 
the convening that powerful funders like 
USAID can make competing entities align 
with externally imposed goals, and that it 
is strong program managers who exert the 
US government’s will. I have spent a lot of 
time talking about negotiation, finding a 
shared language and experience, but I left 
La Jolla better appreciating how systems can 
also value command-and-control, and how 
power can be used to create impact at scale.

Conclusions

What I most appreciated about La Jolla 
were the descriptions I heard of the world 
as it is, as opposed to the world as we would 
like it to be. The impact-at-scale world 
means politics, money, competition, and 
power. It means dealing with demotivated 
organizations and corrupt systems.

One option when faced with such a messy 
context is to step back and reflect: a natural 
inclination, but problematic. Wolfgang 
Munar expressed it best at the beginning 
of the convening. He spoke of the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation, but his words 
will resonate with everyone involved in this 
project of improving global health.

Wolfgang said that we have insufficient 
knowledge to know how to scale impact, but 
with 22,000 children dying needlessly every 
day, there is an imperative to act. Systems 
have an inbuilt tension between stasis and 
change. The objectives of major funders 
grind against the goals of delivery systems, 
and we have to oil that joint. We use the 
best tools we can to measure our collective 
progress, but sometimes they get in the way.

L
ŽŶŐ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ��ƌŝƐƚſďĂů��ŽůſŶ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨĨ�ĨŽƌ�:ĂƉĂŶ͕�ďƵŵƉĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ĂŚĂŵĂƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ��ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶƐ͛�ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�
ǁĞ�ƚŽĚĂǇ�ĐĂůů�EŽƌƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�^ŽƵƚŚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͕�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ�ĨůŽƵƌŝƐŚĞĚ͘�

,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ �ŝŶ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶͲĚĂǇ��ĞůŝǌĞ͕�
�ŽƐƚĂ�ZŝĐĂ͕��ů�^ĂůǀĂĚŽƌ͕ �'ƵĂƚĞŵĂůĂ͕�
,ŽŶĚƵƌĂƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽƵƚŚĞĂƐƚĞƌŶ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�
DĞǆŝĐŽ͕�EŝĐĂƌĂŐƵĂ͕�ĂŶĚ�WĂŶĂŵĂ͕�ƉŽŽƌ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƉůĂŐƵĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽŽƌĞƐƚ�ϮϬ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ŵĂŝŶůǇ�ǁŽŵĞŶ�
ĂŶĚ�ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ĨŝǀĞ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŐĞ͘�
,ŝŐŚ�ŝŶĨĂŶƚ�ŵŽƌƚĂůŝƚǇ͕ �ůŽǁ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽĨ�
ǀĂĐĐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĞůĞǀĂƚĞĚ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŶĞŵŝĂ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŵĂůŶƵƚƌŝƚŝŽŶ�ďĞůŝĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂƐ͘

��ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŽ��ĂƌůŽƐ�
^ůŝŵ�ĚĞ�^ĂůƵĚ͕�ƚŚĞ��ĂŶĐŽ�/ŶƚĞƌĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶŽ�
ĚĞ��ĞƐĂƌŽůůŽ͕�ƚŚĞ�^ƉĂŶŝƐŚ�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͕�
and the Bill & Melinda Gates 

&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͕�^ĂůƵĚ�DĞƐŽĂŵĠƌŝĐĂ�ϮϬϭϱ�
ŚĞůƉƐ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŐŝŽŶ�ƵƐĞ�
local data to establish achievable targets 

ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ŵĂƚĞƌŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚŝůĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͘�
>ŽĐĂů�ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐ͕�ĐůŽƐĞ�ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ͕�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�
ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�
^ĂůƵĚ�DĞƐŽĂŵĠƌŝĐĂ�ϮϬϭϱ͘

dŚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ĂůƐŽ�ƵƐĞƐ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐͲďĂƐĞĚ�
ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ƉŽƌƚĨŽůŝŽ�ŽĨ�
ƚŽŽůƐ͘��ĚǀŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�tŽƌůĚ�
�ĂŶŬ͕�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐͲďĂƐĞĚ�ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝŶŐ�ƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�
ĂŶǇ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐĂƌĞ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌ�ĨŽƌ�
ĂŶ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�Ă�ĐŚŝůĚ�
ŝŵŵƵŶŝǌĞĚ�Žƌ�ƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�
ŝŶ�Ă�ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂů͘�

/ŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ�ĨĂŵŝůǇ�
ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕�ƐƚĂƚĞͲŽĨͲƚŚĞͲĂƌƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ�
ĨŽƌ�ŽďƐƚĞƚƌŝĐ�ŚĞŵŽƌƌŚĂŐĞ͕�ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĐĂƌĞ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŵďŝůŝĐĂů�ĐŽƌĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�
ŽĨ�ŵŝĐƌŽͲŶƵƚƌŝĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĞƚ�ŽĨ�ƵŶĚĞƌͲ
twos and better treatment of diarrhea 

ŝŶ�ƵŶĚĞƌͲĨŝǀĞƐ͘

�ĂƌůŽƐ�^ůŝŵ͕�ǁŝĚĞůǇ�ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�
ǁŽƌůĚ Ɛ͛�ƌŝĐŚĞƐƚ�ŵĂŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ĨŽƌĐĞ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ�
^ĂůƵĚ�DĞƐŽĂŵĠƌŝĐĂ�ϮϬϭϱ͕�ŚĂƐ�ƐĂŝĚ�
ƚŚĂƚ�͞ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�
ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂůŝƐĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĨƵůů�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů͘͟

Photo: “Haciendo una linea de base.” 
(Iniciativa SM2015, El Salvador, 2011) 

^ĂůƵĚ�DĞƐŽĂŵĠƌŝĐĂ�ϮϬϭϱ

Do
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she is not sure whether more analysis is 
needed before proceeding. Joe’s advice is 
clear: give in to the pull. Reflect as you act.

These stories tell us that there is no blueprint 
for scaling impact. The task is a trade-
off between the ideal and the possible. 
This means constant adaptation. It means 
innovating around the innovation, and being 
ready to improvise – something Joe called 
“playing jazz.” 

In this first part of the synthesis we have 
taken the advice of the Yale team: we went 
back to the user, became immersed in the 
contexts that we seek to influence, and 
looked at what people who scale impact “do.” 

As the previous pages testify, talking and 
doing are integral. But in the next section I 
will look from another angle. How do scale 
experts think, and what does this mean for 
what they do? 

Our ability to adapt to these tensions 
represents a major opportunity for better 
scaling impact.

I want to add two stories to make the point. 
Earlier in his career, Joe McCannon was 
responsible for a two-year health reform 
project in the United States. It was only when 
he got to the end of a six-month planning 
period that he realized the remaining 
18 months were too short to implement 
those plans. He did not make that mistake 
again. Fast forward a few years, and Nana 
Twum-Danso, now Joe’s colleague, is asking 
for advice on the Ghana project. She is a 
scientist by training, and although there is 
significant pull to move Fives Alive! forward, 

W
ŚŝůĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ƚǁŽ�ĚĞĐĂĚĞƐ͕�ŵŽƌĞ�
newborns die in India than anywhere else in the world – a combination of 

ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚ�ŵŽƌƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞ͘

,ŽŵĞͲ�ĂƐĞĚ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ��ĂƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ�ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�
ŽŶ�ŶĞǁďŽƌŶ�ƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů�ŝŶ�/ŶĚŝĂ͘�dŚĞ�
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ�ƉƌĞƚĞƌŵ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽǁ�ďŝƌƚŚ�
ǁĞŝŐŚƚ͕�ŶĞŽŶĂƚĂů�ŝŶĨĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝƌƚŚ�
ĂƐƉŚǇǆŝĂ͘�

dŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞů�ĂĚĂƉƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
ǁŽƌŬĞƌ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�
�ƐŚĂ͕�Žƌ�ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĞĚ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ͘�
dŚĞ��ƐŚĂ�ŝƐ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ďŝƌƚŚ͕�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�
discharge from health facilities and the 

ƌĞƚƵƌŶ�ŚŽŵĞ͘��ƐŚĂƐ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞ�ƉƌĞŵĂƚƵƌĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ůŽǁ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ǁĞŝŐŚƚ�ďĂďŝĞƐ͘�/Ŷ�ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͕ �

,ŽŵĞͲ�ĂƐĞĚ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ��ĂƌĞ

�ƐŚĂƐ�ƉĂƐƐ�ŽŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐĂƌĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
ŵŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ŶĞǁďŽƌŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐ�
ƉŽƐƚƉĂƌƚƵŵ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘

,ŽŵĞͲ�ĂƐĞĚ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ��ĂƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ŐŽŽĚ�
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�;ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ�ŶĞŽŶĂƚĂů�
ŵŽƌƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƌŝƐŬǇ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐͿ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƐ�ƐĐĂůĞ�;ƚŚĞ�
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ŝƐ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϲϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�
ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐͿ͘�sĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞů�ďĞŝŶŐ�
ƚĞƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞ�ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĞĚ��ƐŚĂƐ͘

dŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƉĂƌƚůǇ�ĨƵŶĚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�
EĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ZƵƌĂů�,ĞĂůƚŚ�DŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
government of India and is administered 

Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ůĞǀĞů͘

Photo: A newborn and her mother at 
their Delhi home. (BMGF / Sanjit Das)

A 
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ďĂďŝĞƐ�ĚŝĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ĂƐƉŚǇǆŝĂ͘��Ɛ�ĂŶ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕�,ĞůƉŝŶŐ�
�ĂďŝĞƐ��ƌĞĂƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƐŝŵƉůĞƌ͗�ŝƚ�ŐĞƚƐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ƚŽ�ĚŽ�
ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŐŽůĚĞŶ�ŵŝŶƵƚĞ͟�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ďŝƌƚŚ͘

/ƚ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ĂƚƚĞŶĚĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŶĞǁďŽƌŶ�ƌĞƐƵƐĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ʹ�
ďŽƚŚ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ʹ�ĂƌĞ�
ƐĐĂƌĐĞ͘�dŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�
ŽŶĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ǁŚŽ�ŝƐ�ƐŬŝůůĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŶĞŽŶĂƚĂů�
ƌĞƐƵƐĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ďĂďǇ͘

^ŝŶĐĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�
American Academy of Pediatrics were 

ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚ�ƚǁŽ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ĂŐŽ͕�,ĞůƉŝŶŐ��ĂďŝĞƐ�

,ĞůƉŝŶŐ��ĂďŝĞƐ��ƌĞĂƚŚĞ

�ƌĞĂƚŚĞ�ŚĂƐ�ƐĞƚ�ƵƉ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ϯϰ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŚĂƐ�ƚƌĂŝŶĞĚ�ϯϯ͕ϬϬϬ�ďŝƌƚŚ�ĂƚƚĞŶĚĂŶƚƐ͘�
/ƚ�ŝƐ�ďĂĐŬĞĚ�ďǇ�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕�
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�h^�/��ĂŶĚ�^ĂǀŝŶŐ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ�
>ŝǀĞƐ�ͬ�^ĂǀĞ�ƚŚĞ��ŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͘�

/Ŷ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͕�tĞŶĚǇ�dĂǇůŽƌ͕ �ǁŚŽ�ůĞĂĚƐ�Ă�
ŶĞǁ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�Ăƚ�h^�/��ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƐĐĂůĞͲƵƉ͕�
ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĂƉŝĚ�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ�ŽĨ�,ĞůƉŝŶŐ�
Babies Breathe to the fit with local health 

ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
ĚĞŵǇƐƚŝĨǇ�ƌĞƐƵƐĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉƐ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�ƚŽ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞůů�
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂďůĞ�ƌĞƐƵƐĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ͘

^ĞǀĞƌĂů�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ǁĂŶƚĞĚ�
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�
ďĞŚŝŶĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐŽ�ĨĂƌ�ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ�ǇŽƵŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƵŶŚĞƌĂůĚĞĚ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�ƐƚŽƌǇ͘
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The objective, to improve maternal and child 
health, may be clear. But the mechanisms 
for achieving that objective are messy. How 
do Emma, Nana, and Rajani think about 
their task? How do they navigate the route 
that starts with a vague aspiration or at best 
a vision, passes through a major investment 
in an innovation, sees systems prepared and 
ready to deliver that innovation, and ends 
with many fewer mothers and children dying 
unnecessarily? 

I have already talked about what this job 
involves on the ground, in the reality of 
the personalities involved, the language of 
“system,” and what it means to Do system 
readiness. Now I turn to what we learned 
in La Jolla about what it means to Think 
system readiness – both for scale experts and 
scientists.

Scale experts use a map. It is a mental map 
that connects in some logical fashion not all 
of the landmarks and byways, but those that 
count as the most important points to pass 
on the journey.

Much of this work is taking place in 
poorly charted, choppy waters, but they 
are (in Emma’s words again) ready not to 
be ready. There is no cartography team to 
work out the topography, hidden reefs, and 
dangerous tides. Indeed, in many instances, 
no technology exists to chart the geography 
accurately.

So it is necessary to make maps as the 
journey progresses. The landing points 

can be marked, and maybe the anticipated 
main roads and stopping points. This means 
identifying the primary organizations, 
examining how they relate to each other, in 
which system they reside and how well this 
system is functioning.

Joe McCannon talked about looking “broad 
and deep.” These early assessments are 
mostly about the latter: exploring deeply, 
noting the details of the landscape.

Whatever the first sketches look like, the 
chart will have to change. Storms will blow 
away some of the terrain, shifting sands will 
create quicker trade routes. Anticipating 
change, constantly re-drawing the map, and 
being prepared to alter direction rapidly are 
all part of the scale experts’ way of looking at 
the world.

Looking deeply is aided by the fact that 
many scale experts live in the places they are 
mapping. They will be there to find out if a 
highway turns out to be too unpredictable or 
expensive or inefficient. 

It puts me in mind of Columbus setting off 
for China and Japan but ending up, to Spain’s 
great fortune, in the Bahamas. Fifteenth-
century sailors, coupling basic navigation 
tools with sensitive, experience-honed 
abilities to respond to the local condition 
of winds and waves, are perhaps not a bad 
analogy for today’s scale experts. 

Science has transformed travel, and human 
desire to pioneer has pushed at the limits of 

science. So what can science bring to help 
the frontierswomen of scale? And what can 
they bring to the science?

Where Emma, Nana, and Rajani go deep, 
science goes broad. The contrast may be 
particularly easy to see when comparing 
the scale experts to the scientists working 
with large data sets and complex statistical 
methods. But it is also the case that scientists 
working with interviews, case studies, 
ethnographies, and archives are often 
watching their small sample for what it can 
tell them about the broad, wide world. 

So, in scientific fashion, the systematic 
reviews and interviews by the Kaiser 
Permanente team examined many attempts 
to scale impact in many contexts. The 
factors found to influence system readiness 
– resources, motivation, relationships, and 
environment – might apply to any large-
scale change program.

The multi-dimensional models built by 
Noshir Contractor and Peter Hovmand seek 
to take the hundreds of factors identified by 
the Kaiser team, each of which makes a small 
but important difference to system readiness, 
and show how they connect, multiply, nullify 
each other, and act in concert.

These science-based, computer-based 
models thus produce a different mental map. 
It is an adventure that has been enabled by 
huge advances in technology, which make 

"ink
,Žǁ�ĚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐŝĞŶƟƐƚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĐŽŵĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ƚŚŝŶŬ͍��ǀĞƌǇ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ďŽƚŚ�
ŽďƐĐƵƌĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀĞĂůƐ͘�^ĞƫŶŐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ�ŵĞŶƚĂů�ŵĂƉƐ�ƐŝĚĞ�ďǇ�
ƐŝĚĞ�ŵĂǇ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƌĞĂƟǀĞ�ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ǁĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ĐŚĂƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͘

Think

dŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�ĐĂƌƚŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ƚĞĂŵ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�
ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ͕ �ŚŝĚĚĞŶ�ƌĞĞĨƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĚĂŶŐĞƌŽƵƐ�ƟĚĞƐ͘�^Ž�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ƚŽ�
ŵĂŬĞ�ŵĂƉƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ũŽƵƌŶĞǇ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞƐ͕�
ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�ďŽƚŚ�ďƌŽĂĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞĞƉ
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it possible to calculate on a slender laptop 
a series of mathematical equations that 
would have kept Apollo 11 on the ground 
for several more decades had its mission 
depended on having such analytic power. 

And despite their power, the models 
pressure-tested in La Jolla have uncertain 
limits. Part of the uncertainty comes from 
the fact that these models are charting a 
new course. (Remember that many expected 
Columbus to fall off the world he was 
navigating.) Partly it is that computers are 
very good at some things, but bad at others. 
The success of Amazon’s “Mechanical 
Turk,” in which businesses outsource small, 
repetitive tasks to workers around the 
world, is based on the fact that machines 
struggle with tasks that humans find trivial, 
such as matching similar photographs or 
transcribing song lyrics.

As Tom Henrich said, we are at the very 
start of building a GPS for scale – a satellite 
navigation system that can be carried around 
to improve the accuracy of the journey 
from innovation through system readiness 
to impact at scale. GPS was not perfect 
technology when it was first created, but it 
has become reliable. (Of course, if Columbus 
had a GPS, he might have made his way to 
China directly, but would not have gotten so 
fruitfully lost.)

So I am beginning to see this as two fields of 
vision. It may be a caricature – but I hope a 
useful one – to say that the scale experts are 
thinking deep, the scientists broad. 

Deep to broad:  

scale experts speak to science

Some of the factors implicated in system 
readiness for impact at scale are listed in 
the taxonomy (page 11). All of them, 
especially those that also form part of Kaiser 
Permanente’s READI model, are valued by 
people working to scale impact. The sheer 
volume of data, however, makes it necessary 
to look for priority and connection. 

I left La Jolla sensing that part of the skill of 
a scale expert is exactly this ability to spot 
priorities and connections, and to cut out 
extraneous noise – to be able to walk from 
one side of the room to the other without 
being distracted by the pattern on the carpet. 
They prioritize the major factors as they 
move from A to B.

Each scale expert will have her own mental 
map, but I felt reasonably confident that 
they held common points of reference, 
such as a common starting point in the 
question, “What are we doing, and why?” 
The ultimate answer is “to scale impact on 
health.” As in other parts of the world, in 
Africa, Asia, and Meso-America, systems are 
gradually moving (too slowly for most) from 
thinking about outputs to outcomes, and 

from measuring delivery and utilization to 
charting impact.

Nonetheless, even when better health is 
the ultimate measure of success, the use 
of intermediate targets can help to drive 
progress. Wendy Taylor, for example, talked 
about the spread of resuscitation devices 
for newborns. Here, although the metric 
of most concern is the broad outcome of 

T
ŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ͕�ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽŽůƐ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ŵĂƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐĂů�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ�ƵƉ�Ăůů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽǀŝŶŐ�
ƉĂƌƚƐ͘��Ƶƚ�ďĂĐŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͕�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĐŚĂƌŐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�
ƌĞůǇ�ŽŶ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ďƵƚ�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�ŚĞƵƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ͘��

ZŝŐŚƚ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�
ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ͕�Ă�ŶŽƚĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ�
ŚƵŵŵĞĚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽŽŵ�ǁŚĞŶ�
EĂŶĂ�dǁƵŵͲ�ĂŶƐŽ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ�ƐŚĞ�ĂƐŬƐ�ŚĞƌƐĞůĨ͕ �ƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚůǇ͕ �
ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ƌĞĂĚǇ�ĨŽƌ�
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘�^ŚĞ�ĂƐŬƐ͗

͞tŚǇ�ĂƌĞ�ǁĞ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�ƚŚŝƐ͍͟�/Ŷ�ůŽǁ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�
ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͕�ƐŚĞ�ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚĞĚ͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐŶ͛ƚ�ũƵƐƚ�
that the health systems are ineffective 

Ăƚ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚĞƌŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚŝůĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͘�
There often is also a lack of alignment 

ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐĂƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘�
^Ž�ƐŚĞ�ŬĞĞƉƐ�ĂƐŬŝŶŐ͕�͞ǁŚǇ�ĂƌĞ�ǁĞ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�
ƚŚŝƐ͟�ƵŶƚŝů�ƐŚĞ�ƐĞĞ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŬŝŶĚ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ�
ŽĨ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͘

͞tŚŽ�ĐĂƌĞƐ͍͟�KĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ƐŚĞ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ͕�
ǁĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĐŚĂŵƉŝŽŶƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁŝůů�ĐĂƌƌǇ�
the work forward beyond the initial 

ƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĞ�ůŽŽŬƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ǁŚŽ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ�ďƵƚ�ĂůƐŽ�
ƚŽ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�

ũŽď�ƚŝƚůĞƐ�ŝŶ�ŬĞǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƐŚĞ�ŬŶŽǁƐ�ǁŝůů�ĐŽŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŐŽ͕�
ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŝƐ�ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ�ƐƚĂƚŝĐ͘

͞tŚǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂŶǇŽŶĞ�ĞůƐĞ�ďĞ�ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶĂƚĞ�
ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ�/�ĐĂƌĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ͍�tŚǇ�
ǁŽƵůĚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂĚĚ�ƚŽ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�
ĚŽŝŶŐ͍͟�dŚĞ�ĚĞĨĂƵůƚ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĨŽƌ�E'KƐ�
and government agencies always to be 

ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞĚ͕�ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ�ŝŶ�ůŽĐĂůŝƚŝĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�
ĨĂŵŝůǇ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ͘�^Ž�
ƚŚĞǇ�ŶĞĞĚ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉĞůůŝŶŐ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�
ǁŚǇ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂĚĚ�ǇĞƚ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�
to all they are already doing – and they 

need to know not only if they will have 

ƚŽ�ĚŽ�ŵŽƌĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ŚŽǁ�ŵƵĐŚ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
ďƵƌĚĞŶ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ͘�

Photo: Questions arise during an 
information session on family planning 
at the Makadara district hospital in 
Nairobi, Kenya. (BMGF / Olivier Asselin, 
2009).

dŚƌĞĞ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ͕�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ
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the delivery systems of contraceptives and 
drugs, often with simple alterations of 
relationships between public and private 
sector partners. For Ed, the innovation is to 
change system dynamics.

Partnership is implicit in the scale expert’s 
perspective. This is a conversation that takes 
place in the first person plural. Rajani and 
her colleagues ask each other, “Can we do 
this?” The task by design is so huge that 
she wants to know who can help, and to 
what extent, at each point in the process. 
Most questions about capacity to deliver 
an innovation relate to several partners, 
including those within the catalytic system, 
pushing the innovation.

The first person plural also speaks to 
relationships. Organization A may have 
capacity to deliver the innovation, but 
giving them the responsibility may 
have negative effects on Organization B 
that then undermine the capabilities of 
Organization A.

Partnerships are initially sketched on a 
clean page of the planning book, but La 
Jolla reminded us that as the journey gets 
underway the paper gets crumpled, stained, 
and continually retraced. 

Partnerships are about cooperation, but they 
also imply managing competition. From 
30,000 feet, the world of scaling impact 
as represented in the models sketched by 
Noshir Contractor and Peter Hovmand is a 
series of quiet, orderly connections. On the 
ground, as Neil Spicer’s qualitative research 
clearly demonstrated, there is the noise of 
the dog-eat-dog fight for survival among 
otherwise well-meaning NGO’s.

In other respects, the deep maps of the 
experts and the broad maps of the scientists 
overlay nicely on each other. The Kaiser 
team put much weight on groups of factors 
that have to do with motivation and 
willingness. Local assessments of system 
readiness involve continuously asking 
questions like “why does this person want to 
help?” and “what is in it for this agency that 
clearly wants to be a part of this initiative I 
am putting together?”

The closer/deeper perspective bears more 
dividends when it comes to an assessment 
of “fit” between two elements. In Seattle, 
it was the fit between the innovation and 
users that figured most strongly, and La Jolla 
did nothing to diminish the importance of 
this connection. But the La Jolla convening 

better health, an important part-way goal 
is provided by the output measures that 
are more immediate indicators of delivery. 
Similarly, the push to encourage take-up of 
Chlorhexidine is, in the immediate sense, 
about utilization rates; only in a larger sense 
is it about health impacts. 

Those responsible for scaling innovation will 
seek compromise when seeking an objective. 
A focus on the immediate destination (say, 
increased breast feeding in the first two years 
of life), will help all partners. But setting up 
different rest stops for individual members, 
such as more efficient delivery of health care, 
can also act as a strong collective incentive. 
And then they can focus together on the 
ultimate destination of higher survival rates 
and better health for young children.

Deciding where to go is the first question. 
Deciding how to get there is another. Scale 
experts seem to be continually asking 
themselves, “How will this get done?” With 
potential partners they might begin to sketch 
out the supply chain and start to compute 
the logistics, estimating the potential for 
wide delivery of the innovation. Edward 
Wilson had made significant impacts on 
family health in Africa and Meso-America 
by working with local partners to improve 

A
ůů�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂůŬ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ�ŐŽƚ�ŵĞ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�
ďĞŝŶŐ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽŽĚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĞĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƵƚ�
ŵĞ�ŝŶ�ŵŝŶĚ�ŽĨ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ƉĂŝŶƚĞƌ��ĂǀŝĚ�,ŽĐŬŶĞǇ͘

,ŽĐŬŶĞǇ�ŝƐ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐ�ƌĞŶĞǁĞĚ�ƌĞŶŽǁŶ�ĨŽƌ�ŚŝƐ�ƐĞƌŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�
ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�zŽƌŬƐŚŝƌĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ�ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ďŽƌŶ�ĂŶĚ�
ŶŽǁ�ůŝǀĞƐ͘�tĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ�Śŝŵ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕�ŽŶ�
ǁĂǇƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĞĞŝŶŐ͘�

,Ğ�ƉůĂŶƚƐ�Ă�ĐĂŶǀĂƐ�ŝŶ�ĨƌŽŶƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ǁŽŽĚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĞ�ƉĂŝŶƚƐ͘�^ƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽǀĞƌ�
ŚŝƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ �/�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ŽŶ�ŚŝƐ�ĐĂŶǀĂƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�/�ƚŚŝŶŬ�/�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ŝŶ�ĨƌŽŶƚ�
ŽĨ�ŝƚ͘��Ƶƚ�ŝŶ�ĨĂĐƚ�/�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ͘��ĂǀŝĚ�ǁŝůů�ƐĂǇ͕ �͞zŽƵ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƚƌĞĞƐ͕͟ �ĂŶĚ�ǁŚĞŶ�/�ůŽŽŬ�/�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞ�ŝƐ�ƌŝŐŚƚ͘�/Ĩ�/�ƚŽŽŬ�Ă�
ƉŚŽƚŽ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĞĞƐ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵŝƐƐŝŶŐ͘��Ƶƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�
ŽŶ��ĂǀŝĚ Ɛ͛�ĐĂŶǀĂƐ͘

,Ğ�ŬŶŽǁƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵǇ�ŵŝŶĚ�ĐĂŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉ͕�
ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ�/�ƐĞĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽƚƚŽŵ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽŽĚ͘�,Ğ�ƉƵƚƐ�
ŽŶ�ŚŝƐ�ĐĂŶǀĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŵǇ�ĞǇĞ�ƐĞĞƐ͕�ďƵƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŵǇ�ŵŝŶĚ�ƐĞĞƐ͘

/�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ůŝŬĞ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ůŝŬĞ��ŵŵĂ͕�
EĂŶĂ͕�ZĂũĂŶŝ�ĂŶĚ�hƐŚĂ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
;ŶŽďŽĚǇ�ĐĂŶͿ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵŝŶĚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ĂƐƐĞŵďůĞ�Ă�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ůŽŶŐ�
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕ �ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐůǇ�
ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ƐŶĂƉƐŚŽƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵŝŶĚƐ͕�ƚŚĞŶ�ũŽŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�

The wood for the trees

ŵŽǀŝĞ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ͘��ŶĚ�ũƵƐƚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ĐĂŵĞƌĂ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�
ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�,ŽĐŬŶĞǇ͕ �ƐŽ�ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ�ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ�ŝƐ�ƐƚƌƵŐŐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŐŝĨƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�͞ƐĐĂůĞͲƵƉ�ĂƌƚŝƐƚƐ͘͟

Photo: David Hockney with �ŝŐŐĞƌ�dƌĞĞƐ�EĞĂƌ�tĂƌƚĞƌ͕ �2007, at 
Tate Britain. (©Guardian News & Media Ltd. 2009 / Graham 
Turner)

Think
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also brought to prominence the fit between 
the system that sits around the innovation 
(catalysts such as the inventor, the scientists 
who back it, the funders willing to support it, 
the international intermediaries that broker 
its introduction into a new setting), and the 
systems that operate in the context in which 
the innovation will be injected (government 
supporters, the public health infrastructures, 
formal and informal, the delivery agents and 
local communities).

I got the sense that proximity to the action 
and ability to readily re-reckon fit between 
their work and the wider ecology is a vital 
part of the scale experts’ mental mapping. 
Their perspective has depth. It’s as if they are 
looking with 3D glasses. They are making 
and editing a movie made up of a series of 
snapshots all taken close to the action.

This brings the conversation back to 
adaptation. The Latin root of adaptive is 
aptus, meaning “fit.” For a scale impact 
expert, there is always an opportunity 
to find a better fit within a system, and 
between systems. In their view of the world, 
using their language, Emma and colleagues 
understand systems to be complex and 
adaptive and use these qualities to improve 
readiness for impact at scale.

Broad to deep: 

science speaks to scale experts

I can be pretty confident that the scientists 
take a different perspective and that they are 
looking broad before they look deep. 

But even after lots of reading and two days 
of immersion, I am not sure if I know the 
models devised by Noshir Contractor and 
Peter Hovmand sufficiently well to be able to 
describe them succinctly. Maybe this doesn’t 
matter. Thinking back to Seattle, I can hear 
Kristin Tolle, of Microsoft Research, saying, 
“You don’t need to know how a smart phone 
works, just what it does for you.”

A mathematical representation of a system is 
one type of model. It depends on the power 
of a computer program to run through 
thousands or millions of scenarios to work 
out how systems behave, and in this case to 
estimate how ready they are at any one time 
for the innovation.

Complexity is intrinsic to the world of 
systems. The mathematical models aim 
to make it explicit. Scale experts may 

have a gift for being able to comprehend 
complexity that is way beyond the average 
person – beyond, perhaps, what they can 
even articulate. By contrast, to build even the 
most basic computer-based model, variables 
must be named and relationships must be 
defined.

And when the variables and relationships 
are well chosen and well clarified, then 
mathematical models come into their own. 
They do not forget a small but important 
feedback loop with which they are 
programmed, as a busy human might. And, 
of course, they have the advantage of speed; 
a computer can map out combinations much 
faster than a person can. 

From a modeler’s lens, it is also necessary 
to look at the whole system, examine how it 
responds and adapts, in order to highlight 
phenomena that would be missed by 
dissecting each element in turn. 

Peter Hovmand and Noshir Contractor 
arrived in La Jolla with terms, relationships, 
and numbers based on the Kaiser team’s 
research about how systems designed to 
deliver family innovations behave. These 
served as a jumping-off point, which the 
convening proceeded to dissect, challenge, 
and amend. 

In terms of definition, for example, everyone 
in La Jolla agreed that motivation is a 
fundamental property of system readiness. 
The systematic review and interviews 
allowed the Kaiser Permanente team to 
define what is meant by “motivation”: 
focusing on attitudes, building a sense of 
purpose for improvement, and, drawing 
on work by Joe McCannon, cultivating will 
and ideas. The modelers then had to further 
clarify how variables under the “motivation” 
heading can be operationalized.

After defining terms, modelers have to 
specify the relationships between each 
pair of elements. This can be seen visually 
in the graphical representation of the 
system dynamics model prepared by Peter 
Hovmand (page 26). This is a picture 
of complexity. It starts with the primary 
relationships between, for example, 
motivation and capacity. Does greater 
capacity boost motivation, or decrease it? 
This has to be specified. It then examines 
the feedback loops, differentiating between 
the positive loops indicated by “R,” such as 
the way that an increase in motivation helps 

A
ƚŚƌĞĞͲƐƚĞƉ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ŽŶĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ�
ǁĂǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ͘

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ŵĂƚĞƌŶĂů�
ĂŶĚ�ĐŚŝůĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŶ�ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�/ŶĚŝĂŶ�ǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͕�
WŽŽŶĂŵ�DƵƚƚƌĞũĂ͕�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�/ŶĚŝĂ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ZĂũĂŶŝ�sĞĚ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�^ĐĂůŝŶŐ�hƉ�
DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�;^hDͿ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͘

^hD�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚŚƌĞĞͲƐƚĞƉ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘�/ƚ�
ďĞŐŝŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�
tŚĂƚ�;ŝƐ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƐĐĂůĞĚ�ƵƉͿ͕�tŚŽ�
;ǁŝůů�ĚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬͿ͕�tŚĞƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�
,Žǁ͘�dŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƐƚĞƉ�ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐ�ŽŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕�ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƌĞĂůŝŐŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ŵŽďŝůŝǌŝŶŐ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘�dŚĞ�ƚŚŝƌĚ�
ƐƚĞƉ�ĚĞĂůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ�
ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘

SUM tests every innovation to 

ƐĞĞ�ŝĨ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ĐƌĞĚŝďůĞ�;ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�
ƐŽƵŶĚ�ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞͿ͕�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂďůĞ�
;ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�
ďǇ�ƵƐĞƌƐͿ͕�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�;ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ůŽĐĂů�
ƉĞŽƉůĞͿ͕�ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ�ĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞŽƵƐ�
;ďĞƚƚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝŶŐ�ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐͿ͕�
ĞĂƐǇ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ͕�ƚĞƐƚĂďůĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĨƵŶĚĂďůĞ͘�

��ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�
&ŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�/ŶĚŝĂ�ĂŶĚ�
Management Systems 

/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕�^hD�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�
ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŚĂůĨ�Ă�ĚŽǌĞŶ�Žƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�
,ŽŵĞͲ�ĂƐĞĚ�EĞǁďŽƌŶ��ĂƌĞ͘

Photo: A polio vaccination team 
in West Bengal. (BMGF / Prashant 
Panjiar, 2011)

The SUM of the 

ƉĂƌƚƐ
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of feedback from the rest of the group than 
was allocated to them describing their initial 
formulas.

After a single day of feedback, the scale 
experts had offered many important factors 
and relationships to add to the models, 
and had suggested which other, less critical 
factors could be set aside. And the La Jolla 
feedback also began to change what the 
models were calculating. At the start, both 
models predicted delivery – that is, they 
estimated the proportion of an innovation 
that would be delivered to the end user, or 
the amount of time it would take to deliver 
a certain percentage of the innovation. As 
the scale experts pushed back, the modelers 
began to look at how the models could 
calculate utilization rather than delivery, and 
impact rather than utilization. 

Science and complexity

Listening to the way the scale experts 
and scientists made sense of the worlds 
they encountered put me in mind of 
the distinction between organized and 
disorganized complexity. Systems have 
both. The organized part is made up of the 
relationships that are largely predictable and 
orderly. We don’t need research to tell us that 
innovation at scale depends on organizations 
with capacity working in partnership with 
similarly competent others to deliver that 
innovation; but that research exists. These 
data make sense to scale experts. Emma 

Iriarte noted that government departments 
do not “think” rationally, but they do 
behave predictably. This part of the world is 
complex, but the complexity is organized.

Then there is disorganized complexity. This 
part of the world is made up of thousands 
of occurrences, any one of which is 
individually very difficult to predict. Power 
shifts in government are a good example. 
As journalists tell us, scandals involving 
ministers that force resignations and shift 
power may be predictable at an average 
level, and there will be conditions that make 
scandals and resignations more or less likely 
to occur. But which particular scandal, at 
what time, involving which ministers, and 
with what consequences – this is so difficult 
to anticipate that it can seem random. 

 Scale experts working in Africa, Asia, and 
Meso-America tend to plan based upon 
their knowledge of organized complexity, 
and adjust their strategy and logistics in 
the light of the effects of disorganized 
complexity. I suspect that, in their long-term 
planning, they often find it necessary to set 
disorganized complexity to the side; but 
that when the unexpected and the irrational 
does happen, they are willing and able to get 
down in the weeds and deal with it in order 
to keep the scale effort moving. 

One of the values of complexity science 
is the ability to see patterns in what most 
people would regard as entropy. This is 
part of what the Kaiser team members 
are attempting to do as they model the 
relationships among the many factors that 
influence success at scale.

There is, I believe, a potentially important 
link here with a strong theme from the 
Seattle convening that returned in La Jolla. 
In Seattle, Don Berwick spoke of the “toxic” 
impact of traditional, sequential evaluation 
processes. To start with, the traditional tools 
are too slow for the speed at which decisions 
need to be made; while evaluators measure 
and weigh, the political debate moves on, 
and funding sources look elsewhere. 

But even if current tools could be made 
faster, they would not be well suited to 
capture the non-linear, complex world of 
scale. Don Berwick called for a new palette 
of non-sequential evaluation tools suitable 
for the challenge of scaling impact. 

build resources, which in turn helps build 
more motivation; and the “balancing” or 
negative feedback loops indicated by “B,” 
such as the natural attrition in motivation 
over time.  

These models don’t run without numbers. 
For the purpose of demonstration, the initial 
starting values were selected on the basis of 
limited data available to the modeling teams. 
And then the models began to produce food 
for thought. 

In Noshir’s agent-based model, for example, 
a high level of trust among organizations 
in a system increased the delivery of an 
innovation. But a very high level of trust was 
predicted to have a negative influence on 
delivery rates. Why? Perhaps because then 
cliques would form and new members would 
be excluded. 

As another example, Peter’s model made the 
important distinction between the delivery 
rate and the uptake rate for an innovation. It 
posited that delivery to target communities 
drives uptake but is moderated by fidelity, 
the degree to which the innovation is 
delivered as designed. 

The modeler may have to define each 
term and relationship, but the modeling 
also allows for input from other experts 
– so much so that more of the La Jolla 
convening was taken up with Noshir and 
Peter re-working their models on the basis 
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discussed at length in La Jolla are strong 
candidates for the palette. The pressure-
testing taught us not only about their value 
in helping to understand system readiness, 
but also what qualities will be required of 
future monitoring, learning and evaluation 
tools. 

I began to see the convening as an 
opportunity to examine whether new 
scientific methods and new products from 
academe could help scale experts to make 
more sense of the disorganized complexity 
that surrounds them on a daily basis. I am 
anxious to follow Don Berwick’s advice in 
Seattle and press on and build my non-
sequential evaluation palette. The models 

It seems to me, going over all of the La Jolla 
discussions, that there is a relationship 
between organized and disorganized 
complexity on the one hand, and sequential 
and non-sequential evaluation on the 
other. It is best to illustrate this idea with a 
diagram, like the one on page 24. One axis 
captures complexity, ranging from organized 
to disorganized. The other axis deals with 
evaluation, going from sequential to non-
sequential.

Increasing chunks of the world exist in the 
bottom left of the graph. A narrow set of 
well-developed methods – epidemiology, 
experimental evaluation, and systematic 
reviews – support relatively simple 
innovations that operate across social 
contexts. In this corner of the world, a 
ready array of metrics exists to estimate the 
unidirectional relationships between actions 
and impact.

But many of the Seattle and La Jolla 
participants operate in the top right-hand 
corner of the world, where context is king. 
Here, data may be diffuse, including stories 
and funds of shared experience. Potentially 
important variables may number in the 
hundreds or thousands. The relationships 
involve many feedback loops.

And in this world, impatience is a given. 
Whereas some types of action can be delayed 
while scientists finish sequential evaluation 
on organized complexity, when faced with 
disorganized complexity in the real world 
of keeping mothers and children alive 
and healthy, learning and doing become 
entwined. Joe McCannon spoke for all 
participants when he said, “I tell people who 
work with me, ‘Go, get started, but learn 
actively and rigorously along the way.’ I have 
action on a pedestal but it’s not to sweep 
aside learning; it’s a form of learning that’s 
immersed in the activity.”

So, in one sense, La Jolla turned into an 
attempt to build a GPS, a satellite navigation 
system, that combined the broad and deep 
perspectives from the range of expertise 
in the room. This GPS would predict for 
future travelers how long it will take to 
reach their destination, how much resource 
will be consumed, which is the most direct 
route and, maybe, what their options are 
if they run into traffic or roadworks. It 
would provide real-time data; it would take 
into account information that is currently 
overlooked. 

T
Žŵ�,ĞŶƌŝĐŚ�ƚŝƉƉĞĚ�ŚŝƐ�ĐŽǁďŽǇ�ŚĂƚ�ƚŽ�ďŝĚ�ŵĞ�ŐŽŽĚďǇĞ�ĂƐ�ŚĞ�ůĞĨƚ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�
ĨŽƌ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂĚǀĞŶƚƵƌĞ͘�,Ğ�ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�
ƚŚŝŶŬƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͗�͞tŝůů�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ�ďƵǇ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ŽĨĨĞƌ͍͟

�Ɛ�Ă�ƐĞŶŝŽƌ�ĞǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ�Ăƚ�WƌŽĐƚĞƌ�Θ�
'ĂŵďůĞ͕�dŽŵ Ɛ͛�ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŶĞǁ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ďĂďǇ�
ĐĂƌĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�WĂŵƉĞƌƐ�ďƌĂŶĚ͘�,Ğ�
ŶŽƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐĐĂůĞͲƵƉ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�
ƐƚĂƌƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂŶ�ŝĚĞĂ͕�ƚŚĞŶ�ŵŽǀĞƐ�ƚŽ�
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽƚŽƚǇƉĞƐ͕�
ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ�ďǇ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ�ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ͕�ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů�
ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ǁŚŽ�ǁŝůů�ďƵǇ͕ �
ƐĐĂůĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ʹ�ƐŽ�ŵƵĐŚ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘

dŚĞ�ĨŽĐƵƐ͕�ŚĞ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�ŝƐ�ƉƵůů͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ͕�
͞tŝůů�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ�ďƵǇ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�
ŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ͍͟�

,Ğ�ŐĂǀĞ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�WΘ' Ɛ͛��ŚŝůĚƌĞŶ Ɛ͛�
^ĂĨĞ��ƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ�tĂƚĞƌ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŚĂŶĚĨƵů�ŽĨ�ŵĂŐŝĐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ĐůĞĂŶƐ�ĚŝƌƚǇ�ǁĂƚĞƌ͘ ���ĨŝǀĞͲĐĞŶƚ�ƐĂĐŚĞƚ�
ǁŝůů�ƉƵƌŝĨǇ�ϭϬ�ůŝƚĞƌƐ͘��Ƶƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�dŽŵ�
ŐŽƚ�ƚŽ�<ĞŶǇĂ͕�ƐĂůĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĞƌƌŝďůĞ͘�dŚĞ�
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ƐŚŽƉ�ǁĂƐ�ƐĞůůŝŶŐ�ũƵƐƚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�Žƌ�
ĨŽƵƌ�ƐĂĐŚĞƚƐ�Ă�ǁĞĞŬ͘�tŚĞŶ�ŚĞ�ĂƐŬĞĚ�
ǁŚǇ͕ �ƐŚŽƉŬĞĞƉĞƌƐ�ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂĐŬĞƚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�
ƚŽŽ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞ͘��Ƶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƐƚŽƌĞƐ͕�
ƚǁŽͲĐĞŶƚ�ůŽůůŝƉŽƉƐ�ĨůĞǁ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽŽƌ�Ăƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƌĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�ϭϬϬ�Ă�ǁĞĞŬ͘

^Ž�dŽŵ Ɛ͛�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ǁŚĂƚ�
ĚƌŝǀĞƐ�ǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ͘�tŚĞŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ�ŝƐŶ͛ƚ�ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ͕�ƐĂůĞƐ�

ĂƌĞ�ŚĂƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�;ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ�ŝŶ�ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ͖�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŬĞĞƉ��
ƐŵŽŬŝŶŐ͕�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƚ͕�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĚŝĞ�ϯϬ�
ǇĞĂƌƐ�ůĂƚĞƌ͕ �ŶŽƚ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ�
ĐŝŐĂƌĞƚƚĞͿ͘�KƚŚĞƌ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ͕�
ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŶŽƌŵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĞĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƵƐĞ�ƉůĂǇ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉĂƌƚ͘

dŽŵ Ɛ͛�ǁŽƌŬ�ĨŽƌ�WΘ'�ǁŝůů�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ǁŚĂƚ Ɛ͛�
ŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ăůů�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ͕�
ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐŵĂůů�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝůů�ƌĞĂƉ�
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ͘

&Žƌ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞͲƐĞĐƚŽƌ�ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƌƐ�ůŝŬĞ�dŽŵ͕�
ǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�ŝƐ�ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚ�
Ăƚ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ƐƚĂŐĞ͘�dŚĞŝƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŚĂƐ�
ƚĂƵŐŚƚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ŚĂƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�
ŚĂŶĚƐ͘�WĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ƚĞůů�Ă�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁŝůů�ƉĂǇ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�
ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ƉƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŚĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉŽĐŬĞƚ�
ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ĨŝŶĂůůǇ�ŐŽĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƐĂůĞ͘�
dŽŵ�ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞�ůǁĂǇƐ�ĂƐŬ�ĨŽƌ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ƚŽ�
ƐĞĞ�ŝĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŝůů�ďƵǇ͕ �ĞǀĞŶ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝĐĞ��
ŝƐ�ůŽǁ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ�ƉŚĂƐĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĞǀĞŶ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ĨƌĞĞ�ǁŚĞŶ�ŝƚƐ�
ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƐĐĂůĞĚ�ƵƉ͘͟

Photo: Kamal Kant Jha’s roadside paan 
and tobacco shop in New Delhi. (BMGF / 
Prashant Panjiar, 2010)

,Žǁ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�ƚŚŝŶŬƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ
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tŚĂƚ Ɛ͛�ŝŶ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞů͍
/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ƚŽ�ĨƌĂŵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�ǁŽƌůĚ͕�ƚŽ�ƐĞƚ�ŽƵƚ�ŝƚƐ�
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ͕�ƚŽ�ďƵŝůĚ�Ă�ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ͕ �ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ĨŝŶĚ�Ă�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘�^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ�ǁĞ�
ĐĂŶ�ďŽŝů�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ƌĞŵŝŶĚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ĚŽŶĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŽƌĚĞƌ͕ �ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�
ƌĞƐƵůƚ͘

�Ƶƚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ǇĞƚ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇ�
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƌĞƐŝƐƚ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ǁĞ�
ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ƌĞĂůůǇ�ŬŶŽǁ�ǁŚĂƚ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�Žƌ�ĞǆĐůƵĚĞ͘�tĞ�ĐĂŶ�
ŵĂŬĞ�ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚƐ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�Žƌ�ƵŶƚƌŝĞĚ͘�dƌŝƐŚ�
'ƌĞĞŶŚĂůŐŚ Ɛ͛�ŵŽĚĞů�ŽĨ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
;ƉĂŐĞ�ϭϮͿ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ũƵƐƚ�ŚŽǁ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ͘

dŚŝƐ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŝƐ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ͘�DĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕ �ĂŶĚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ�Ăƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŵŽŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ͘

dŚĞ�ǁĂǇ�ǁĞ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐƌĞĂƚŽƌ�ŽĨ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ͕�:ĂǇ�&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ͘ ��ĂƌůǇ�ŝŶ�ŚŝƐ�ĐĂƌĞĞƌ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�
DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƚƚƐ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ�ŽĨ�dĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ͕ �&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ�ŚĞůƉĞĚ�Ă�ŵƵůƚŝͲ
ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽƵƚ�ǁŚǇ�ŝƚ�ŚĂĚ�ƐƵĐŚ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚ�ƚƵƌŶŽǀĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ͘�dŚĞ�
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ�ŚĂĚ�ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�ĨŽƌĐĞƐ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͕�ďƵƚ�
&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ�ǁŽƌŬĞĚ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�Ă�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘

^ƚŽĐŬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨůŽǁƐ�ĂƌĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ Ɛ͛�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŶǇ�ǁŚŽ�͞ƐƉĞĂŬ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘͟ �&Žƌ�ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕�ǁŚĞŶ�ŝƚ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�ƚŽ�
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĐĂƌĞ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͕�ĨŽƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ϭϬϬ�ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ�ŝŶ�
ĐĂƌĞ�Ăƚ�ĂŶǇ�ŽŶĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�;ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽĐŬͿ͕�ϲϱ�ǁŝůů�ĞŶƚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĞĂĐŚ�ǇĞĂƌ�
ĂŶĚ�ϲϱ�ǁŝůů�ůĞĂǀĞ�;ƚŚĞ�ĨůŽǁͿ͘��Ŷ�ŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�

ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ĚŝƐĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂŶĚ�ďĂĚ�ŶĞǁƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŬŝĚƐ͘�WĞŽƉůĞ�
ǁĂŶƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƉƵƚ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ůŽŽŬ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽĐŬ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ�
ŝƐ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨůŽǁ͘

dǁŽ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚǇƉĞƐ�ŽĨ�ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͘�dŝŵĞ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͘�
dĂŬŝŶŐ�ůŽŶŐĞƌ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�Ă�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͕�Žƌ�ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ�ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ�
ŝŶ�ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂů�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ĨĞǁ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŚŽƵƌƐ͕�ǁŝůů�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ĨůŽǁƐ͘��ŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�
ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉƐ�;ƉĂŐĞ�ϯϮͿ͘�&Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�Ă�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŽƌ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ĚĞŵĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůƐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐĂƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�
ĐůĞĂƌ�Ă�ǁĂŝƚůŝƐƚ�;ĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĨůŽǁͿ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĚĞŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞƐ�ŶƵƌƐĞƐ�
;ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƵƚĨůŽǁͿ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ǁĂŝƚůŝƐƚ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝŶ�ƚƵƌŶ�
ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�ŝŶ�ĞǀĞŶ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ�ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ�ƚŽ�ĂĚŵŝƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐĂƐĞƐ�ʹ�ĂŶĚ�
ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ĐǇĐůĞ�ďĞŐŝŶƐ͘

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĂŐƌĂŵƐ�ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝǌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ�;^�Ϳ�ŵŽĚĞů�ďƵŝůƚ�
ďǇ�WĞƚĞƌ�,ŽǀŵĂŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐ�ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ͕�ǁĞ�ƐĞĞ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌ�ƚŽ�ŚŝƐ�
ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶ͘���ĐŝƌĐůĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂŶ�͞Z͟�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ�ƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕�
ǁŚĞŶ�ŽŶĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐ�ůĞĂĚƐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŐŽŽĚ�ƚŚŝŶŐ͖�Ă�͞�͟�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ�
ƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�͞ďĂůĂŶĐŝŶŐ͘͟

/Ŷ�ŝƚƐ�ƉƵƌĞƐƚ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�Ă�ŵŽĚĞů�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕�Ă�ƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘�dŚĞ�
ŽŶĞƐ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌͲďĂƐĞĚ͕�ďƵƚ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŽ�
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ƐŽĨƚǁĂƌĞ�Žƌ�ŵĂƚŚ͘�tŚĞŶ�&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ�ƐĂƚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĨĂĐƚŽƌǇ�ŝŶ�
<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ϭϵϱϬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝĚ�Ăůů�ŚŝƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ďǇ�ŚĂŶĚ͕�ŚĞ�
ǁĂƐ�ƐŬĞƚĐŚŝŶŐ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞů�ƚŽ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂů�ƚŚŝŶŐ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞŚĂǀĞ͘�
,ĂƌǀĂƌĚ�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŽƌ�'ĂƌǇ�<ŝŶŐ�ƚĂůŬƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�Ă�ƐƚŝĐŬ�ĨŝŐƵƌĞ�ĂƐ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞů�
ŽĨ�Ă�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ďĞŝŶŐ͘��Ɛ�ŚĞ�ƐĂǇƐ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�ƐƵĐŚ�ƚŚŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�Ă�͞ƚƌƵĞ͟�
ŵŽĚĞů͖�ŽŶůǇ�Ă�͞ƵƐĞĨƵů͟�ŵŽĚĞů͘�dŚĞ�ƐƚŝĐŬ�ĨŝŐƵƌĞ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ǀĞƌǇ�ŶŝĐĞůǇ�ĨŽƌ�
Ă�ŐĂŵĞ�ŽĨ�ŚĂŶŐŵĂŶ͕�Žƌ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�Ă�ƌĞƐƚƌŽŽŵ�ŝƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĞŶ�Žƌ�
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Figure�3.��READI�SD�Model�with�Major�and�Minor�Feedback�Mechanisms�

�

The�current�SD�model�assumes�that�the�delivery�and�scaleͲup�of�a�health�innovation�does�not�
influence�the�environment.��However,�there�are�reasons�to�believe�that�may�not�always�be�the�
case.��For�example,�the�successful�scaleͲup�of�a�health�innovation�can�create�a�“bandwagon”�
effect�in�which�an�initially�unpopular�innovation�becomes�popular.��This,�in�turn,�affects�the�
sociocultural�environment�and�perceived�desirability�of�the�health�innovation;�these�“feed�back”�
to�influence�the�environment.��At�this�time,�these�potential�mechanisms�have�been�excluded�
from�the�model�for�reasons�of�simplicity.���

The�SD�model�includes�three�potential�intervention�points—capacity�building�interventions,�
relationship�building�interventions,�and�motivational�interventions.��The�likely�effect�of�an�
intervention�at�each�point�is�to�increase�the�rate�at�which�the�corresponding�factor�increases.��
For�example,�a�capacity�intervention�of�“1.5”�corresponds�to�a�50%�increase�in�the�rate�at�which�
capacity�building�occurs�within�the�delivery�system.��Simulation�models�can�be�used�to�assess�
the�relative�strength�or�leverage�of�intervention�points.��For�example,�simulations�can�provide�
insight�into�questions�such�as�whether�an�intervention�directed�at�capacity�or�relationships�will�
be�more�effective�in�improving�the�system’s�ability�to�deliver�innovations�at�scale.���

The�model�assumes�that�there�is�a�theoretical�“maximum”�desired�delivery�rate,�and�that�the�
ideal�delivery�system�is�able�to�achieve�this�rate.��The�maximum�desired�delivery�rate�is�a�
function�of�the�innovation�target�or�delivery�goal,�the�desired�time�to�deliver�the�innovation,�and�
the�delay�between�the�delivery�organization�and�the�end�user.��For�example,�if�the�delivery�goal�
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ǁŽŵĞŶ͘��Ƶƚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�Ă�ǀĞƌǇ�ƵƐĞĨƵů�ŵŽĚĞů�ŽĨ�Ă�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ŝĨ�ǇŽƵ�ĂƌĞ�
ƉƌĞƉĂƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ƐƵƌŐĞƌǇ͘

&ŽƌƌĞƐƚĞƌ Ɛ͛�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ͕�ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ͕�
ƐŽ�Ă�ĨĞǁ�ĚŽŽĚůĞƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶŽƚĞďŽŽŬ�ůŝŶŬĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐŽŵĞ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ŵĂƚŚ�ĚŝĚ�ƚŚĞ�
ƚƌŝĐŬ͘�dŚĂƚ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŝĚͲϭϵϱϬƐ͘�dŚĞŶ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌƐ�ĐĂŵĞ�ĂůŽŶŐ͘�^ŽŽŶ�
ŵĂƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ͕�ƐƚŝĐŬ�ŵĞŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ĚĂŶĐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕ �ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂƌǀĞůŽƵƐůǇ�ŶĂŵĞĚ�^/DW>��
ŵŽĚĞů͗�^ŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ�/ŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů�DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�WƌŽďůĞŵƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�>ŽƚƐ�ŽĨ�
�ƋƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͊

�ƌƵĐŝĂůůǇ͕ �ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ĐĂŶ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌ�ĐƌƵŶĐŚ�ďŝŐŐĞƌ�ƐƵŵƐ�ĨĂƐƚĞƌ͕ �ŝƚ�ĐĂŶ�
ƐŝŵƵůĂƚĞ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĂŶĚŽŵ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂů�ǁŽƌůĚ͘�/ƚ�ƌƵŶƐ�
ŝƚƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�ŽǀĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀĞĂůƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĂŶŐĞ�ŽĨ�
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽďĂďůĞ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͘�^ƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ�
ĐĂůů�ƚŚŝƐ�DŽŶƚĞ��ĂƌůŽ�ƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘�/�ŵĂǇ�ŐĞƚ�ůƵĐŬǇ�ďǇ�ďĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ŵǇ�ƐĂůĂƌǇ�
ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚ�ƵƉ�ŽŶ�Ă�ƐŝŶŐůĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽƵůĞƚƚĞ�ǁŚĞĞů͕�ďƵƚ�ŝĨ�/�ĚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐĂŵĞ�Ă�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�ŽǀĞƌ�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞƚ�/�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƉŽŽƌĞƌ͘

^Ž�ǁŚĞŶ�WĞƚĞƌ�,ŽǀŵĂŶĚ�ďƵŝůĚƐ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ�ŵŽĚĞů͕�ŚĞ�ŝƐ�
ƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨůŽǁƐ�;ƚŚĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶͿ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�ŝƚ�ƚĂŬĞƐ�
Ăƚ�ĞĂĐŚ�ƐƚĞƉ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉƐ�;ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁĂƌĞŚŽƵƐĞ�
ŝƐ�ĨƵůů�ŽĨ�ƐƚŽĐŬ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨůŽǁ�ŚĂƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĚŝǀĞƌƚĞĚ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ŵĂǇ�ƐĞƚ�ƵƉ�Ă�
ǁŚŽůĞ�ĐŚĂŝŶ�ŽĨ�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐͿ͘

��ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ�ŵŽĚĞů�ƌĞƐƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͘�/Ĩ�/�ƚŚŝŶŬ�
ŽĨ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂƐ�Ă�ďĂůůŽŽŶ�ĨŝůůĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǁĂƚĞƌ͕ �ĂŶĚ�/�ƉƌĞƐƐ�ŽŶ�ŽŶĞ�ƐŝĚĞ͕�ŝƚ�
ǁŝůů�ĂĚĂƉƚ͕�ďƵƚ�ŽŶĐĞ�/�ƌĞŵŽǀĞ�ŵǇ�ĨŝŶŐĞƌ�ŝƚ�ǁŝůů�ƌĞǀĞƌƚ͘��ƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ�ŝƐ�
ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͘

tŚĞŶ�EŽƐŚŝƌ��ŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ�ďƵŝůĚƐ�ĂŶ�ĂŐĞŶƚͲďĂƐĞĚ�ŵŽĚĞů͕�ŚĞ�ŝƐ�ŐƵŝĚĞĚ�
ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƌƵůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�Žƌ�͞ƚŝĞƐ͟�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ĂŐĞŶƚƐ�ʹ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚŝƐ�ĐĂƐĞ͕�ĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ʹ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘�dŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�
ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƌƵůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŽŽ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂŬĞĚ�ĞǇĞ͕�ďƵƚ�
ǁŚĞŶ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌ�ĂĚĚƐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƵƉ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƚƵƌŶ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�Ăƚ�
ŽŶĐĞ�ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ͘

/Ŷ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶĂůŝƚǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŐĞŶƚͲďĂƐĞĚ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ďŽƚŚ�ĚƌĂǁ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐ�ƌĞǀŝĞǁƐ͕�ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͕�ĨƌŽŵ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�Ăƚ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘

dŚĞǇ�ďŽƚŚ�ƉĂŝŶƚ�Ă�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽǁ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�
ďĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�ĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ŽƵƌ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘

They both demand that we establish clear definitions of variables and 

ĂŐƌĞĞ�ŚŽǁ͕�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ�ǁŝůů�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚ͘

�ŶĚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ďŽƚŚ�ƚĞůů�ƵƐ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ǁĞ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ŶŽƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŬŶŽǁŶ͕�
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ�ƐŵĂůů�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ůĞǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ͕�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŽŽ�ŵƵĐŚ�ƚƌƵƐƚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ�
Žƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŵĂǇ�ďƌŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ƌĞǁĂƌĚ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ƚŽ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƉƉůǇ�
ĐŚĂŝŶ͘

/Ŷ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͕�ǁĞ�ƐĂǁ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƉŝĞĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŵĂĐŚŝŶĞƌǇ�ǁŚŝƌƌŝŶŐ�
ĂǁĂǇ͘�/ƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĞǆĐŝƚŝŶŐ͘��Ƶƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚƌŝůůŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ǁĂƐ�ƐŝƚƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͕ �
ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ͕�ƌĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞŵŝƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŵŽĚĞů�ƚŽ�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ�
ŽƵƌ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ�Žƌ�ŽƵƌ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ�ʹ�ĂŶĚ�
ƚŚĞŶ�ǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘

A screenshot of a 

ƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƌƵŶ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�
Agent-Based Model 

;��DͿ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ�ďǇ�
EŽƐŚŝƌ��ŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ�ĂŶĚ�
his team shows the 

characteristics of the 

ties between each 

ƉĂŝƌ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�
in the system – ties 

involving higher or lower 

ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ƚƌƵƐƚ͘�dŚĞ�ďĂƌƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĨƚ�
ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂĚũƵƐƚ�ƚŚĞ�
starting characteristics of 

ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ʹ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�
ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĞŶƚƵĂů�
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ�ůĞǀĞů�ŝƐ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚ�
to differ if there is a 

higher average level of 

ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�
ŽƵƚƐĞƚ͘
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If I were to summarize the collective mood 
at the end of two intense days, after we were 
all bombarded with stories about scale-
up success and failure, having examined 
the innards of models that are difficult to 
conceptualize, and having maintained a 
strong thread of conversation from Seattle, I 
think most participants were thinking along 
the following lines: 

(1) This is very important. (2) There is a lot 
still missing from our analysis. (3) There 
are other good reasons to hesitate. (4) The 
lines of enquiry we are pursuing have a lot of 
potential, and we want this conversation to 
develop.

What is missing from the analysis

If it is hard to get a system to start, it is 
usually harder to get it to stop. When 
people talk about system readiness for 
innovations that can scale impact on global 
family health, a context that is dominated 
by the public sector, they generally mean 
“readiness to start.” But most innovations 
fail, and there was a sense among La Jolla 
participants, unsupported by research but 
real nonetheless, that foundering initiatives 
are maintained too long. We learned that 
readiness was a continuous variable that 
required continuous review, but nonetheless 
the conversation stuck mostly to the pulling 
of the proverbial trigger and seldom strayed 
onto when to call off the race.

In the private sector, lack of money is the 
primary reason for pulling the plug on 

an innovation. Tom Henrich, a veteran 
of multi-national private-sector-funded 
initiatives, created an antibody reaction 
with his observation that “viable market” 
was a factor to be considered in the system 
readiness mix. He observed that revenue 
plus the donor’s outlay, minus expenses, 
must equal at least zero for an innovation 
to be sustained. Impact at scale requires a 
revenue source – whether from consumers, 
or from the public sector responding 
to demand from its citizens. From the 
standpoint of an organization like Procter & 
Gamble, market considerations are obvious 
data points for estimating system readiness, 
but they have received scant attention in this 
strand of the conversation.

Specific analysis is required on the question 
of competition from other ideas, priorities, 
and products. The private sector approaches 
a market with the desire to win and to see 
the opposition fall away, regardless of which 
product is “better” (think of the triumph 
of VHS over the technologically superior 
Betamax). In the public and philanthropic 
sectors, such rivalry can interfere with the 
public good. For instance, as Tom pointed 
out, an NGO that starts distributing a drug 
free of charge may undermine the low-cost 
solution that others have worked hard to 
systematize. Or the rival option may be a 
better bet for achieving the best outcome. 
At very least, much can be done to reach 
consensus across systems about how to 
minimize the negative and boost the positive 
effects of competition.

More work is required to consider the 
macro political environment into which 
innovations are released. For example, the 
increasing resources of emergent economic 
nations, India and South Africa especially, 
have to be factored into the system readiness 
equation. There will be greater state 
investment in family health. More centers 
of power – local, regional, or national – will 
be created to disburse money and manage 
investments. The new structures may be 
more efficient and responsive to local needs; 
or they may be more corrupt, with more 
fingers dipped into each additional pie. 
Much of the La Jolla conversation steered 
clear of the powerful influence exerted by 
central governments.

There is also a need to better understand 
both the formal and informal components 
of public systems. The two models being 
pressure-tested rest in part on theories about 
organizational behavior. Historically, much 
academic work in this area has looked at 
legitimate organizations with reasonably 
well-functioning formal structures. 
Less is understood about the “under the 
radar” behaviors of organizations and the 
individuals within them who are seeking 
to get things done in the face of chronic 
red tape, inefficient use of resources, or 
corruption. 

Finally, we talked too little about the 
unintended consequences of well-meaning 
actions. No matter how high the successful 

Dream
dŚĞ�ĚƌĞĂŵ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ďƵŝůĚ�ƚŽŽůƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝůů�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƌŽŶƟĞƌƐǁŽŵĞŶ�ĂŶĚ�
ĨƌŽŶƟĞƌƐŵĞŶ�ŽĨ�ƐĐĂůĞ͘��ŽƵůĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌͲďĂƐĞĚ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�
ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞͲƚĞƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�ʹ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�͞ǁŚĂƚͲŝĨ�ƚŽŽůƐ͟�ʹ�ďĞ�ĂŶ�ĞĂƌůǇ�
ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�'W^�ĨŽƌ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�Ăƚ�ƐĐĂůĞ͍�WĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŵĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽŽůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŚĞƐŝƚĂŶƚ�ŽƉƟŵŝƐŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ďĞŐĂŶ�ƚŽ�ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů͘

Dream

DŽƌĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉŽůŝƟĐĂů�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ŝŶŶŽǀĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚ͘�/Ŷ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶƚ�
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŶĂƟŽŶƐ͕�ŶĞǁ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ�
ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ĞĸĐŝĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ĐŽƌƌƵƉƚ
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lens looking at the system as a whole. The 
agent-based model is like a telephoto lens 
examining the relationships among the 
organizations that make up the system. I 
could imagine artist David Hockney using 
both cameras and creating a collage; two 
types of camera might meet his need. So 
what would best help the frontierswomen of 
scale?

There was also much conversation about 
how to validate the La Jolla models, but 
it was not clear whether the limited data 
we have about scale-up successes and 
failures are enough to make these models 
robust. It may be that only by using a tool 
do we discover if the factors on which it 
rests (in this case, motivation, resources, 
relationships, and the environment) 
are distinct or whether in fact they are 
measuring the same thing. Whether the 
tool does the job will also depend on greater 
clarity about what output or outcome we are 
trying to predict. 

There are many types of validation, each of 
which will demand invention from the non-
sequential evaluation community. The tools 
that Don Berwick calls for may be radically 
different from current tools, but we will want 
them to match up to existing high standards 
of science.

delivery rate, an intervention that stokes 
local rivalries or creates lasting stigma 
will not help achieve the ultimate aim of 
improving health at scale. In the systems 
world, unintended consequences might 
be counted as “emergence”: the way that 
complex results emerge from simple 
interactions, just as the infinite number of 
individual snowflake patterns emerge from 
simple rules of crystal formation. 

Building a new palette of 

evaluation tools

The system dynamics and agent-based 
models discussed in La Jolla could be new 
colors on the new palette of evaluation tools 
that Don Berwick called for in Seattle – a 
new toolkit that is both faster and better 
adapted to charting impact at scale. What 
was learned from the analysis about what 
will be required of the new generation of 
methods?

As I said in Think, in the part of the world 
where sequential evaluation meets organized 
complexity, there are a few well-established 
methods with clearly agreed functions (such 
as epidemiology to establish potential causes 
of ill-health, or experimental evaluation 
to estimate impact). Where disorganized 
complexity demands non-sequential 
evaluation, a larger number of less well-
defined tools are on offer. Few of these have 
been validated or have commonly perceived 
utility.

Wolfgang Munar referred to the models 
presented by Noshir and Peter as “what-
if tools.” They allow the user to draw on 
several sources of incomplete data – in this 
case, from systematic reviews, interviews 
with experts, and the body of knowledge 
assembled in La Jolla – and ask, for instance, 
“What if I were able to improve trust among 
the primary organizations in the delivery 
system?” The answer is not definitive. First, 
its predictions are only as good as the data 
and the assumptions that go into the model. 
Second, the answers are predictions about 
what will happen on average, based on a 
thousand or more simulations run by the 
computer; but we cannot run the world a 
thousand times, and there is no guarantee 
that our particular world will be “average.” 
Still, by combining the best available data, 
the best guesses of the models may be better 
than the best guess of any single expert.

Indeed, participants were excited by many 
potential functions of the models. Could 
these tools be used to prime new projects to 
get them system-ready? Maybe they could 
give a push to stalled projects? There was 
broad agreement that the models might be 
used retrospectively to try to explain why 
initiatives like oral rehydration therapy had 
met with limited success; or prospectively 
to indicate what might be done to boost the 
potential impact of a new initiative.

So one unresolved question in La Jolla 
was like the old saying, “If all you have is a 
hammer, everything looks like a nail.” What 
could these particular hammers be used to 
pound? Sometimes it works to develop a tool 
and then search for its function; other times, 
better results come from starting with the 
function (a task to be done, a question to be 
answered) and developing a tool to match. 

Another unresolved question was, “Why 
two computer-based models?” Another way 
to frame the question is this: are these two 
methods looking for a question, or are there 
two questions that require different kinds 
of answer, or are these two competing ways 
to answer the same question? Jim Dearing 
suggested it was a matter of looking at the 
problem with two types of camera. The 
system dynamics model is like a wide-angle 

H
Žǁ�ĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�Ăƚ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ͍�WĞƚĞƌ�
,ŽǀŵĂŶĚ�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ůƵď�ŽĨ�ZŽŵĞ͕�Ă�^ǁŝƐƐ�ƚŚŝŶŬͲƚĂŶŬ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŽĚĞůĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌůǇ�ϭϵϳϬƐ͘�

dŚĞŝƌ�ϭϵϳϮ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�The Limits to Growth͕�
ĐĂƵƐĞĚ�ƋƵŝƚĞ�Ă�Ɛƚŝƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽůĚ�ŽǀĞƌ�
ϭϮ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĐŽƉŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚĞƌƐ�ŶŽ�ĚŽƵďƚ�
ĐƵƌŝŽƵƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ͗�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ƌƵŶ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ĨŽŽĚ�
ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ǇĞĂƌ�ϮϬϬϬ͘

dŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ŵŽĚĞůĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ůƵď�
of Rome are different from those that 

ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕�ďƵƚ�ŶŽ�ůĞƐƐ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ͗�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽŽĚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽŶͲ
ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘

dŚĞƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�Ă�ƌĞũŽŝĐŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ�ĂůŵŽƐƚ�ĂƐ�ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐ�
ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ��ƌŝƚŝƐŚ�ƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�ĐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ŽǀĞƌ�Ă�

ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞŶ�ǁĞĂƚŚĞƌ�ĨŽƌĞĐĂƐƚ͘��Ƶƚ�ĚĞůǀŝŶŐ�Ă�
ďŝƚ�ĚĞĞƉĞƌ͕ �ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�
The Limits to Growth ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨŽŽĚ͕�
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĐŽŵĞ�ƚƌƵĞ͘�
KƚŚĞƌ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ĂůƐŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĐŽŵĞ�
ƚƌƵĞ͕�ŚĂĚ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ�ĐĂƌƌŝĞĚ�ŽŶ�
ǁŝƚŚ�͞ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ĂƐ�ƵƐƵĂů͟�ʹ�Žƌ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ͕�ĂƐ�
ǁĂƐ�ƵƐƵĂů�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŵĂĚĞ͘�
DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ͕ �ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ŵŽĚĞů�ƐĞƚ�Ă�ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘

>ŽŽŬŝŶŐ�ďĂĐŬ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ��ůƵď�ŽĨ�ZŽŵĞ�
ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�/�Ăŵ�ƐƚƌƵĐŬ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞƐƚǇ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŽƚŚƐĂǇĞƌƐ͘�>ŝŬĞ�WĞƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�EŽƐŚŝƌ͕ �
ƚŚĞǇ�ƐĂǁ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ĂƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�
ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͛�ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐŝĞƐ�ŐŝǀĞŶ�
Ă�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ŶŽƚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ĐƌǇƐƚĂů�
ďĂůů͘

Modeling the end of the world
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a distraction. So many times I have heard 
an exasperated voice say, “We don’t need 
another logic model!”

So this is the question not only for these 
particular statistical models, but for any 
potential non-sequential evaluation tool: 
“What utility does it add?” The scale experts 
are already served well by a combination 

of experience, gut instinct, and regularly 
updated mental maps. They were open to the 
innovations proposed in La Jolla, but they 
were keeping a sharp eye out for ideas that 
will help them do their job better rather than 
ideas that demand (without clear evidence of 
impact) that they do their job differently.

There is a need to delineate the boundaries 
around any tool. The models reviewed in La 
Jolla were seeking to address the question, 
“When is a system ready for innovation 
in global family health?” In practice, the 
models asked, “How long will it take under 
different conditions for systems to deliver 
innovations?” 

A primary challenge for non-sequential 
methods will be for users to understand 
enough to be confident about what they 
are seeing. There is no point for a would-
be scale expert to first become a computer 
engineer. At the same time, a major 
challenge for models like the ones produced 
by Noshir’s and Peter’s teams is that few of 
us have any real inkling how they work. 
Just what happens “under the hood” to all 
those jumbled-up data to make the graphs 
go up and down? What do non-specialists 
need to know about the inner workings of 
these models to be able to use the results 
in a sensible manner? How could a small 
organization working in the field, without 
any modeling experts to hand, tailor the 
models to address their own questions? 

In the worst-case scenario, any method, 
from any palette of evaluation tools, can 
give the appearance of certainty where no 
certainty exists. We have all learned to be 
wary when the phrase, “Statistics prove 
that...” is used as a triumphant final shot to 
shut down debate. 

The least worked-out of the dilemmas 
emerging during the La Jolla phase of 
this conversation was whether and how 
the models could be used without the 
computers. Because the computer-based 
models are a work in progress, because they 
are hard to comprehend, and because the 
people involved in this exchange are “can do” 
types, there was a tendency to explore other 
ways the content underlying the models 
could be put to immediate use. Would they 
serve as useful heuristics, a good framework 
for the trial-and-error of scaling impact, or 
checklists of priority factors? 

Hesitancy

The La Jolla convening was filled with 
natural early adopters. Nonetheless, there 
was a certain amount of healthy skepticism. 
Several people knew from bitter experience 
the time that can be wasted building and 
validating frameworks, models, and tools 
that add little in practice or, worse, become 

͞�ƌĞ�ǇŽƵ�Ă�ůĞĨƚͲĞĂƌ�ƐƵƌŐĞŽŶ�Žƌ�Ă�ƌŝŐŚƚͲĞĂƌ�ƐƵƌŐĞŽŶ͍͟�'ŝǀĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�
ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ŽůĚ�ũŽŬĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�ůŽŶŐĞƌ�ƐŽ�
ĨĂƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌƵƚŚ͕�ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƌŐĞŽŶ��ƚƵů�'ĂǁĂŶĚĞ͘

KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶĞ�ŚĂŶĚ͕�ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�
Ă�ŚĞůƉĨƵů�ǁĂǇ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͘�
KŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͕ �ŝƚ�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�
ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞƐ͕�ĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�
Ă�ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�
on the case knows something slightly 

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�
cascades of health data are so massive 

ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞŶ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚĞƌŝǌĞĚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�
ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ŬĞĞƉ�ƵƉ͘�

zĞƚ�ƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ũŽď�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�
ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞ�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�
ŝĨ�ĚŽŶĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ŽƌĚĞƌ͕ �ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�
ĞƌƌŽƌ͘ �'ĂǁĂŶĚĞ Ɛ͛�ďŽŽŬ͕ The Checklist 
Manifesto͕�ŝƐ�ůŝƚƚĞƌĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ͕�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�
ĂŝƌůŝŶĞ�ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚƌĞĂƚŝƐĞ�ŽŶ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŽ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͘�

'ĂǁĂŶĚĞ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ǁŝƚŚ�
Ă�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐŝĂŶƐ͛�ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ�ƚŽ�

ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ�Ă�ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�tŽƌůĚ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�
KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ƐƵƌŐĞƌǇ�ŝŶ�
ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͘�
�ƚ�ŽŶĞ�ůĞǀĞů͕�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂů�ĐĂƌĞ�
ŝŶ�^ŽƵƚŚ��ĨƌŝĐĂ�ďĞĂƌƐ�ŶŽ�ƌĞƐĞŵďůĂŶĐĞ�
ƚŽ�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞƐ�ŝŶ��ƐŝĂ͕��ƵƌŽƉĞ͕�Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�
�ŵĞƌŝĐĂƐ͘��Ƶƚ�Ă�ƐŵĂůů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƌŽƵƚŝŶĞ�
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ͕�ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐ�ǁŚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ͕�
ďĞůŝĞǀĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ͕�
ĐĂŶ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ƌŝƐŬƐ�ƚŽ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ͘�

dŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ�
ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�Ă�ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�
some of the factors associated with 

ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶĞƐƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ƌŝƐŬƐ�ƚŽ�
ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ�ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘

Photo: Polio vaccinators are trained in 
Kano, Nigeria. (BMGF / Prashant Panjiar, 
2010)

How far can we go with a checklist? 

Dream
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At the same time, this middle ground feels 
uncomfortable. As Al Bartlett said, “Because 
the real world relationships we are trying 
to understand aren’t always intuitive, you’d 
like to have the model. But the model isn’t 
ready. So we fall back on the terms and 
relationships in the model – even though 
they are not validated.”

Potential

I have spoken of hesitancy, of limitation, and 
of dilemmas. Yet for all the uncertainty and 
doubt, La Jolla gave a warm reception to the 
work under review. The models embrace 
complexity. They depend on mathematics 
to function but draw data from all available 
sources, including local users. Their subject 
is adaptation and the models themselves can 
be adapted to reflect expert opinion and to 
take into account new learning. They are 
context-specific in the sense that they could 
be reshaped for Asia, or India, or Bihar, 
or any one of the Bihar villages that might 
benefit from an innovation seeking impact 
on family health at scale.

The models helped everyone in La Jolla 
to think differently about their work. 
They provoked a strong conversation 
about achieving impact in the face of both 
organized and disorganized complexity. 
They helped to visualize systems and they 
provided a benchmark against which 
existing tools could be measured.

The real potential of any method lies 
in its utility, accuracy, and simplicity of 
application. Tom Henrich brought us back to 
the GPS satellite navigation analogy. When it 
was first introduced, it provided a map, but 
no useful directions. Then when GPS began 
to offer directions, it was unreliable. “When 
it gave you a street to drive down you had to 
check that you wouldn’t be going the wrong 
way down a one-way street. Gradually it has 
improved and you know it can be trusted. 
Which frees up your mind to do lots of other 
useful or interesting things. But if we had 
judged GPS on its first iteration, we would 
have abandoned it.”

In addition to what a non-sequential 
evaluation method might deliver is the 
consideration of how it will help users to 
learn. In this respect, the models brought 
to La Jolla were a resounding success. The 
space created for the mutual identification 
of the factors that prime system readiness 
was universally welcomed. Engagement 

/�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ŵŽƌĞ�ǁƌŽŶŐ͘�
,Ğ�ǁĂƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝƚƐ�
ǁĞĂŬŶĞƐƐĞƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞĚ�Ă�
ĐŽƵƉůĞ�ŽĨ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ�
ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂŶǇ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�
ŵĞƚŚŽĚ͘

&Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝƌƐƚ͕�ŚĞ�ŚĂƌŬĞĚ�ďĂĐŬ�ƚŽ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�
ŚŝƐ�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŽƌƐ�Ăƚ�ŐƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ�ƐĐŚŽŽů͕�ǁŚŽ�
ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁƌŝƚĞ�͞�K/<͟�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂƌŐŝŶƐ�ŽĨ�
EŽƐŚŝƌ Ɛ͛�ĞƐƐĂǇƐ͘��ŽƌƌĞĐƚ�KŶůǇ�/Ĩ�<ŶŽǁŶ͘�
DǇ�ĐŽͲĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ�ƐĐƌŝďďůĞĚ�ŝƚ�Ă�ĨĞǁ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�
in the margins of the draft of this 

ƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƐŝƌĞĚ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚ͘

dŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ǁĂƐ�ĂŶ�ĞůĞŐĂŶƚ�ŐƌĂƉŚ�ĚƌĂǁŶ�
ďǇ�ĂŶĂůǇƐƚƐ�Ăƚ�/d�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ�
'ĂƌƚŶĞƌ�/ŶĐ͕͘�ĐĂůůĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŚǇƉĞ�ĐǇĐůĞ͘͟ �/ƚ�
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ�Ă�ƚǇƉŝĐĂů�ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ�ŽĨ�ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ�
and dissemination for new technologies 

ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƉƚŽƉ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐŵĂƌƚƉŚŽŶĞ�ĂŶĚ͕�
ĚĂƌĞ�/�ƐĂǇ�ŝƚ͕�ŶŽŶͲƐĞƋƵĞŶƚŝĂů�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�
ƚŽŽůƐ͘

/ƚ�ƐƚĂƌƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ�ƚƌŝŐŐĞƌ͟�
ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŝƐ�ƵŶǀĞŝůĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝƚƐ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ͘�/ƚ�ƉĂƐƐĞƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƉĞĂŬ�
ŽĨ�ŝŶĨůĂƚĞĚ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͟�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�
ŝƐ�Ă�ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƵŶƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐ�

I 
ĐŽƵůĚ�ƐĞĞ�ŚŽǁ�EŽƐŚŝƌ��ŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ�ǁĂƐ�ŽŶĐĞ�Ă�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞƌ�ŽŶ�/ŶĚŝĂŶ�ƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ͘�
,Ğ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐ͕�ĞǆƵďĞƌĂŶƚ͕�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞƌ͕ �ƐŽ�ŵƵĐŚ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ǁĂƐ�ŚĂůĨ�
ĞǆƉĞĐƚŝŶŐ�Śŝŵ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ�ŚŝƐ�ŵŽĚĞů͘��

ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐŵ͕�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
͞ƚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŽĨ�ĚŝƐŝůůƵƐŝŽŶŵĞŶƚ͟�;/�ĐĂŶ�Ɛƚŝůů�
ŚĞĂƌ�EŽƐŚŝƌ�ƌŽůůŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƌ͟�ŝŶ�ƚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĨŽƌ�
ĂĚĚĞĚ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚͿ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĞƚ�
ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƵŶƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ůĞĂĚƐ�ƚŽ�Ă�
ůŽƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͘�

&ŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ͕ �ŵĂŶǇ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŚĞŶ�
Đůŝŵď�ƚŚĞ�͞ƐůŽƉĞ�ŽĨ�ĞŶůŝŐŚƚĞŶŵĞŶƚ͟�
ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�
ĐůĞĂƌ͕ �ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ƐĞƚƚůŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƉůĂƚĞĂƵ�
ŽĨ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͟�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŵĂƌŬĞƚ�
reach is established and the innovation 

ĞǀŽůǀĞƐ͘

dŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ�ďǇ�EŽƐŚŝƌ�ĂŶĚ�
WĞƚĞƌ�ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇ�ǁĞŶƚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�Ăůů�ĨŝǀĞ�
ƉŚĂƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŚǇƉĞ�ĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶ�>Ă�:ŽůůĂ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ĐĂŵĞ�ďĂĐŬ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ�
ƚƌŝŐŐĞƌ͕͟�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ůĞĨƚ͕�
ƵŶĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůǇ�ƉŽŝƐĞĚ͘

Image: The Hype Cycle is one pattern of 
how innovations go to scale. (Adapted 
from Gartner’s Hype Cycle Special 
Report for 2009, gartner.com)
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Source: Gartner (July 2009)

In October 2008, Gartner published a book on the Hype Cycle and the technology adoption
process, called "Mastering the Hype Cycle: How to Choose the Right Innovation at the Right Time"
(by Jackie Fenn and Mark Raskino, from Harvard Business Press). In developing the book, we
explored the nature of the vertical or Y-axis of the Hype Cycle in depth and determined that the
variable it depicts is most accurately described as "expectations," rather than the "visibility" label
we used when the graphic was first created. Based on this analysis, the Y-axis will be labeled
"expectations" in this year's Special Report and in future Hype Cycle reports (see "The New Hype
Cycle Y-Axis Measure: Expectations").

Gartner analysts position technologies along the Hype Cycle based on a consensus assessment of
hype and maturity. To represent the varying speeds, all technologies on the Hype Cycle are
assigned to a "years to mainstream adoption" category (for example, two to five years),
representing how long they will take to reach the Plateau of Productivity from their current position
on the Hype Cycle — that is, how far they are from the start of mainstream adoption.

Hype Cycles help technology planners to decide when to invest in that technology. A Hype Cycle is
a useful educational tool that:

Ŷ Establishes the expectation that most technologies will inevitably progress through the pattern
of overenthusiasm and disillusionment before proving their real value.

Gartner, Inc. | G00169747 Page 3 of 10
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with the models demanded that participants 
worked through definitions, figuring out 
whether two terms meant the same or 
different things. It demanded disaggregation 
and re-aggregation of factors. It required 
that everyone expressed a view on the 
relationship between variables, whether A 
was related to B, whether that relationship 
was linear or non-linear, whether there were 
feedback loops, and more.

To my way of thinking this is a common 
language issue. How do we bring people 
together and get them to talk about things 
they might otherwise avoid? How do we 
replace what George Soros calls “momentary 
transactions” with sustained relationships 
among a diverse group of experts producing 
new forms of knowledge? How do we ensure 
that this talk leads to effective methods for 
scaling and evaluating impact? In short, how 
do we develop conversations such as this 
into a new form of scientific inquiry?

There was strong support in La Jolla for 
building a learning community around 
those participating in this conversation. 
There is strong momentum behind some of 
the emerging networks. But there is a need 
to further diversify the participants and to 
encourage competing and complementary 
networks, particularly if they can be rooted 
in Asian, African, or Meso-American 
contexts. Much of this potential is described 
in general terms, but I heard in La Jolla five 
clear proposals for practical application:

To use the models to better understand 
the strengths and weaknesses of the 
many hundreds of initiatives sponsored 
by the US government in the preceding 
decades; 

To use the models to help policy 
makers in India to better appreciate 
and embrace the complexities of their 
aspirations; 

To use the models to reflect again on 
the nascent investments being made 
as part of the Salud Mesoamérica 2015 
project; 

To establish new knowledge networks in 
Bihar, India, replicating there the space 
for experiment that has underpinned 
this synthesis; and

To continue this exploration with 
another convening in India in 2012.

Conclusion

La Jolla was not conclusive, even for this 
particular thread of the larger conversation. 
It left many questions unanswered. We will 
return to some when we reconvene in India, 
and possibly in the discussions that take 
place along the way. Thinking about what 
might be done to advance the inquiry helps 
me to summarize the potential of La Jolla.

The READI framework helps to think about 
the influences on system readiness for 
scaling impact. The computer models help to 
make sense of the disorganized complexity 
that occurs when many factors collide, 
nullify, and multiply. They also exemplify 
some of the challenges that are associated 
with developing non-sequential evaluation 
tools.

As busy as the READI framework is, there 
are still missing sections. There is no 
mention of money. The macro-political 
environment is relatively neglected. There 
is a need to better describe the workings of 
informal as well as formal systems. Above 
all, there is a need for greater conceptual 
clarity about what is meant by “system 
readiness.”

In La Jolla we brought methods to users. 
At the next convening we might ask users 
what they would want non-sequential 
evaluation methods to do, and how these 
methods would need to be packaged to be 
most useful. In other words, if we started 
with the questions that most trouble scale 
experts, and think about how they should 
be answered, would we arrive at a product 
that is similar or dissimilar to that pressure-
tested in La Jolla?

The packaging part of this continuing 
conversation is important. With all the 
technology now available to us, there is a 
natural tendency to fight complexity with 
complex methods – and this is frequently 
a successful strategy. But there may also be 
scope for battling complexity with simplicity, 
to use a method as plain as structured 
conversation, convening, or the sharing of 
stories. 

Dream

A
n electric sign reminding 

ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƐƉĞĞĚ�ǁŝůů�
ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƐůŽǁ�ƚŚĞŵ�ĚŽǁŶ͘

dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝŵƉůĞƐƚ�
ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ŝƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�Ă�ƵƐĞĨƵů�Ăƌƚ͘�
Feedback loops are even more 

ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů͘�dŚĞƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǀŝƌƚƵŽƵƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǀŝĐŝŽƵƐ�ĐǇĐůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ŽŶĐĞ�
ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ͕�ĐĂŶ�ůĞĂĚ�ƚŽ�ƌƵŶĂǁĂǇ�
ƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ĨŽƌ�ŐŽŽĚ�Žƌ�ŝůů͘���ƌŝƐĞ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚ Ɛ͛�ƚĞŵƉĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ĐĂƵƐŝŶŐ�
it to react in ways that make it 

ŚŽƚƚĞƌ�Ɛƚŝůů͘�tŚĞŶ�ƐŚĂƌĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ�
ŚĞĂƌ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĨĂůů�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽĐŬ�ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͕�
ƚŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶ�ĨŝŶĚ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�ƌƵƐŚŝŶŐ�
ƚŽ�ƐĞůů͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĚƌŝǀĞƐ�ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉƌŝĐĞ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ͘

dŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉƐ�
relies on the idea of a self-

ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƐĞĞŬƐ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͘�dŚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�
ďŽĚǇ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͘��ŝĞƚŝŶŐ�
to lose weight works less well the 

fifth time we try it than the first 

Žƌ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƚŝŵĞ͘�tŚĞŶ�ǁĞ�ƐƚĂƌǀĞ�
ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ͕�ŽƵƌ�ŵĞƚĂďŽůŝĐ�ƌĂƚĞ�
ƐůŽǁƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽĚǇ�
ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͕�Ă�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ĨŝǆĞĚ�ŝĨ�ǁĞ�ƌĞƉĞĂƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƚŝŵĞƐ�ŽǀĞƌ͕ �
ůĞƐƐĞŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĞƚ͘

WƵďůŝĐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ͘�^ŝŵƉůĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�
ŽĨ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ǁŝůů�ĂůƚĞƌ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͘�^ĞŶƐŝŶŐ�Ă�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�
ŝŶ�ĞƋƵŝůŝďƌŝƵŵ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�
ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕�
the system will react and seek 

ďĂůĂŶĐĞ͕�ƵŶƚŝů�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽƌŵ͘��ĂĐŚ�
ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŝǀĞ�ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ�ƚŽ�ĂůƚĞƌ�ƐƚĂƐŝƐ�
ĐĂŶ�ůĞƐƐĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�
ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ͘

dŚĞ�ǁŽƌĚƐ�͞ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉ͟�ĂƌĞ�
ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶĐǇ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ƐŽ�ŵƵĐŚ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ǁĞ�ŵĂǇ�ŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͕�
Žƌ�ĨŽƌŐĞƚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌǇ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ƚŚĞŵ�
Žƌ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�
ƐĐĂůĞ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ͘

&ĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉƐ
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zĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ Ɛ͛�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ƚŽĚĂǇ Ɛ͛�ĐůĂƌŝƚǇ͘�tŚĂƚ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�
ďĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ�ƚŽĚĂǇ�ǁĂƐ�ĂůŵŽƐƚ�
ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ�ĚŝƐŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƚ͘

tŝƚŚ�ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵƉƵƚŝŶŐ�ƉŽǁĞƌ͕ �ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽǁ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�
ƚŽ�ůŽŽŬ�Ăƚ�ďŽƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�
ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂ͘�

�ĂƌǁŝŶ Ɛ͛�ƚƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͕�Ă�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ĚŝĂŐƌĂŵŵĂƚŝĐ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ŽƌŝŐŝŶ�ŽĨ�ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ŚŽǁ�ŐĞŶĞƚŝĐ�ǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŝŵĞ�
ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͕�ŝƐ�Ă�ŵĂƐƚĞƌĐůĂƐƐ�ŝŶ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌŝŶŐ�
ǁŚĂƚ�ŚĂĚ�ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇ�ďĞĞŶ�ǀŝĞǁĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĞŶƚƌŽƉŝĐ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨĞǁ�
ƚĂƐŬƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ�ĐĂŵĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�
ŝŶŚĂďŝƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƐƵĐŚ�Ă�ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐ͕�ďƵƚ��ĂƌǁŝŶ�ŶĂŝůƐ�
ŝƚ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�ĚŝĂŐƌĂŵ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƐŽŵĞ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ͘�/Ŷ�ũƵƐƚ�Ă�ĨĞǁ�ƐŬĞƚĐŚǇ�
ůŝŶĞƐ͕�ŝƚ�ĐĂƉƚƵƌĞƐ�Ă�ŚƵŐĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͘

Darwin had no access to the ability of modern science to 

ĐŚĂƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚǇƉĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďĂĐƚĞƌŝĂ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƵƉ�ŚƵŐĞ�ĐŚƵŶŬƐ�ŽĨ�
ĞǀĞƌǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ͘�,Ğ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�ĚŝƐŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ�
ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ͕ �ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ďƵƚ�ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŽŽ�ŵĂŶǇ�ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ�ƚŽ�
ďĞ�ŬŶŽǁĂďůĞ͘��Ƶƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ�ŽĨ�ďĂĐƚĞƌŝĂ�ĂƌĞ�ŽǀĞƌůĂŝĚ�ŽŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͕�ǁĞ�ƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇ�ďĞŐŝŶ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ƐŽŵĞ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ĐĂƵƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŐĞŶĞƚŝĐ�ǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ďƵƚ�ĂůƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌͲ
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇ�ĚŝƐƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͘�

DŝĐƌŽƐŽĨƚ��ŝŶŐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞƌ�DĂŶƵĞů�>ŝŵĂ�ŚĂƐ�ƚĞƌŵĞĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŶĞǁ�
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞ǁĞď�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͕͟ �ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
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Images: Top: Darwin’s “tree of life.” Bottom: the “web of life,” 
showing similar types of bacteria present in different species.  
(Kunin, V. et al. 2005. “The net of life: reconstructing the microbial 
phylogenetic network.” Genome Research 15(7): 954-9.)
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¿Hablas sistemas? I find it a little like my 
Spanish: I have moments of fluency when I 
both speak and think systems. But too often, 
because I am not a native speaker, this clarity 
is followed by moments where I am lost.

Native speakers of scale understand 
the personalities of systems of health 
organizations, delivery organizations, and 
the formal and informal components of 
government. They anticipate how these 
systems will adapt to stimuli, the extent 
to which their equilibrium can safely be 
disturbed, and the point at which a new 
equipoise will incorporate the innovation.

System speakers assess readiness like a 
clinician takes the blood pressure of a 
recovering patient, seeking a reading that 
falls below 120/80 but cognizant that there is 
no perfect number or figure, just a range that 
indicates a general state of health. 

The people who speak this language value 
systems for their strengths – to systematize, 
to provide the infrastructure that will 
underpin the routine delivery of innovations 
in global family health, and to make impact 
an unquestioned part of day-to-day practice. 
They work to systematize pull, to get 
governments, health systems, and NGOs 
demanding what the user needs and wants.

There is not one language of system; there 
are several. The nouns, verbs and adjectives 
required to evaluate, package, and market a 
breakthrough in global health are different 
from those used to ensure long-term 

funding, get the professionals onside, or 
ensure that the right amount of product 
is in the right place at the right time. So 
systems speakers do a lot of translating, not 
only, say, interpreting for a health NGO 
the aspirations of an international donor, 
but also helping the catalyst to understand 
local constraints and solutions. They do 
more than translate words; they relay vital 
information about culture and context.

What they do is like what I hope to do 
when I broker the contributions to this 
conversation. They are using knowledge not 
as a product but as a practice, and their idea 
of knowledge is not restricted to scientific 
method; it extends to shared learning from 
the experience of trying to scale impact, with 
varying degrees of success, in different parts 
of the world.

Aptus͕�ƚŚĞ�Ĩŝƚ
My role as knowledge broker has been made 
simple by the quality of the conversation. 
But important points of connection between 
potentially competing ideas have emerged 
from Seattle and La Jolla and will certainly 
underpin future exchanges.

The concept of “fit” is emerging as 
fundamental to scaling impact. In 
Seattle, the focus was on the link between 
innovation and user. In La Jolla, the focus 
shifted to the fit between the innovation and 
the systems in which the innovation will live. 
I have paraphrased the discussion by talking 
about the fit between the catalytic system 

(around the innovation) and the delivery 
system (around the user) – a shorthand for 
relationships among the many systems on 
which impact at scale depends.

In this part of the conversation, the join 
between scale experts’ and scientists’ 
mental maps has been explored, as well as 
those parts of complexity, organized and 
disorganized, that hinder that mapping. 
The result has been to propose a continuum 
between the traditional methods of science 
that are appropriate for sequential evaluation 
of a relatively ordered world, and the new 
palette of tools required to better understand 
the non-linear, dynamic, entropic domains. 
The call in Seattle for new methods should 
not be read as abandoning established 
approaches, nor as any loss of rigor.

As these discussions get physically closer 
to the places in which maternal and child 
health is most compromised, we will start to 
talk about the fit between the “global pull” 
and “local pull” for scaling impact. Already, 
there are the first signs that this conversation 
is itself devolving and re-generating in local 
knowledge networks in Asia, Africa, and 
Meso-America. The ideas that emerge in 
these contexts will challenge and test some 
things we are beginning to take for granted, 
leading to new innovations and solutions.

Tension

Adaptive tension – fuel for the fire of getting 
systems ready for scaling impact – will help 
to advance the Seattle-La Jolla conversation. 
La Jolla’s “ghost,” Trish Greenhalgh, cut to 

Continue
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the heart of two would-be orthodoxies when 
I shared with her the thinking from Seattle 
and La Jolla. “Context is king?” she asked, 
with more than a quizzical eye. “What is 
being lumped together under the banner 
of ‘context’? There has hardly been,” she 
continued, “any conversation so far about 
culture and community engagement, and 
there is far too little on the political economy 
dimension. After all, these major donors 
are doing a lot with money and influence.” 
Unpacking context (and its regal qualities) 
might be a priority for future discussions.

Greenhalgh also made me reflect on the 
shape of diffusion of innovations. In Seattle, 
there were frequent references to Everett 
Rogers’ “S-curve,” the pattern of diffusion 
that looks like a smoothly rising escalator. 
But Greenhalgh asked me about the pattern 
of adoption called “Moore’s chasm” – similar 
to Rogers’ S-curve, but with a gap between 
the early adopters and the majority. She went 
on to talk about the “Van de Ven model,” 
which is messy, non-linear, and incorporates 
shocks and setbacks: this seems to fit well 
with what I heard the experts say in La Jolla. 
Or maybe we need to look again at the “hype 
cycle” (page 31), where the sustainable 
level of expectation is eventually lower 
than the level in the early, heady rush of 
excitement?

And then it struck me. When we looked at 
the curves in the graphs produced by the 
La Jolla models, I didn’t see any of these 
patterns.

As was suggested in the previous section, 
there is much ground still to cover in this 
conversation. Greenhalgh has helpfully 
indicated two of many areas where healthy 
tensions will exist among the ideas of those 
contributing. These tensions will be vital 
source material for discovering solutions to 
the problems that hinder impact at scale. 

Action

Joe McCannon helpfully proposed that we 
try to use La Jolla to develop hypotheses 
that we could collectively test once we got 
back to our day jobs. For the most part, the 
objectives for the La Jolla convening were 
met, but on this count we failed. La Jolla will 
serve as a stepping stone to a longer, deeper 
examination of the issues in India.

That said, several participants left having 
made clear commitments to develop the 

emerging ideas, to test the models against 
real-world examples of scale success 
and failure, and to re-examine proposed 
investment strategies in the light of the 
discussions. Noshir Contractor and Peter 
Hovmand both went away with data to 
improve their models, and the Kaiser team 
has a lot of currency to further improve their 
excellent summary of the existing scientific 
literature. Several hares are running.

In a separate publication, How to Achieve 
Lasting Impact at Scale, updated after each of 
the convenings, I will use the same concepts 
that underpin this synthesis to summarize 
the primary lessons for those involved in 
large efforts to improve human development.

At a more practical level still, I hope that 
beneath the broader connections sought by 
this synthesis, the reader can pull out some 
immediately helpful lessons about system 
readiness. Simple injections of innovation 
into large-scale systems are doomed to fail. 
Not taking account of power dynamics will 
handicap any initiative. True partnerships 
involve competition and strain as well as 
collaboration and synergy. Use people 
who speak systems and make the most of 
insider-outsiders at every level and every 
stage of the effort. Bundles of innovations 
may be more efficient to scale than a series 
of single innovations, given the amount of 
attention required from major donors and 
governments to make any given program 
a success. Demand and supply are equally 
necessary. Never forget that a system has 
history, and never imagine that the job is 
done. 

If the view from La Jolla is “top-down,” 
what happens when we look from the 
ground up? I was struck in La Jolla by 
the natural learning laboratories that are 
emerging in Bihar and Meso-America, or in 
the continued development of established 
programs like Saving Newborn Lives. 
These are the places that can accept Joe 
McCannon’s invitation to collectively test 
jointly developed hypotheses.

I have said that knowledge is a practice, not 
a product; something we do, not something 
we consume. So how can we push the “doing 
of knowledge” into new arenas that would 
help scale impact? In La Jolla, there was a 
clear desire in the room for a continued 
and evolving learning community – one 
that will be open to newcomers who can 
make a contribution. Perhaps this learning 

community, and others like it, could become 
places where the brokered knowledge applies 
not only to leveraging solutions (as we might 
call our current task), but also to managing 
implementation and becoming accountable  
for scaling impact in practice.

It is the emerging learning community, 
commenting on this synthesis as it is written, 
that also encourages me to reflect that we 
have been considering the innovation first, 
and the system second. What if we were to 
start with the system, and then think about 
what innovations it could sustain? To what 
fruitful enquiries would that lead us?

India and beyond

Where will this conversation go next? It is 
planned to reconvene in India late in 2012. 
But now that several hares have been set 
free, it is not possible to know where they 
will run.

The basic structure of the conversation is 
becoming clear. There is the fit between 
innovation and user, to which most of the 
Seattle meeting was devoted. There is the 
interaction between innovation and the 
systems that will nurture that innovation, 
the focus in La Jolla. And there are the 
tasks of putting the “L” back into the MLE 
of monitoring, learning and evaluation, 
and of finding scientific and non-scientific 
knowledge most appropriate for the 
choppy waters that impact-at-scale boats 
must navigate. I sense, as indicated above, 
that a healthy tension between the global 
conversations that have so far characterized 
this work and the more local discussions 
that it will sponsor could produce another 
productive seam to mine.

Between La Jolla and India there will be 
new knowledge. The mental mapping of 
the experts will evolve, as will the priorities 
of catalysts for change. But the potential 
to orchestrate new connections between 
emerging ideas will remain. The single 
most successful element of the La Jolla 
convening, engineered by Peter Hovmand 
and Noshir Contractor, was the way in 
which the computer models demanded that 
participants draw from their pool of shared 
knowledge to define and prioritize the 
strongest influences on system readiness for 
impact at scale. It is in this type of detailed, 
focused interaction among diverse groups 
of experts that the opportunities to leverage 
new solutions are greatest. 
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