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Abstract: Evaluation is increasingly called upon to act in support of the
management and accountability process, regardless of the field
of activity. Often conducted in a complex and changing environ-
ment, it must make allowances for different interests and chal-
lenges that might occur at a number of levels. In this context, the
analytical framework developed by the author may prove to be
an interesting tool to organize planning of the evaluation proc-
ess and for the interpretation of related results. In addition to a
description of the five dimensions of this framework, a number
of examples of use will be presented. A critical analysis of the
strengths and weaknesses of the analysis framework, along with
its principal contributions to the evaluation processes where it
is in use, will be conducted based on comments issued to date by
some of its users.

Résumé : L’évaluation est de plus en plus appelée a agir en support au
processus de gestion et de reddition de comptes, et ce, peu importe
le domaine d’activités. Souvent réalisée dans un environnement
complexe et dynamique, elle doit par ailleurs tenir compte d’in-
téréts et d’enjeux différents s’actualisant a des paliers divers.
Dans ce contexte, le cadre d’analyse développé par Gervais peut
s’avérer un outil utile pour structurer a la fois la planification
de la démarche d’évaluation et I'interprétation des résultats y
afférant. Outre la description des cinq dimensions de ce cadre,
plusieurs exemples d’utilisation seront présentés. Une analyse
critique des forces et limites du cadre d’analyse ainsi que ses
principales contributions aux processus évaluatifs dans lesquels il
a été utilisé sera finalement réalisée a la lueur des commentaires
émis a ce jour par certains de ses utilisateurs.
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INTRODUCTION

I [n Canada, government policies proposed since 2001 in
the area of evaluation of the quality of services available to the public
have determined the principles and specifications that regulate devel-
opment of the evaluation of policies, programs, and initiatives. It is
clear that the evaluation process requires updating in a complex and
changing environment where a number of stakeholders interact. In
this context, the analysis framework brought forth by Gervais (win-
ner of the CES Best Student Dissertation in Evaluation in Canada”
by the Canadian Evaluation Society in 1996) can prove to be a useful
tool in structuring such an evaluation. In fact, it reflects an attempt
to represent the complex interaction that exists between a program,
its environment, and the actors involved. It is expressed through five
dimensions of a program: (a) structural, (b) operational, (c) strategic,
(d) systemic, and (e) specific dimensions.

Here, then, are the objectives of this article. The theoretical back-
ground of the framework will be presented first. Its main characteris-
tics will then be underscored, followed by a description of its principal
components. Futhermore, the adaptation potential of this framework
will be explored regarding its use in the context of several evaluation
projects in the health field. Subsequently a critical analysis will be
put forward in terms of the strengths and weaknesses of the frame-
work. Finally, the main contributions it has offered to the evaluative
processes in which it was used will be outlined.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE FRAMEWORK

Several contextual elements created an environment conducive to
the development of such a framework. In fact, in Canada as of 1995,
the groups offering services to clients were subjected to a range of
political, economic, and social pressures forcing them to review the
organization of services and programs available to the public. Pro-
cedures were questioned, bringing about a higher effectiveness and
efficiency in the management of services offered. The need to better
develop the process of accountability was also made clear. Hence, re-
course to evaluation was made more prominent as a diagnostic means
used to target which strategic changes were needed and then guide
their implementation. The need to develop new frames to structure
the evaluation process was therefore considerably amplified.

This specific context clearly set the parameters of the doctoral stud-
ies that allowed the development of the framework (Gervais, 1998a,
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1998b; Gervais, Plante, & Jeanrie, 1999). These aimed to identify
the main points of reference used by different stakeholders in order
to evaluate the effectiveness of programs in the health field. This
analysis had to be based on a frame of reference. Because the review
of existing literature revealed no suitable frame of reference for the
task at hand, this framework was developed based on different theo-
retical perspectives.

Interestingly, this framework has been developed and was first used
to answer evaluation questions in a limited training context. It was
only later that the potential of this analysis framework was real-
ized and it could be tested under different evaluation situations.
Furthermore, after being initially developed and used until now
predominantly in the health field, this framework is now used in a
number of different fields, including education, management, and
international cooperation.

Thus, many integrative steps were involved in the development proc-
ess of the framework. An analysis of past experiences in evaluation
stemming from different disciplines (education, economics, health,
management, social science and sociology) was first carried out.
Subsequently, an analysis of traditional approaches in evaluation
was performed (result-based, systemic, functional, and sociopolitical
approaches) Simply stated, these two steps led to the identification of
targeted investment in certain components of a program or organiza-
tion and a lack of consideration for other components, depending on
the evaluation target. Finally the different domains of activity of a
program were taken into consideration. Hence the main components of
the framework emerged by themselves. For additional information on
this topic, Gervais (1998a) presents in more detail the theoretical and
historical anchorages that led to the development of this framework.

As mentioned above, the framework was recognized by the Canadian
Evaluation Society in 1996. This was followed by publication in the
Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation (Gervais, 1998a) and by
some presentations around the world (Africa, Australia, Canada,
Europe, New Zealand, and the United States), revealing growing
support for this framework.

DESCRIPTION OF THE FRAMEWORK

Figure 1 points out the main components of the framework. It contains
five distinct dimensions: structural, operational, strategic, systemic,
and specific, described in greater detail later on.
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In addition, two other concepts—the needs and the constraints—in-
fluence a program. The needs justify and orient the development of
a program. These needs, which may emerge from a needs analysis
and are matched with opportunities available within the systemic
dimension, help to identify a program as being the best possible
solution and course of action based on particular circumstances. It
is also important to note that the results and impacts generated by
a program over time and the changes that may have occurred in a
program’s environment produce data on a program’s current quality
of response to the clientele’s needs initially identified, and therefore
shed some light on a program’s relevance over time. The framework
also helps determine which adjustments are required to ensure suf-
ficient consistency between needs and the program available. It is
therefore helpful in documenting and providing information on a
program’s life cycle.

Constraints are defined as unavoidable tensions, specific to each pro-
gram, that hinder the achievement of its goals. In Figure 1, the notion
of constraints is presented as a distinct component of a program, to
underscore the importance of considering any component that might
interfere with a program’s development and the achievement of
these objectives. The notion of constraints applies to each structural,
operational, strategic, and systemic dimension of the framework. It
therefore becomes fundamental because it leads to a better under-

Figure 1
Main Components of the Framework
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standing of how a “theoretical” program stands up to a reality test,
how it adapts and changes to the constraints present, and what kind
of effects it has on a program’s objectives. Consequently, it is more
realistic to speak in terms of optimizing program objectives rather
than of maximizing them.

It should be stated that this framework reflects an effort to modelize
the complex interaction that exists between a program, its environ-
ment, and the individuals involved. It reflects the ability of a program
to successfully integrate its components (structure, processes, and
activities), to accommodate the social and environmental characteris-
tics that make it unique, and to coherently commit itself to achieving
its objectives. Moreover, it aims to be holistic in that it considers the
functional, systemic, and human aspects brought forth by traditional
evaluation approaches.

As has been indicated, we are dealing with five dimensions that are
distinct and complementary working assumptions. These dimensions
are interdependent and operate in synergy. In addition, their regula-
tion exists in a particular spatial and temporal context brought about
by the socio-political interaction at play.

This framework is also seen as being dynamic and circular with
many feedback loops at work, which allows for updating information
related to a program. The framework is also sufficiently flexible to
allow latitude with respect to the uniqueness of a program and to its
inherent possibilities for change. It can then be adapted to the needs,
challenges, and characteristics of the evaluation situation. Although
one can consider all five dimensions in one evaluation procedure, each
dimension can also be a potential evaluation target in and of itself.
Therefore the object under evaluation can be strategically segmented
and examined from five different angles.

It is now important to examine the distinctive characteristics of the
five dimensions of the framework and to present, for each, the com-
ponents of a program that are to be prioritized and determine which
activities and tasks are related.

Structural Dimension

The structural dimension of the framework is defined as containing
the resources of a program—Dbe they physical, material, financial, in-
formational, or human—and its structure. This pertains specifically to
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¢ the organizational chart (relationship between individuals,
groups, and units)

e the division and organization of the tasks and work proce-

dures

responsibility sharing

job descriptions

coordination procedures

control procedures

the communication network

the information network

personnel development

admissibility criteria for clientele

the nature of service and intervention programming.

The structural dimension of the framework therefore includes the ele-
ments necessary to implement procedures and the program. Program
inputs will be updated, particularly in the operational dimension,
once a program is implemented and throughout its regular operation.

A number of issues have been identified from the literature and
experiments conducted through use of this framework in the evalu-
ation field. These issues include recognized measurement targets
and indicators, specific concerns identified by the evaluator or the
evaluation user, and risk-prone areas that require immediate atten-
tion because they may have a decisive effect on a program’s operation
and performance. The main structural issues that have emerged are
presented in Table 1.

Operational Dimension

The operational dimension is defined as that which integrates the
processes and activities of a program and the behaviours of its mem-
bers. This area includes the program’s work environment and inter-
nal dynamics required to create and deliver services. Related to this
dimension are activities regarding

professional practices

logistics of the activities

coordination

communication

work atmosphere

delivery of services

motivation and performance of the members
commitment of the members regarding a program.
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Table 1
Evaluation Issues

Dimensions  Evaluation issues

Structural Quantity of existing resources
Quality of resources including competence of personnel
Adequacy of resources in terms of the personnel’s training and specialization
Acceptability of resources (or their degree of acceptance)
Clarity and complementary nature of roles and responsibilities of different actors related to a program
Flexibility of the structure of a program (to face the problem of lack of personnel during vacation time, for
example)
Sufficient information structure, be it communication channels or the information systems

Operational ~ Fairness of the methods, activities, and processes of a program
Flexibility and quality of the methods, activities, and processes of a program
Feasibility of intervention
Conformity to existing norms and standards
Promptness of a program to deliver its services
Ease of a program, that is, the fluidity of its processes and mechanisms of regulation
Adequate use of program resources
Stability of the personnel
Empowerment of the personnel, favouring creativity and a constructive approach
Productivity of the personnel
Satisfaction of the personnel

Strategic Stability and growth of a program
Link between politics, policies, and practices
Affordability
Quality of management
Decisions consistent with actions
Management's formal and apparent engagement
Effective and efficient resources management
Protection of a program’s resources
Optimizing resources, means, and methods to attain objectives
Conformity to laws and rules established
Risk management
Change management
Knowledge management

Systemic Program’s ability to build up resources
Availability of resources and services
Accessibility of resources and services
Complementary nature of services and the sharing the offering of services
Partnership with other programs of the organization or with other organizations
Satisfaction with partnership and exchanges
Observance of each party’s role and responsibilities
Clientele’s pathway within the services corridors
Collaboration between organizations to ensure coordination and transfer of information and of the client

Specific Degree to which objectives were attained
Quality and quantity of products or services generated
Durability of the product, of the degree of retention of knowledge and results in the clientele
Satisfaction expressed by the clientele
Notion of cost-effectiveness
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Many operational issues were found in the literature or have emerged
from the evaluation process that used this framework. These are
listed in Table 1.

Strategic Dimension

The strategic dimension of the framework encompasses the program’s
policies and management practices. The concept of regulation is
particularly present within this dimension. It contains the following
key elements:

management of a program and its constraints
mediation between the organizational authorities
strategic planning

time management perspective

decision-making process

supervision

leadership

creation of a work environment favourable to performance
accountability

evaluation, monitoring, and benchmarking
ethics.

The strategic dimension is in fact connected to a program’s identity.
It reflects a program’s ability to seek out reality, solve problems, and
learn from experience. The literature and grounded experiences with
the framework help to identify some issues often associated with the
strategic dimension. Table 1 includes these strategic issues.

Systemic Dimension

The fourth dimension of the framework is the systemic one. It con-
tains the activities of a program linked to its external environment.
These activities ensure the legitimacy and the openness of a program
to its external environment. The focus of the systemic dimension is
therefore how a program interacts with and adapts to its environ-
ment, while specifying its limits with the external environment. Here
we speak of its

legitimacy

role and position in relation to the resources in the region
competitiveness

openness to the exterior

liaison with other programs and organizations, and with
community
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¢ reading of issues and external influence
e adaptation capability to exterior change.

Again, Table 1 mentions the systemic issues often put into question.
Furthermore, experience has shown to date that the systemic dimen-
sion of the framework can itself be subdivided and analyzed from
different angles. It may therefore be more a question of exploring the
political, economic, legal, social, and other aspects that characterize
the external environment of a program, depending on the situation
under which the evaluation is conducted. It may also be a matter of
examining this external environment from a more or less broad per-
spective by adopting either a local, regional, or national approach. The
systemic dimension therefore proves itself to be very complex and a
potential trouble spot that must be treated with particular attention.

Specific Dimension

The fifth dimension of the framework is the specific dimension, which
focuses on a program’s short-, medium-, and long-term effects. It
includes the activities of a program oriented toward reaching results
with regard to the program’s objectives. The dimension also includes
the impacts generated by a program, whether direct or indirect, in-
tentional or unintentional, desirable or undesirable. These impacts
may be as a result or independent of the explicit objectives of a pro-
gram and may be discernable in the clientele or in its environment.
The concept of impact may have a longer timeframe than that of the
expected results. The specific dimension is therefore best conceptual-
ized by the following:

optimization of the objectives of a program
satisfaction of expectations

production of services

change for the clientele

foreseen and unexpected effects.

From the literature and experiments reviewed, several specific issues
were isolated (see Table 1).

FROM A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ... TO A PRACTICAL TOOL

This framework did not remain theoretical, but has been tested and
used since 1996 in different evaluation contexts. It is interesting to
note that it endured the test of time, not having been modified since
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and still being used in its original form. This framework has been used
up until now by a large variety of individuals. Some were naturally
evaluators, either internal or external, but it has also been used by
program and policy developers, researchers, funders, decision mak-
ers, clinicians, and program users. Thus, this framework has been
used similarly by individuals from the political, administrative, op-
erational, clinical, scientific, and academic realms.

Moreover, it has been used in a large variety of evaluation experi-
ences in different fields and for different purposes. From these, the
following purposes have been extracted:

Conceptualize and develop a program,;

Assess a program’s theoretical soundness;

Evaluate a program’s implementation, processes, or results;
Describe and critically appraise a program;

Determine whether program objectives were achieved,;
Give direction for program improvement by providing bal-
anced information on the strengths and weaknesses of the
program;

Sustain evaluability assessment;

Provide management with information so that it may make
decisions and take action more effectively.

When we speak of the methodology used with this framework so far,
we refer to all relevant sources and methods allowing a response
to an evaluation question. The framework can lend itself to any
methodological strategy used in the world of evaluation —interviews,
questionnaires, surveys, checklists, performance measures, inputs,
processes and outputs databases, group techniques, staff progress
reports, site visits by experts, key informants, and case studies.

Furthermore, since it allows the exploration of many targets of evalu-
ation by the potential to use more than one dimension of the frame,
this framework more often than not promotes the use of a mixed
methodology. Because of this, we speak of the promotion of a com-
plementary use of qualitative and quantitative methods. In addition,
since it calls on different stakeholders, this framework can necessitate
the triangulation of findings from different sources.

To date, this framework has also been used on different scales, for
the evaluation of projects, services, programs, organizations, and
networks of services. It is simply a question of adjusting the scale
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and the scope of application of the scale as well as the level of in-
terpretation of the results since the same process of conception and
implementation applies.

Interestingly, this framework has been used several times in com-
bination with other conceptual models. What justifies this decision?
Recourse to more than one conceptual framework has allowed several
projects to (a) deepen the analysis of a certain dimension, (b) widen
the extent of the analysis, (c) get a global view of a specific issue, and
(d) take in account the interests of different stakeholders.

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS IN EVALUATION

A few applications of the framework in the field of evaluation in Can-
ada, used alone or in conjunction with other conceptual frameworks,
will now be presented. For each application presented, the evaluation
questions, the methodology used, the general results, and an example
of the product of the evaluation process will be underlined.

Application ... to a Program

The first application discussed concerns the evaluation of a wheel-
chair recycling program associated with the healthcare field (Vincent,
Routhier, & Guérette, 2003). This evaluation took place in a scarcely
documented and organized field and aimed to identify more struc-
tured guidelines. The goal was to better understand a situation that
had not been looked at to date and to establish the strategic action
to implement in order to better serve this rehabilitation clientele.
The evaluation questions were (a) How effective is the program in
its different sectors of activity? (b) What sectors of the program are
performing best and poorest? (¢) How can the program be improved?
(d) What are the program’s most unresolved issues?

A participative and mainly qualitative approach was used in this
context. Fifteen health professionals and 20 wheelchair users were
asked to complete questionnaires in order to obtain their perceptions
as well as their level of satisfaction with respect to the different
dimensions of the program. This evaluation led to a reorganization
of the program, an adjustment of practices, and the implementation
of an operation management system. Finally, the results obtained
acted as leverage in the development of a public health policy on the
recycling of assistive devices.
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Figure 2 presents the different evaluation targets by dimension, which
oriented the development of questionnaires.

Figure 2
Evaluation Targets by Dimension
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Application ... to an Organization

A

In the second application, the framework was applied at the level of
an organization—the evaluation of a community resource associated
with the Quebec health network and intended to offer a work alterna-
tive and social integration opportunities to a multi-handicapped adult
population (Gervais, 2000a; Gervais, Filion, Lamontagne, & Lavoie,
2001). Here, the evaluation questions were (a) Did the community
resource meet the clients’ needs? (b) How do various stakeholders
value the community resource? (c) Is the community resource worthy
of continuation and dissemination? (d) How can the community re-
source be improved? (e) Which of the community resource’s features
are essential for successful replication?

A mixed methodology was used to address these evaluation questions.
Questionnaires and interviews developed especially for the study
enabled the evaluators to measure the processes and the results.
Some 60 users of the community resource, family members, and ex-
users of the resource, as well as 18 employees and network actors
participated in the study.

The evaluation allowed for identification of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the community resource, the implementation of improve-
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ment strategies, the reorganization of the community resource, and
the adjustment of certain practices. Finally, the evaluation acted
as important leverage in order to obtain financing. Figure 3 shows
the weaknesses or areas in need of improvement of the organization
identified by the evaluation. These received particular attention and
generated the many readjustments that ensured the durability of this
community resource.

Application ... to a Network of Services

The third application took place at the level of a network of serv-
ices. The project set out to assess the implementation of a model of
services in psychosocial rehabilitation in a remote and vast region of
northern Quebec presenting a low population density and counting
five county regional municipalities (CRM) showing strong intra-
regional differences (Gervais & Carriere, 2000, 2001). No evaluation
had been planned at the outset, and the implementation of the model
of services was not supported by a serious relevance study. The
request for evaluation was presented following a strong resistance
to change and a weak continuity of services which had been noted
since the implementation of the model. The evaluation targeted the
following questions: (a) What is the model of services in concept and
in practice? (b) Is the model of services reaching all the right clients?
(c) What are the model of services’ most unresolved issues? (d) Is the
model of services worth the investment? (e) What changes in the
model of services design or implementation might produce better
outcomes?

An exploratory, descriptive, and qualitative approach was used that
can also be considered a mixed methodology including interviews
and questionnaires. The measurements targeted the processes as
well as the results produced to date. Different types of stakeholders
were called upon, for a total of 50 representatives from planning,
organization, and delivery of services throughout the region. The use
of the framework in this context allowed a diagnostic analysis of the
implementation of the model of care and its effects, and guided the
implementation of certain recommendations. It should be mentioned,
however, that the model of services was eventually abandoned, the
evaluation having revealed serious regional problems that were not
appropriately dealt with. As one of the products of the evaluation
process, Figure 4 presents some recommendations that were obtained
from the evaluation.
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Combined Application Regarding Continuum of Care

An experience that combined two conceptual frameworks constitutes
the fourth application of the framework. The study concerns the
evaluation of a continuum of care developed for a target clientele in
rehabilitation involving five trauma institutions, namely hospitals
and rehabilitation centres (Gervais, 2000b; Noreau, Lavoie, Fougey-
rollas, Gravel, & Gervais, 2004). Some of the questions addressed by
this evaluation were (a) To what extent was the continuum of care’s
objectives achieved? (b) How has the continuum of care evolved over
time? (c¢) How can it be improved? (d) What are the continuum of
care’s effects on outcomes? (e) Is the continuum of care worth the
required investment?

Figure 5 shows the two frames used in this evaluation. In addi-
tion to the Gervais framework which addresses elements pertaining
to clinical programs and organizations of the continuum of care,
the Handicap Creation Process was used for its focus on the client
(Fougeyrollas et al., 1998). This frame allowed a deeper exploration
of the effects of the continuum of care on the clientele by looking at
the organic systems, capabilities, environmental factors, and life
habits of the client.

For each dimension of these two conceptual frameworks, evaluation
targets, indicators, and measurement tools were identified. In this
manner, 9 targets were identified for the framework of Gervais and
21 for that of Fougeyrollas. In addition to assisting in planning the
evaluation process, the combination of these two frameworks was
widely used to structure the results and interpret them in a complex
and pluralist environment.

This study followed a cohort of 200 users of the continuum of care
over three years post-trauma, with seven measures taken over time.
Qualitative and quantitative data were collected. The results of this
study helped to identify the effects of interventions on the clientele,
identify explanatory factors at the clinical and organizational levels,
and modify certain clinical and administrative practices. This proc-
ess also helped to objectively identify the benefits generated by the
implementation of the continuum of care in terms of the pertinence,
effectiveness, and efficiency of services offered.
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Application ... to a Meta Analysis

In the fifth application, the Gervais framework was used during a
meta analysis of international experiments (in Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Ireland, Norway, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom,
and Sweden) relating to patient follow-up in a variety of health
fields (cardiology, emergency care, gynecology, neurology, oncol-
ogy, orthopedics, psychiatry, and surgery) (Gervais, 2002, 2003a).
Québec’s health system was struggling with serious problems re-
garding the follow-up of patients who required medical services
and rehabilitation, the nature and intensity of which changed over
time. A number of findings have since been produced: (a) no formal
follow-up of the clientele’s pathway throughout the continuum of
care, (b) short-term perspective with regard to taking charge of the
clientele, (¢c) absence of inter-institutional follow-up, (d) insufficient
support of information system, (e) no knowledge of long-term re-
sults for clientele.

Given the situation, a series of questions were raised as a means of
improving knowledge of operations and clearly identifying areas in
which it was possible to take action. The purpose of the meta analysis
was therefore to promote learning from international experiments
and to provide insight on how to answer these questions based on
situations in Québec. These questions were: (a) How does a client
evolve over time? (b) How can one optimise results for the client?
(c) How can we improve our methods? (d) How can we better manage
taking charge of the clientele? (e) How can we justify the resources
invested with respect to the results obtained? Figure 6 shows, for
each aspect of the framework, a few difficulties that came forth from
the international experiments analyzed.

Since then a few initiatives, designed as a means to establish guide-
lines to more effectively manage and follow up on clinical pathways,
have been tested in Québec. These initiatives have already produced
some positive results. The overall findings of the meta analysis have
in fact enabled the health system to (a) improve the system’s capac-
ity to respond to the needs of the clientele, (b) improve the quality
of clinical services and management, (c) make operational cycles
more effective and efficient, (d) control the displayed performance in
relation to known standards, (e) improve client satisfaction, and (f)
support the client-centred approach.
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CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE FRAMEWORK

Some users’ reactions, collected throughout their experimentation
of the framework, will now be presented (Gervais, 2003b). These
individuals hail from different scientific, academic, political, admin-
istrative, operational and clinical sectors (N = 14). They were met on
an individual basis; the meetings lasted approximately 40 minutes
(min. = 30 minutes, max. = 60). Based on their comprehension and
their experience, these persons had first to describe the framework’s
context of use and then identify what they perceived as strengths and
weaknesses in the framework and its conceptual and methodological
implications. They finally had to comment on the contribution and
usefulness of the framework in their evaluative process. Certain
remarks of the author will be added to the user’s responses.

Strengths Associated with the Framework

The framework’s first strength is judged to be its ease of understand-
ing and use. Some users mentioned: “I had no difficulty integrating
the framework and seeing how it could apply to my field”; “It sim-
plified what had seemed complicated or nebulous”; “It helped me
to understand the evaluation process, to distinguish processes and
outcomes”; “It helped us a great deal to operationalize the program’s
concept and goals.”

Another strength, according to the users, is that the framework offers
a complete vision of the program, its different dimensions allowing
coverage of the entire field affected by a program. Users said: “It
seems like nothing is forgotten”; “This requires me to examine the
program from a broader perspective and consider not only its internal
elements (which was easier for me since that is where I am involved)
but also its external environment and the political, economic and
inter-organizational influences that typify it”; “As a clinician, I bet-
ter understand the importance of exploring the strategic dimension.”

The framework is also seen as taking into account the complexity of
the program: “I better understand the links between the different
components of the program and the influence of my actions on the
other dimensions of the program”; “This enabled me to better under-
stand how the program operates, the interaction between its various
components, and the logic that drives decisions that are made.”

This generated a less compartmentalized vision of the program and
promoted a more global approach to a situation. This framework also
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allows for reality testing: “It allowed us to ask the right questions and
be assured that they were well founded in the reality of the field”;
“It ensures that we have the means to satisfy our ambitions!”; “This
enables us as decision-makers to understand that we had to specify
our questions for the evaluation and that we had to make choices
and prioritize.”

This framework also offers the necessary flexibility to be adapted
situationally or locally depending on the needs, challenges, and char-
acteristics of the evaluation situation: “The framework —we do what
we want with it ... I can decide to evaluate everything or just to
evaluate one dimension of a program”; “It will now be easy for me to
use it in other contexts.”

Futhermore, other strengths can be attributed to this framework. It
has shown that it can (a) assess and adapt closely to contextual dy-
namics; (b) examine a program holistically and in depth; (c) examine
a program’s internal workings and how it produces outcomes; (d) help
take into account the interests, values, and needs of different stake-
holders; (e) stress program improvement by focusing on a program’s
strengths and weaknesses and then, allow tracking of the resulting
progress; (f) help to keep a program on track; (g) generate and ac-
cumulate knowledge of a program; (h) for different program levels,
guide program management, integrate evaluation into management
operations, and serve decision makers.

Limits Associated with the Framework

Users have identified a number of weaknesses or limits associated
with the framework. Confusion between certain dimensions of the
framework is mentioned (“For me, certain dimensions overlap. It
seems to me that there are grey areas”). The framework is also seen
as being potentially costly in terms of time, energy, and resources
if one hopes to exhaustively cover all dimensions (“It takes quite a
budget and quite a level of expertise to get through it!”). Also, the
subsequent evaluation process generated by the framework can be
seen as cumbersome (“If we cover all the aspects, it’s going to take
a really long time”). Consequently certain people can feel insecure
about using the framework (“Where do we start? We'll never get
through it!”).

These limits illustrate the importance of properly circumscribing the
use of the framework, particularly according to the objectives of the
evaluation process. Should we cover all aspects or should we priori-
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tize according to the nature of information sought, the means and
time available to us? We must admit the relative importance of the
framework’s dimensions from one evaluation’s context to another and
adjust the efforts according to priorities. Another important factor to
consider is to pay particular attention to how we choose to operation-
alize the dimensions of the framework. Thus, the choice of indicators
related to these dimensions should be the subject of consensus among
key stakeholders because, with this choice made, the boundaries of
each dimension of the evaluation process chosen will become clearer.

Contributions

Many positive impacts and contributions stemming from the use of
this framework have also been identified by its users. This framework
(a) supports evaluation logic by contributing to the clarification of
the evaluation targets, the identification of indicators, the structure
of emerging results, and the identification of strategic actions; (b)
provides an interpretive diagram of program events and results by ap-
plying three different logics —decision logic (decision makers), action
logic (interveners), and response to needs logic (users); (c) reinforces
the usefulness of the evaluation by facilitating the dissemination of
results in a comprehensible fashion (using visual aids) and utilizing
common language for the different stakeholders and the integration of
results; (d) provides an appropriate tool for effective decision making
by a base reinforced by scientifically supported evidence; (e) provides
a basis for accountability by enabling users to prioritize and structure
the accountability process and by justifying the results obtained; and
(f) improves management practices by promoting the appropriation
of the framework and the integration of evaluation into the manage-
ment cycle of the program.

Historically used to respond to a discrete evaluation mandate, this
framework has become over time a tool that supports the culture
and organizational capacity development, also orienting on some oc-
casions the development of a monitoring and evaluation system of a
limited scope. Indeed, the regular use of this same framework has not
only demystified what evaluation is, but also made it accessible to the
different stakeholders involved, regardless of their position in the or-
ganization. In addition, through its cyclical use following the discovery
or the evolution of a particular problem, this framework has proven
to be a dynamic tool for organizational learning, ensuring proactivity
in the necessary adjustments to improve the targeted problem. Thus,
stakeholders have developed an ease in handling the framework (di-
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mensions, indicators), enabling them to feel better equipped to ensure
the continuous improvement of the services they offer.

Similarities and Differences with the Logic Model

There are several points of similarity between Gervais’s framework
and the logic model commonly used in evaluation (Porteous, Shel-
drick, & Stewart, 2002; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). Indeed, both

draw on systems theory, where the assembly of the elements,
connected in a structured manner while being influenced by
their belonging to the system, produces actions;

constitute an attempt to clarify and simplify the “program
theory” by schematically organizing its logic, its main com-
ponents (inputs, activities, outputs, effects), and their rela-
tionships;

are interested in change generated by the program (process,
results, effects, impacts) and seek to establish the causal
links between the program (activities, resources, etc.) and
the objectified results;

help to structure an evaluation process by clarifying informa-
tion needs and guiding the various conceptual and methodo-
logical choices necessary for successful evaluation.

Meanwhile, there are also several distinctive elements between Ger-
vais’s framework and the logic model. Indeed, Gervais’s framework

offers a less linear vision of a program’s change theory high-
lighting the multiple feedback loops and the potential in-
fluence between the various components; in this sense, it
facilitates the comprehension of the program’s “black box”
and allows a better understanding of the adaptability (flex-
ibility) and the program’s evolution over time;

puts more emphasis on contextual, systemic, and political
aspects, which may facilitate the attribution of causality
when the observed change appears to be related, to a certain
extent, not to the program itself but to other factors; factors
explaining the observed changes are then enriched by this
more holistic and more macroscopic reading of the program,
which better reflects the complexity of its reality;

gives more importance to sociopolitical issues and to the
plays of power, control, and influence of the actors involved
which may interfere with the smooth running of a program
and its ability to produce the desired effects;
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e acknowledges the influence of the strategic sphere (manage-
ment’s culture, choices, and practices) in the realization of a
program.

CONCLUSION

The Gervais framework (1998a) was presented in its different theo-
retical components, and it has been subsequently demonstrated
that it can be applied to a wide variety of evaluation procedures. To
date, this framework has in fact been used successfully for different
evaluation purposes, in different situations, on different scales, and
by different stakeholders.

Therefore, whether it is part of a formative or a summative approach,
used alone or in combination with another conceptual framework,
whether it is used by an internal or an external evaluator, this frame-
work provides the guidance necessary to grasp the evaluation’s needs
and transfer them operationally through an evaluation methodology
that takes into account the characteristics of the situation in question.
Furthermore, this framework has regularly demonstrated its useful-
ness by demystifying the evaluation process, defining parameters and
setting out guidelines for its implementation, and paving the way for
the understanding and transfer of the evaluation results generated.
In this regard, it has proven itself an effective tool that maximizes
the influence one expects from an evaluation that hopes to generate
and lead to the aspired change.

Lastly, let us hope that this framework, which is presented in com-
mon language and structuring and is accessible to any individual
concerned with evaluation, will see its applications grow and diver-
sify over time and that it will contribute to improving evaluation
knowledge and a better understanding and use of this discipline by
the concerned organizations and stakeholders.
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