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Design by Doing in Louisiana Farmers Markets: 
Adaptive Cycles, Learning and Innovating in the Time of the 
COVID-19 Crisis 
Mikal M Giancola, MPH, Eve C. Pinsker, PhD 
 

In March 2020, the Louisiana Healthy Communities Coalition (LHCC) funded two 
farmers markets to adapt after COVID-19 halted in-person operations. 
Consumption of healthy foods at farmers markets, especially among poor and 
minority communities, is a subsidized public health priority in the US (USDA, 2021). 
Funding supported marketing, adopting online platforms, and farmer incentives. An 
initial study examining the changes in these farmers markets during COVID-19 
investigates if innovation occurred, the factors that influence innovation, the types 
of learning that facilitated innovating, how COVID-19 influenced learning and 
innovation. More broadly, the paper discusses how public health institutions can 
support innovation as co-creators. Qualitative methods were used to analyse 
documents and transcripts (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2020). A modified 
Holling’s cycle served as an analytic model to understand how innovation after a 
crisis unfolds over time (Fath, Dean, & Katzmair, 2015). Analysis showed during 
COVID-19, LHCC support resulted in multiple innovations supporting short-term 
resilience. The discussion demonstrates learning over time addresses the tension 
between design of interventions as an initial, strategic planning process vs. iterative 
cycles of co-creating, learning and co-evolving.  

Keywords: PSE change, farmers markets, innovation, learning 

Introduction  

This case study of Louisiana farmers markets discusses underlying issues related to innovation and systemic 
design: to what extent can social innovation be intentionally “designed” in a guided, stepwise fashion? “Co-
creation” is often invoked as a model for participatory design processes, but what does this mean about how 
participants and facilitators need to learn from each other, in a complex adaptive process of learning and co-
evolution?  As public health practitioners acting as facilitators worked with farmers market managers and other 
partners on this project and reflected together through multiple cycles of discussion and action, from planning 
and initial design to implementation and evaluation, and adaptation and innovation, initial efforts resulted in 
consequences both planned and unplanned. What does this tell us about how we can facilitate the kind of co-
learning that leads to successful innovative responses to complex challenges?  This work is embedded in multiple 
tensions: between individualism and public good, between innovation and regulation, and between top-down 
approaches to planning and design in contrast to an emphasis on continued cycles of improvisation and learning.  

Public Health and Systemic Design 

Public health as a field has charged itself with the daunting task of maintaining and improving the public, 
communal, and societal conditions that support health in individuals and communities, whether that means 
taking necessary steps to halt the spread of infectious pathogens, assuring access to clinical preventive measures 
such as vaccines, decreasing environmental toxins, or assuring that all members of the human population have 
access to what is required to maintain health, including safe conditions for physical activity as well as healthy 
food.  Within the field of United States (US) public health, there is an increasing need to address the broad 
contexts of the requirements and resources for health. The systemic nature of structural and social 
interconnections has prompted discussions of the “social determinants of health” – housing, jobs and income, 
education, the built environment, sustainable food systems, racial and ethnic discrimination vs. equity, etc. 
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(Liburd et al., 2020). Following that logic, public health must involve itself in community and societal levels of 
intervention and social innovation.  Since 2006, there have been increasing calls for the role of systems science 
and systems thinking in designing and evaluating such interventions, from complex system modelling and 
network analysis used as research methods, to systems thinking approaches in community participatory action 
research and leadership training for public health practitioners (Leischow & Milstein, 2006; Rowitz, 2005; 
Welter et al., 2021). At the systems thinking and practice end of this spectrum, the inclusion of designing social 
interventions in the current public health agenda intersects with the emerging field of systemic design (Nogueira 
& Schmidt, 2021). 

Policy, Systems, and Environmental Change(s) 

The recognition in US public health of multiple levels of socioecological context, (referred to as “the 
socioecological model” (SEM)) as well the role of the social determinants of health (SDOH), has led to current 
efforts to develop systemic approaches to planning intervention. In the last two decades, policy, systems and 
environmental change (PSE) strategies have been increasingly promoted by the US Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) and adopted as part of designing and planning US local and state public health 
interventions (Asada, Lieberman, Neubauer, Hanneke, & Fagen, 2018). Designing, adopting, and adapting PSE 
interventions often faces the tension of deciding when a problem can be addressed by a change in processes that 
can be controlled within an organization or in agreements between organizations as opposed to requiring new or 
amended legislation, whether at the level of local ordinances or at state or federal levels. Innovations often come 
up against existing regulations that need to be amended – for instance in some US jurisdictions legislation on the 
use of SNAP cards providing food assistance (discussed below), needed to be amended to permit their use at 
farmers markets, when earlier regulations only permitted their use at grocery stores. Digging deeper, however, 
the tension is not just between institutional vs. legislative approaches to change, but between bottom-up, 
community-based experimentation and learning as the source of innovation vs. top-down policy debates 
informed by expertise that may come from evidence divorced from community context and not reflect the 
perspectives of those most affected by the policies.   

Andre Noguiera and his colleagues’ work on food waste in Chicago shows a route to mediating the tension 
between top-down and bottom-up approaches to policy change: 

 “The shift from a linear progression of steps to a discursive set of modes with a clear structure of 
content to navigate between them presents a reframe to conventional practices of policy design. Rather 
than considering policy design a project, with a clear beginning and end, this approach suggests that 
changes in contexts will result from a continually evolving, socially informed set of interventions that are 
adaptive, public, and relational in their dynamics. . .” (Nogueira & Schmidt 2021, p. 13) 

Nogueira and his colleagues used “participatory prototyping,” with the involvement of multiple stakeholders over 
several years, to develop and implement new approaches to food waste in Chicago. The cases of farmers’ market 
innovation in this case study, in contrast, did not have the benefit of the time, resources and design expertise that 
went into Noguiera et al.’s work, which included a planning process leading up to a 2 and a 1/2-day conference 
involving 130 participants and 35+ organizations, and follow up communication supporting prototypical 
experiments in the food system (Nogueira & Schmidt, pp. 9-13). The Louisiana farmers market leaders did not 
have the luxury of learning about design models, and they were struggling to get food to people who needed it in 
the rapidly changing and challenging context of the pandemic. Both cases however show the importance of 
“learning by doing” (ibid, p. 15) as opposed to coming up with design solutions at one go. This however 
emphasizes the importance of learning, highlighted here through discussion of the evolution of the Louisiana 
farmers market innovations, catalyzed by the COVID-19 crisis.   

The Context for Intervention 

For better or worse, crises generate optimal conditions for systemic change because the assumptions and 
functions of the prior system are neither applicable nor viable (Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 2011). COVID-19 
forced many systems to innovate or perish, especially those related to food systems because they were among the 
most affected by new norms governing interactions. COVID-19 is stark reminder of the close interconnectedness 
or human beings with ecological systems, especially the food system that is essential to health and life itself 
(Attenborough, 2020).  
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Protecting local and regional farmers markets from collapse is important on many levels. Most relevant to this 
case, farmers and farmers markets were responsive to local needs for fresh foods when the global food supply-
chain was disrupted, and grocery store shelves went empty. Local farmers enhance ecological resilience by 
producing diverse varieties of fruits and vegetables, in contrast to monocropping (Costello et al, 2009). Other 
benefits of local food producers, when compared to industrial agriculture, include a reduced carbon footprint 
from a shorter transportation chain, and reduced refrigeration times for produce (Olson, 2019). Local food also is 
handled by fewer processors than industrial sources, reducing opportunities for contamination (Marusak et al., 
2021). Contemporary public perceptions of farmers market customers are associated with people with wealth and 
privilege, and many low-income individuals do not use farmers markets because they perceive prices to be too 
high (Freedman et al, 2016). However, subsidized farmers markets (i.e., support through the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)) are used as an evidence-based, public health strategy to address 
insufficient consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables in the US (Kahin, Wright, Pejavara, & Kim, 2017; US 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), 2021).  

In March of 2020, when the COVID-19 stay-at-home order ended in-person gathering, a ripple effect ensued. The 
interconnected local and cultural, tourist economy in Louisiana, halted. Farmers markets ceased operations, and 
they had no outlet for their products. Many began feeding their crops to their livestock. In response to the crisis, 
the Louisiana Healthy Communities Coalition (LHCC), the state's health coalition, issued requests for proposals 
($3,000 or less) to support food systems to implement PSE change. Among the awardees were two farmers 
markets that used technology to innovate operations with contactless inventory, payment, and delivery. The 
markets also promoted themselves on social media. This paper addresses the following questions using the 
documents available from the mini-grant funded projects as evidence:  

1. Did the farmer's market initiatives promote innovation in the food system?   

2. What types of learning facilitated innovation? What other factors were facilitating innovation?  

3. How did the situation with COVID-19 affect the ability of stakeholders involved with the farmers 
markets to learn and innovate over time? 

Methods 

Qualitative methods were used to conduct a systematic document review of program records (Grant application, 
grant report, evaluation survey, and presentation). Documents and audio transcriptions were stored in 
MaxQDA©, a software for computer assisted qualitative data. Documents were organized by the dates in which 
they were submitted, and after an initial reading, reflective memos were written.  

After organizing and reviewing the documents, several qualitative analysis data display tools were used to trace 
and visualize the evolution of learning that resulted in sustainable innovation for these farmers markets.  A time-
ordered matrix reflecting how the project work unfolded over time was created with Microsoft Excel©.  See Miles, 
Huberman, & Saldaña (2020) on time ordered matrices as a qualitative analysis tool; see the appendix for the 
matrix. In the matrix, the document type and date are listed at the top of columns horizontally. Vertically on the 
left, the constructs innovation and new growth were listed from the modified Holling’s cycle. The Holling’s cycle 
is a model based on research from ecological systems responding to human, climatological, and other influences 
(Gunderson & Holling, 2002). It was modified by Fath, Dean & Katmair (2015) to highlight applications to the 
resilience of organizations and social systems.  The Holling’s cycle constructs reflect stages in un-learning and 
learning in collective responses to crisis (cf. Kurt Lewin’s model of organizational learning as including 
“unfreezing” and “re-freezing”).  Additional learning-related constructs were included in the matrix, as necessary 
behaviour for advancing to the next step in the modified Holling’s cycle. To complete the time-ordered matrix, 
pertinent passages from the documents were pasted into the cells related to the corresponding constructs.  

Next, the time-ordered matrices were transformed into event-state network diagrams (Miles, Huberman, & 
Saldaña, 2020). Event-state network diagrams visually communicate events and the processes that contributed to 
them over time. Then, documents were coded with MaxQDA© to support thematic analysis, using a hybrid 
approach to coding (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006). A codebook was created using a priori codes derived 
from the study’s conceptual framework and emergent codes based on induction from the data. After coding the 
documents, time-sequence inconsistencies were observed between the initial event-state network diagrams and 
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the actual sequence of events; those were revised. Finally, an iceberg analysis was applied to the data as an 
analytic framework to reveal underlying values and mindsets (Hall, 1976; Meadows, 2010).  

This qualitative analysis is part of ongoing work: the intention is to use this analysis as part of ongoing action 
research cycles where preliminary findings are fed back to stakeholders to prompt discussion about 
recommendations for further action. The results displayed are from the two farmers markets.  Only one market’s 
data is presented here because the findings were similar for both, but the more robust data was from the Crescent 
City Farmers Market. The differences could be an area for further investigation but are not the topic of this paper. 

Results 

The time-ordered matrix was transformed to a table for easier comprehension (See the appendix for the original). 

Table 1. Summary of the time-ordered Matrix.   

Points in time are shown vertically, down the page. The document type and the date it was created are in the left 
column.   Learning related constructs used in the analysis are in the middle column. Condensed summaries of data 
and/or illustrative quotes are in the right column. 

Document Type 
(Date) 

Construct Condensed Data and/or “Quotation” 

Grant Application 
(April 2020) 

Innovation 
Market partners developed and tested aggregating farmers' products for 
home delivery (FA&D). LHCC funds software, marketing 
SNAP/MarketMatch, branding, and farmer incentives. 

Grant Report 
(June 2020) 

Innovation 
Market workers used personal protective equipment and practiced safe 
food handling. Marketing for SNAP/MarketMatch, via Facebook and 
Google ads, and branding. 

Grant Report 
(June 2020) 

Social Learning 
The market communicated with other markets via coalitions sharing 
resources and lessons learned. 

Evaluation 
(August 2020) 

Innovation 

Partnership and resource sharing was vital (shared refrigeration, delivery, 
etc.). The grant gave the market the ability to experiment and build out 
other service lines such as the drive-through model. 
Targeted advertising brought in customers 

Evaluation 
(August 2020) 

New Growth 
Partners came together to develop and test aggregating farmers' products 
and distribute them to customers via safe, home delivery. 

Evaluation 
(August 2020) 

Deutero Learning 
"The ingenuity of our individual staff members who were able to change 
roles was critical."  

Evaluation 
(August 2020) 

Other Learning 
Farmers learned to do wholesale. The Market staff were trained in food 
handling and COVID safety. 

Presentation 
(January 2021) 

Innovation 

"Contactless" distribution was important. 
The farmer incentive encouraged flexibility. 
The drive-through model became more popular than home delivery; in-
person market re-emerged, and people order online first. 

Presentation 
(January 2021) 

New Growth 

The Market implemented curb side pickup, in-person modified, and home 
delivery.  
The Market has a larger newsletter distribution, it communicates to 
customers via Constant Contact, and that facilitates customer 
management.  
"Support local" messaging was meaningful. 

Presentation 
(January 2021) 

Deutero Learning 
"We continue to evolve and adapt. So, we've got kind of three or four 
different operation models now.”  

 
 

Table 1 focuses on answering the research questions 1 & 2; did innovation occur and if so, what types of learning 
were present during innovation?  At the earliest date in April of 2020, the farmers markets proposed to use grant 
funding to support a technological innovation they decided to adopt given their new circumstances. They used 
funding to create demand through marketing and maintain supply with incentives for farmers; farmers needed a 
nudge to adapt. By June 2020 markets reported that they had adopted technology, and the additional grant 
funding gave the market the flexibility to try multiple distribution modalities at the same time. While it had social 
media channels already, this was the market’s first experience with paid boosting- a further adoption of an 
innovation to create product demand. Market workers also had additional training in food safety- learning other 
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knowledge and skills for adapting. Ongoing conference calls were a vital contributor to new partnerships and the 
recombination of resources. By August 2020, evaluation results showed new organizational arrangements, new 
partnerships, and high levels of collaboration.  Market staff demonstrated the ability to change roles as needed, to 
learn by doing, and learn from doing. Practicing and publicly communicating COVID-19 safety around food was 
ongoing.  Finally, when the grantees presented in December 2020 and January 2021, they demonstrated an 
adaptive mindset and were using multiple operational models -- “we continue to evolve and adapt, we’ve got kind 
of three or four different models now,” and had further adopted technology, Constant Contact, for customer 
resource management (CRM) and insights. Although it does not appear in the table, the market applied for and 
received additional grant funding to grow its MarketMatch program for low-income customers.     

 

Figure2.: Event-State Network Diagram for the Crescent City Farmers Market 

The matrix was translated into an event-state network display, shown in Figure 1. This shows events in rectangles as 
key moments in time. Processes that contributed to the events are represented as circles. The arrows represent the 
contribution of the process and events to each other during the timeline at the top of Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 shows the evolution of events from crisis, or in the words of a grantee “an impossible situation,” through 
key episodes of innovating and new growth, reflecting the modified Holling’s cycle. It demonstrates the impact of 
systems governance, or legislative policy, where the authority of the state halted the system. First, markets 
leaders hosted calls to discuss the “impossible situation,” where new models were shared, developed, and 
implemented on an ongoing basis. The LHCC mini-grants and other resources were critical to the development, 
failure, and growth of innovative models. To remain viable, the market transformed its role from hosting in-
person markets to a food aggregation and delivery (FA&D) hub. As scientific knowledge of harm reduction from 
COVID-19 evolved, so did the market models. The models started with FA&D only and went to simultaneous 
FA&D, curb side pick-up, drive-through, and modified in-person markets. Paid social media drove demand and 
the market worked closely with vendors who ultimately were selling out of their products.  The market applied for 
grants successfully to institutionalize the new modalities. This had a local economic impact by keeping funding 
local, it reduced food insecurity, and facilitated consumption of fresh fruits, vegetables, and fish.   
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Figure 2: Visualization of Learning Using the Modified Holling’s Cycle 

Figure 2 shows the events and processes reflected in the event-state diagram summarized by stages of the modified 
Holling’s cycle and the key co-learning and co-creation processes that underpinned them. 

The Modified Holling’s Cycle: 

1. In March 2020, because of COVID-19 crisis, in-person gathering at farmers markets was halted by 
elected officials, creating an “impossible situation” for markets and farmers. Looking for pathways 
forward, the markets applied for a grant from the LHCC in April of 2020. 

2. After the initial crisis and accepting the prior status quo was no longer viable, the farmers markets had 
to make sense of the new situation.  They did it together by participating in ongoing conference calls 
(including videoconferencing) with food access coalitions locally, state wide, and nationally. They also 
engaged in social learning within their own market by working closely to identify possibilities to 
consider for later experimentation and adoption. “Health Safety” was an emergent, grounded construct 
and frequent phrase of vital importance.  

3. The markets began experimenting and adopting existing innovations. Many markets have training in 
safe food handling, so market staff adapted easily to adding protocols for personal protective equipment. 
The contactless technologies for inventory, logistics, and delivery required market staff to learn 
knowledge and skills to operate them. The farmers and market learned to wholesale with each other. The 
market staff learned to use paid advertising techniques with social media. Initially, the new FA&D model 
came together through local networking on calls, then coordinating resources and activities (e.g. freezer 
space, deliveries, etc.), and ultimately cooperation between organizations merging certain operations to 
get fresh food to the public. Market managers set short-term goals and objectives for the innovations. 
Volunteers showed up to help with whatever was needed on an ongoing basis. The initial innovation was 
food delivery only, and while it is currently an option, it did not grow significantly as a service line.   

4. Building on adopted innovations, the market began innovating altogether new models of food 
distribution including delivery, modified in-person pick-up, drive through, and a modified in-person 
farmers market. None of these modalities existed as such before COVID-19, never mind simultaneously. 
Market staff learned to experiment and develop new models together, in some regards the local food 
system was at stake- these are requisites for deutero learning to occur (Visser, 2007). Market staff 
further shared that learning with other markets via food coalition meetings and likely learned from 
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sharing. The broader feeling of the importance of supporting the local community was also evident in 
the success of using social media marketing with “Support Local” messaging. Photos on social media 
clearly communicated the health safety precautions the markets were implementing to the public. The 
market management balanced the demand needs of customers, who were literally at hoarding, with the 
supply local and regional farms had to offer. Unfortunately market staff reported, with great concern, 
that initially the people with the most resources were the first in line to buy fresh fruits and vegetables.  

5. As SNAP dollars and recipients expanded, the farmers market focused marketing efforts on SNAP 
eligible demographics and expanding MarketMatch dollars thereby doubling SNAP purchases for low-
income people and families. The market successfully applied for a Gus Schumacher grant that expanded 
MarketMatch by half a million dollars. By January 2021, the presenter (to the coalition) reported 
increased local customers, increased revenues overall, adopting additional innovations (e.g. Constant 
Contact) to do more targeted marketing, and extended grant funding. The initial, home delivery model, 
is now used for customers with limited mobility, the immunocompromised, and those without access to 
transportation. Operating multiple business models has required a high level of collaboration with other 
organizations, farmers, businesses, volunteers, and local government (e.g. traffic logistics for curb side 
pick-up, use of public spaces). 

6. The new status quo is characterized by variety. The markets demonstrated resiliency through learning 
and adaptation. 

Discussion 

At the onset of COVID-19, farmers markets initially innovated the food system by adopting online technology; an 
option the market managers had considered in the past aspiring to increase market efficiency. COVID-19 
accelerated the adoption of online technologies (logistics, inventory, and payment) because of its low friction and 
“contactless” capacity for transactions. After a literature review, it appears other markets in the US did the same 
(Mittal & Grimm, 2020). Literature also supports using social media to inform community members about 
market operations and programs (e.g. SNAP), however markets typically do not have funding for this- possibly 
due to restrictions on public funding for SNAP programs (Nuss, Skizim, Afaneh, Miele, & Sothern, 2017; Skizim 
et al., 2017). The markets engaged in marketing and collaborating with partners to adapt to ever-changing 
circumstances and resource availability. The markets used social media to display their “Health Safety” practices 
of mask wearing and food handling to help customers feel safer about buying local food. Markets reported an 
increased customer base.  

Both markets appear to have innovated and built organizational resilience because suppliers (farmers) learned to 
sell in new ways and customers (buyers) adapted to new purchasing modalities. From an organizational 
sustainability perspective, the farmers markets adaptively and strategically managed this new relationship 
between supply and demand. This contributed to short-term resilience and will hopefully contribute to market 
sustainability. Given the ongoing pandemic and high baseline level of natural disasters in Louisiana, the new 
status quo may be unrecognizable or a continuation of the present.   

Different types of learning were evident at different parts of the cycle. Social Learning and Deutero Learning were 
theory-based constructs initially utilized in the codebook. Social learning happens when peers are sharing and/or 
developing ideas together for common understanding, planning, and ultimately actions proposed or happening in 
the future (Jones, 2008; Wenger, 2010). Social learning appeared at and between the group, market, and 
coalition levels. The markets engaged in social learning with group support for adoption of initial innovations. 
The Crescent City Farmers Market also became a source for social learning for other farmers markets in the state 
that were adopting and adapting many of the same innovations. Learning new knowledge and skills to adopt the 
innovations was necessary for implementation. Learning these technical skills and training others to use them 
(e.g. online inventory platform) was part of the innovation process. This knowledge carried forward within people 
and across to others. Learning knowledge and skills was a theme emerging inductively from the data indicating 
that individuals learned how to do new things (Welter, Todd Barrett, Davis, Lloyd, & Rose, 2020).  

Building on past learning appeared requisite for the appearance of deutero learning. Deutero learning is, most 
simply stated, “learning how to learn” (Bateson, 2008; Visser, Max, 2003).  However, deutero learning is always 
contextual (in relation to others and/or the environment), and that context typically is interwoven with the values 
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of the person needing to adapt (Visser, 2007). Deutero learning in this case, led to innovating new models 
altogether in a rapidly changing context.  

Conclusion 

What does this case tell us about designing social interventions in public health, and how to respond to the 
tension between designing an intervention at the outset and the need to respond to new possibilities as events 
unfold, especially when living through chaotic times?  The documented importance in this case of learning, 
including learning how to learn (deutero-learning) in supporting re-design and innovation, leads us to 
recommend that would-be leaders of social intervention – whether they are public heath practitioners, designers, 
or funders – need to support continuous cycles of design, implementation, and evaluation.  These cycles must 
allow for some attempts or experiments to fail, in the service of learning and adaptive evolution.  Using the 
Holling cycle as a tool lets us see this and could help facilitate discussions among stakeholders that would be 
more supportive of new alternatives and promote resilience through chaos. The idea of repeated cycles is similar 
to the call for “agile” approaches to management that came out of software design.  However, as opposed to 
change efforts within a single organization, a greater variety of “actants” are involved in social interventions, 
which means greater challenges for including a wide range of actors and perspectives.  

Systemic designers ought to draw on the efforts of the past 15 years to apply systems approaches in evaluation by 
Williams and Iman, and Patton (Patton, 2010; Williams & Iman, 2007). Evaluation practitioners working from a 
systems perspective have expanded their role to involvement in design and facilitation of design conversations 
(e.g. developing Theory of Change, cf. Breuer et al. 2016) at the outset of an intervention, as well as support for 
reflections along the way through data collection and presentation of preliminary analyses to stakeholder groups.  
The Systemic Design Toolkit could be extended by utilizing some of the tools used by systems-oriented 
evaluators.  Conversely, systems evaluators could benefit from some of the tools in the Systems Design toolkit.  

Researchers play the role of someone who recognizes and analyses patterns of meaningful relationships and 
factors underlying the sometimes chaotic and random-seeing cascade of events. Then they feed back this 
information on patterns to the stakeholders representing the larger system, supporting collective participation in 
sense-making and the determination of next steps, in action research cycles (Ivankova 2015). Ethnographers, 
designers, and evaluators can all potentially play this sort of role (it is a role well-suited to developmental 
evaluators, cf. Patton 2011). One of the implications for the design of social innovation is that given the complex, 
nonlinear processes involved in this sort of work, building in multiple opportunities for shared systematic 
reflection is important.  The advantage of information for supporting course correction to respond to constantly 
changing context as well as the need to recognize opportunities for scaling up and out through, for instance, 
recognizing and communicating best practices means that this sort of analysis and feedback is more than an 
academic exercise.   

Those interested in methods may question why we utilized documents as data sources as opposed to interviews.  
Interviews will be part of the larger work; the documents are a small pilot piece. Documents can provide rich 
sources of data and, at least in public health work, are often under-utilized. In this case, one of the authors, 
Giancola, was present at some of the activities that generated the documents and hosted the presentations. 
Furthermore, his knowledge of and involvement with the stakeholders supports the analysis presented here. The 
close attention to concrete data required by formal qualitative analysis of documents provides support for validity 
of findings, checking and countering uncritical or unexamined assumptions that the researcher may have initially 
held.  In the current environment, with so many people confronting daily challenges that demand their time, 
utilizing documents as opposed to trying to schedule interviews has the additional advantage of lesser burden on 
participants.  When utilizing documents as data sources to support ongoing development of an intervention, or 
evaluation at any point, it is important to further strengthen and validate preliminary analysis through interactive 
discussions with stakeholders. This is projected to happen in the future development of this project.  Such 
qualitative analysis-based discussions have the potential to extend further learning and strengthen a participatory 
design process. 
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Appendix: 
Table 3. Time-ordered Matrix for the Crescent City Farmers Market 

 
 

Table 1, in the left had column, focuses on the innovation and new growth constructs from the modified Holling’s 
cycle. At the earliest date in April of 2020, the farmers markets propose to use funding for an innovation they had 
already decided to adopt. By June 2020 the markets had time to adopt and adapt their innovation and they were 
sharing they challenges, successes, and “lessons learned” with other markets via ongoing conference calls.  
Market workers also had additional training in food safety- learning knowledge and skills for change. When the 
grantees presented in December 2020 and January 2021, they have adopted and adaptive mindset- “we continue 
to evolve and adapt, we’ve got kind of three or four different models now.”  
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