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Resources: 
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Better defined and 
framed problems

Policy decisions 
effectively implemented

Policy makers adopt new 
policies based on the 
agenda / do not adopt 
harmful policies

Issues more clearly set 
on the public agenda and 
gain prominence 
(momentum, interest, 
awareness, etc.)

Impact of new policies is 
evaluated

Advocacy Staff: 
•Time, experience and 
expertise (administrative, 
legislative, election‐related 
and legal)
•Core skills (analytical, 
communication, research, 
etc.)

Funding:
•Monetary resources
•Non‐monetary/ non‐staff 
resources (e.g. volunteers, 
in‐kind donations)

Organizational Reputation:
•Advocacy related
•General perception as a 
quality organization
•Representative for base 
constituency

Network:
•Policy makers
•Partner organizations
•Media
•Mobilized base

(C) TCC Group 2010

Ch
an
ge
 in
 S
oc
ia
l S
tr
uc
tu
re
 R
ef
le
ct
in
g 
Po

sit
iv
e 
So
ci
al
 Ju

st
ic
e 
Sh
ift

Co
al
iti
on

/N
et
w
or
k

(a
s a

n 
Ac
to
r a

s 
co
m
pa
re
d 
to
 a
 

st
ra
te
gy
)

N
on

pr
of
it 
or
 A
dv
oc
ac
y 

O
rg
an

iz
at
io
n 
(u
se
s c

oa
lit
io
n 

as
 a
 st
ra
te
gy
)

Acting 
Organization:



Image: www.donerightmarketingmedia.com



What Are We Evaluating?

Organization

Coalition/
Network

External 
Environment

Individual



What you see depends on where you sit: 
5 Evaluation Models in Campaigns

1) Retrospective
2) Formative 
3) Developmental 
4) Technical Assistance
5) Program Officer 



What Challenges Does That Leave?

• Understanding Advocacy Strategy

• Parsing Impact

• Defining the Evaluation Parameters

• Balancing Interpersonal Dynamics



Understanding Advocacy Strategy

Images: quiltersdiary.com and www.mclalpacas.co.uk



Parsing Impact

Image: https://www.flickr.com/photos/sdelc/4034702913



Defining the Evaluation Parameters
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Balancing Interpersonal Dynamics

Image: http://justsomething.co



Solutions We Will Hear About

Leveraging 
the 

evaluator

The players 
and how they 

position 
themselves

Contribution 
analysis

Field 
framing

Audience 
Discussion



Leveraging the Evaluator

• Navigate power differentials
• Use to: 

– Build
– Sustain
– Reflect

• Understand how to position 
organizations in a network

• Help articulate goal 
destination and value 
proposition



Working With Advocacy 
Partners:

Report on 280 Unique Capacity 
Assessments  

AEA

November 13, 2015
Sue Hoechstetter 



ADVOCACY Capacity 
(Readines to Act) 



Advocacy Evaluation: 
Measuring Capacity



ACT Data & Analysis:
The First 280 Advocacy Capacity Tool Users

August 2015



Plan, Act, Evaluate 
Connecticut Early Childhood Alliance

Gain Common View of Advocacy 
East Bay BHC Hub

Build Network & Local Capacity 
YMCA’s 

Multi-group ACT! Uses 



I.   Advocacy Goals, Plans 
& Strategies

I.   Advocacy Goals, Plans 
& Strategies

II.  Conducting Advocacy II.  Conducting Advocacy 

III.  Advocacy AvenuesIII.  Advocacy Avenues

IV.  Organizational   
Operations to 
Sustain Advocacy 

IV.  Organizational   
Operations to 
Sustain Advocacy 

Advocacy Capacity Tool Sections 



“RELY ON PARTNERS” 

The organization has decided not to 
build capacity in a particular 
measure because it primarily gets 
that capacity from other individuals 
or groups. ACT!



Partnering Ranked #2 of 18  
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ACT Advocacy Partners and Coalitions Average Capacity

The organization participates in coalitions 
that share one or more of its goals and 
provide value to the organization.

3.32

The organization actively seeks support for 
its priorities from its coalition partners. 3.04

The organization exchanges information 
with its partners, as appropriate. 3.17
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Selected Areas to Strengthen

Top 3: 
• Detailed Planning
• Fund‐raising 
• Messaging and Media Relations  
Bottom 3:
• Electoral
• Litigation
• Ballot Measures 



Groups Choose to Specialize



• Overwhelm with Coalition Choices 

• Need for Common Advocacy Understanding

• ACT Possible Improvements:  
 Clearly identify multi‐group users 
 Dig deeper on partnering
 Do shorter version 

Observations



• Groups Rank Partnering Capacity Very High

• Participating/Sharing Info Higher than Getting 
Support

• Groups Choose to “Specialize”

• Common View of Advocacy Important

Conclusions



Bolder Advocacy Tools

Advocacy Capacity Tool (ACT)

www.bolderadvocacy.org/act

International Advocacy Capacity Tool (IACT)

www.bolderadvocacy.org/iact

PowerCheck for community organizing

www.bolderadvocacy/powercheck

Resources for Evaluating Community Organizing (RECO)

www.bolderadvocacy/reco



WEST COAST
436 14th Street

Suite 425
Oakland, CA 94612

510-444-6070

1000 N Alameda Street
Suite 340

Los Angeles, CA 90012
213-346-3288

EAST COAST
11 Dupont Circle NW
2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20036
202-822-6070

TEXAS
501 Elm Street
Suite 450
Dallas, TX 75202
214-530-9144

866-675-6229
advocacy@afj.org
www.bolderadvocacy.org
@AFJBeBold 
www.facebook.com/BolderAdvocacy

EAST COAST
11 Dupont Circle NW
2nd Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036
202-822-6070

TEXAS
501 Elm Street
Suite 450
Dallas, Texas 75202
(214) 530-9144



Contribution analysis 
in a multi‐level, multi‐actor 
strategy
Carlyn Orians

#eval15
@orsimpact
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Typical steps in contribution analysis

Clearly describe the attribution problem1.
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Develop a theory of change (TOC)

1.

2.
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Typical steps in contribution analysis

Clearly describe the attribution problem
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Typical steps in contribution analysis

Clearly describe the attribution problem

Develop a theory of change (TOC)

Gather the evidence using the results chain in the TOC

Assemble the contribution story (and challenges to story)

Seek additional evidence as needed

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Typical steps in contribution analysis

Clearly describe the attribution problem

Develop a theory of change (TOC)

Gather the evidence using the results chain in the TOC

Assemble the contribution story (and challenges to story)

Seek additional evidence as needed

Revise and strengthen the contribution story  

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.



Many partners

Icons by: Wilson Joseph, Lloyd Humphreys, Evan Shuster, Thomas Helbig, Synkied Synk, and Berkay Sagr from Noun Project



Multiple strategies

Many partners

Icons by: Wilson Joseph, Lloyd Humphreys, Evan Shuster, Thomas Helbig, Synkied Synk, and Berkay Sagr from Noun Project



Multiple levels

Multiple strategies

Many partners

Icons by: Wilson Joseph, Lloyd Humphreys, Evan Shuster, Thomas Helbig, Synkied Synk, and Berkay Sagr from Noun Project



Dynamic environment

Multiple levels

Multiple strategies

Many partners

Icons by: Wilson Joseph, Lloyd Humphreys, Evan Shuster, Thomas Helbig, Synkied Synk, and Berkay Sagr from Noun Project



Dynamic environment

Multiple levels

Multiple strategies

Many partners

Contribution
Challenge!

Icons by: Wilson Joseph, Lloyd Humphreys, Evan Shuster, Thomas Helbig, Synkied Synk, and Berkay Sagr from Noun Project
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Framing the evaluation

Boundary 
Setting

Include all activities and strategies by 
Alliance and partners 

Exclude related activities in which 
partners not engaged



Framing the evaluation

Boundary 
Setting

Question 
Framing

Include all activities and strategies by 
Alliance and partners 

Exclude related activities in which 
partners not engaged

Check plausibility of results chain

Link activities/strategies to results

Explore alternative explanations



Collecting the data

Verification
Verify state policies and budgets

Confirm with interviewees



Collecting the data

Verification
Verify state policies and budgets

Confirm with interviewees

Sample
Select focus states

Select partners and bellwethers



Collecting the data

Verification
Verify state policies and budgets

Confirm with interviewees

Sample
Select focus states

Select partners and bellwethers

Context What else is happening federally?
Locally?



Assembling the contribution story

Assemble Build evidence chain



Assembling the contribution story

Assemble Build evidence chain

Test
Test with stakeholders

Explore alternative explanations

Collect more evidence 



Assembling the contribution story

Assemble Build evidence chain

Test
Test with stakeholders

Explore alternative explanations

Collect more evidence 

Strengthen Revising the contribution story, 
acknowledging limitations
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Fit for Purpose: 

Good fit for purpose: Alliance

Confirm choice of partners

Elucidate trends and 
directionality

Identify strategies that are 
working/not working

When is contribution analysis the right choice?

Icons by: Tom Inglebretsen from Noun Project
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Fit for Purpose: 

Good fit for purpose: Alliance

Confirm choice of partners

Elucidate trends and 
directionality

Identify strategies that are 
working/not working

What if purpose is to….

Prove contribution of 
particular strategy?

Quantify level of contribution?

Contact information:  corians@orsimpact.com

When is contribution analysis the right choice?

Icons by: Tom Inglebretsen from Noun Project



A framework for evaluating 
advocacy fields

AEA 2015
Dr.	Jewlya Lynn

11/22/2015 56



Advocacy Field Building Framework

A	group	of	actors	working	
intentionally—and	with	reference	to	
one	another’s	actions—to	influence	a	
particular	policy	domain.	

What’s	an	
Advocacy	
Field?



Advocacy Field Building Framework

A	group	of	actors	working	
intentionally—and	with	reference	to	
one	another’s	actions—to	influence	a	
particular	policy	domain.	

What’s	an	
Advocacy	
Field?

Field	Frame
Field	Skills	&	Resources
Connectivity
Composition/Voice
Adaptive	Capacity

Dimensions	
of	an	

Advocacy	
Field
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Example	
Evaluation	
Questions

Potential	Data	
Collection	&	
Methods

Measurement	
Issues	to	
Explore



Field Frame
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A	common	frame	of	
reference	through	which	
organizations	identify	

themselves	as	a	field	and	as	
part	of	a	common	

enterprise.



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Field	Frame



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Organizational	priorities,	
values,	issuesField	Frame



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Public	facing	issue	framing?Field	Frame



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Public	facing	issue	framing?Field	Frame

Shared	sense	of	identity	and	
purpose?



Field Skills & Resources
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The	array	of	advocacy	skills,	
knowledge	and	capacity	

needed	to	make	progress	on	
a	wide	variety	of	policy	

issues	throughout	all	stages	
of	the	policy	processes.



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Skills	&	
Resources



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Skills	&	
Resources Capacity	assessment	tool



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Skills	&	
Resources

Aggregate	capacity	assessment	
tools?



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Skills	&	
Resources

Aggregate	capacity	assessment	
tools?

Effective	deployment	of	
capacity?



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Skills	&	
Resources

Aggregate	capacity	assessment	
tools?

Effective	deployment	of	
capacity?

Collectively	effective	
deployment?



Field Composition
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The	variety	of	voices	that	can	
participate	meaningfully	and	have	
influence	in	the	policy	process.	This	
may	include	presenting	different	
demographic,	socio‐economic,	
geographic,	disability	and	sector	

interests.



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Composition



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Composition Populations/voices	the	
organization	represents



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Composition Populations	represented	
across	organizations?



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Composition Populations	represented	
across	organizations?

Who	is	in,	who	is	out,	who	is	
missing	and	according	to	whom?



Measuring at a Field Level vs. Individual Organization
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Composition Populations	represented	
across	organizations?

Who	is	in,	who	is	out,	who	is	
missing	and	according	to	whom?

Who	is	present	and	has	power	at	
what	points	within	the	policy	
process?



Intersection of the Dimensions
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Intersection of the Dimensions

Field	Frame

Connectivity

Skills	&	
ResourcesComposition

Adaptive	
Capacity

Field	Boundaries
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Example of Setting Boundaries

Field	Frame	+	Connectivity	=	Boundaries

Changes	to	the	
interpretation	of
• Composition
• Skills	&	Resources
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Example of Changing Composition

Expand	Composition	=	New	Organizations	
in	the	Field

Likely	to	decrease	
connectivity	of	the	
field
Likely	to	increase	
skills	&	resources	of	
the	field



Thank you!

For	more	information	about	the	Framework	and	
Field	Building	Assessments,	please	contact	

jewlya@sparkpolicy.com or	303‐455‐1740,	ext
113
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Advocacy as a Team Game—Evaluating Multi‐Stakeholder Advocacy:
Overview of Key Issues of Multi‐Stakeholder Advocacy

Questions?

What questions do you have answered and what new 
questions do you have for us as evaluators to consider?


