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TL;DR
First and most importantly, this document is a work in progress! We welcome feedback.

Purpose of the framework: to show how every part of Code for America’s project portfolio
contributes to its impacts, and ensure that we can demonstrate all our impacts.

Purpose of this document: to describe Code for America’s theory of change in a way that
encompasses all its portfolio areas, and outline a general framework for planning impact assessments
across the organization.

Our process: We examined many frameworks for impact evaluation, and interviewed CfA colleagues
about how they observe CfA’s impact in their own work. Finally, we synthesized these findings,
attempting to balance best-practices research and the practical realities of our work.

Our working assumptions:
e Across allits projects, CfA is working toward equitable poverty alleviation.
e All CfA projects have short- and medium-term impacts that are important in their own right, as
well as laying groundwork for more expansive goals.
e Different kinds of impacts require different approaches to measurement and evaluation.

Our key findings:

e Abstracting from any specific project or portfolio, CfA’s theory of change is:
Baseline = CfA’s direct work = CfA’s direct impacts = new circumstances/opportunities for
impact = broader changes in policy and practice = equitable poverty alleviation.

e CfAcolleagues describe their theories of change somewhat differently across disciplines and
programs, but these visions very seldom conflict. This is great news.

e A major point of agreement: both the quality of our products and the quality of the
relationships we build are vital to our impact.

How we’ll use this framework: This document outlines the impact framework, but may not be
detailed enough for some readers. Throughout the document, we link to detailed Appendices for
readers wishing to dive a bit deeper. In the coming weeks we also expect to create a practical guide.

Last but not least: in several places, you’ll see guiding questions for implementation in gray boxes like
this one.
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Background

Sometimes, understanding the impact of CfA’s work is straightforward (conceptually, if not
logistically). In other situations, estimating impact in a way that balances rigor, engagement, program
priorities, and our institutional goals and values is much harder. For example: How much does
GetCalFresh influence practices in other states? How do we talk about impact when non-partner states
adopt CfA best practices? Does GetYourRefund improve the health or educational prospects of kids in
participating families? What can we tell donors about our contributions to broad social changes?

Some of our most important impacts are less direct, occur over longer timescales, or are difficult to
quantify. As CfA grows—both in size and in scope of work—we need a framework for impact evaluation
that encompasses many different kinds of work.

During Q4 of 2022 and Q1 of 2023, we examined a wide variety of theories of change/innovation, as
well as impact evaluation strategies from government, science, tech incubators, and
non-governmental organizations. (Readers can find more detail in the Resources Appendix.) Next, to
get a clearer picture of “impact” across CfA’s portfolio areas, we conducted interviews, asking
respondents about how they observed impact and about “missing impacts”—important CfA
contributions that were difficult to measure or describe. (Readers can find more detail in the
Contributors Appendix.)

Based on this background research, we articulated a multi-pathway theory of change describing how
(we believe) all CfA projects contribute to equitable poverty alleviation. (See a visualization of the
theory of change here, including both the overarching theory of change and some specific examples.)
The theory of change, in brief: Achieving our long-term goals requires both concrete successes and
long-term relationships of trust. Together, these elements create new circumstances, like broader
awareness, changing public expectations, adoption of best practices, and organizational buy-in, which
open the door to more expansive direct work. In the long run, these changing circumstances lead to
broader political and policy changes, like growing advocacy coalitions, increased state capacity, and
legislative and regulatory changes. All these set the stage for structural impacts, like equitable poverty
alleviation.

Impacts across the theory of change

In this section, we describe in broad strokes how CfA’s work contributes to equitable poverty
alleviation. We expect that the elements of the theory of change will be ordered and organized
differently across CfA portfolios. For example, GetCalFresh’s initial direct impact laid the groundwork
for state partnership and broader influence, whereas shrinking the criminal legal system can require
policy changes prior to having direct impacts. In Safety Net Innovation Lab projects, partnership
development generally precedes both direct impact and policy influence.

Because we expect this framework to cross CfA portfolios, we have introduced some new terms. Most
importantly, participants means anyone who interacts directly with our work, including agency
workers, administrators, childcare providers, applicants, clients; partner organizations might be states,
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agencies, or other non-governmental organizations. (The Definitions Appendix includes these and
other, more detailed definitions.)

To begin understanding how a project “shows up” in this framework, ask: What is our partner
organization? (A state? An advocacy organization?) Who are the participants? (Clients? Workers?) What
is the most direct work we’re doing for partners and participants?

Baseline

Measuring baseline is a key part of assessing impact. “Baseline” might mean different things to
different projects, but always includes measures of poverty, inequality, and social mobility in the
relevant jurisdiction(s); participant and program experience, outcomes, and pain points; and areas of
priority among participants, workers, and organizational decision-makers. (See the Indicators
Appendix for potential indicators/measurements of both baseline status and all the outcomes
discussed below.)

Direct work

All CfA work streams have internal quality standards, separate from any external impact of the work.
Quality measures vary across projects and disciplines, but might include technical performance,
accessibility features, evidentiary standards, research ethics, best practices in communication or
marketing, and so on. High quality work is a prerequisite for positive impacts.

Our project teams are multidisciplinary. What are indicators of quality for each discipline involved in
the project? How does high quality work set up our external impacts?

Direct impacts

These are the impacts we most directly control. Notably, some are simple to measure using traditional
guantitative measures; some are not, and will require interviews, documentary evidence, or other
qualitative information.

e Ourwork improves individual participant (client, member, caseworker, advocate) experiences and
outcomes. We might measure completion rates, subjective experience of an application or service,
overall approval, trust, wait times, or times to completion.

e Ourwork directly improves equity by mitigating participation gaps related to discrimination and
exclusion, like differential participation among demographic or geographic groups.

e Ourwork improves outcomes for partner organizations, like organizational reputation, efficiency
gains, or lower staff turnover.

e Ourwork directly improves our relationships with key partners and CfA’s organizational credibility.
Stakeholders notice, engage with, and trust CfA’s work.

e CfA continually improves knowledge and expertise about human-centered government, both
internally and among participants and partners.




Many of us are used to thinking about direct impacts like funnel metrics, approval rates, or benefits
distributed. Begin assessing impacts on relationships, knowledge, or expertise for your project by
asking: Within our partner organization, which relationships are most important, and why? What
specific knowledge and expertise do we want to provide?

New circumstances and opportunities

We expect our direct impacts to lead to new circumstances, and new opportunities for direct work,
amplifying CfA’s impact.

e CfA capacity-building work “sticks.” People and organizations apply, adapt, and expand the skills,
practices, and knowledge they learn with/from CfA beyond the organization’s direct engagement with
CfA.

e Ourdirect impacts lead to new work opportunities, like inquiries from new organizations, contacts
with higher-level decision makers, broader scopes of work, increased funding, or new domains of work.

e Partner organizations’ positive opinions of CfA lead to influence in non-partner organizations and
contexts.

e Among organizations that adopt CfA best practices, we observe increases in public trust and public
expectations.

Broader changes to politics, policy and practice

CfA’s goal is capacity-building and agenda-setting. We are not interested in becoming a long-term
vendor of government services, and we do not seek to influence public opinion directly. Instead, as our
influence grows, we aim to build interest, knowledge, and expertise among partner organizations,
individual participants, and the broader public.

e CfA’s work contributes to public understanding of, and engagement with, policies and practices that
support equitable poverty alleviation. We want to show what works.

e By demonstrating best practices, CfA contributes to changing public expectations about the quality and
value of government services. Changing public expectations strengthen incentives for policy-makers
and administrators to support and implement equitable poverty alleviation strategies.

e We observe long-tail policy feedback effects: advocacy, policy implementation, and legislation can be
mutually reinforcing. As a result, new legislation and administrative and regulatory changes emerge
to support equitable poverty alleviation.

e Following policy changes that expand or equalize access, we expect backlash and retrenchment efforts.
However, CfA’s work creates evidence and communities of practice that support broad, resilient
advocacy coalitions that can weather these changes and reinforce policies that address inequality.

e State redistributive capacity increases, improving access to public resources and reducing the
administrative burdens that drive inequitable outcomes. In particular, redistributive capacity increases
relative to other forms of state capacity such as coercion and incarceration.




Structural changes

Over the longer term, we expect that mutually reinforcing changes in politics, policy, and policy
implementation will contribute to equitable poverty alleviation. This is a structural change that
requires and reinforces other structural changes, like improvements in health equity, equal access to
high-quality education, and equal access to justice.

Connecting the dots

Identifying and measuring outcomes is a key first step to demonstrating our impact. However, we also
need to “connect the dots” between our work and the impact we’d like to claim, a task that becomes
more difficult as our impacts become broader or less direct. (For detailed descriptions of issues in
causal inference and research methods, see the Methods Appendix.) This section outlines steps for
demonstrating causal connections in real-world conditions. Importantly, while the section is written as
if all our impact assessments were fully planned ahead of implementation, we know CfA projects
sometimes pivot unexpectedly or have unanticipated outcomes.

Know your story

First, identify the outcome(s) of interest. What changes from the baseline do we expect to create or
contribute to, in what order? What actions or decisions are necessary to move from one step to
another? Then, diagram a concrete, specific causal story. For example, we might write:

CfA product in state X = Direct impact = Discussion in professional networks = State Y opportunity +
CfA outreach = State Y partnership = Positive partnership experience = Advisory relationship =
Influence with key decision-maker(s) = Decision = Policy implementation = Impact in state Y.

Clarifying exactly how an outcome is expected to occur (or did occur, or whether it might occur via
multiple pathways) guides us toward more concrete understandings about what information can
demonstrate the importance of our work to the outcome. (This is also a useful moment to think about
potential stumbling blocks, allies, or requirements from outside the organization that might be
relevant.)

Consider other stories

There are always other things going on: coincidences, competing influences, you name it. Laying out
alternative explanations shows which parts of a causal theory are most important to demonstrating
CfA’s causal role. For example, one plausible alternative to our CfA product in state X = ... = Impact in
state Y pathway from above is something like:

Candidate whose viewpoint happens to align with CfA = change of administration in state Y = Change
in agency leadership = Decision = Implementation = Impact.

In this story, CfA might still develop an advisory relationship with the decision-maker, but CfA did not
cause the policy change in question; the new administration was always going to implement the
change favored by CfA. If we didn’t contribute to a given change, we shouldn’t claim it.



Test the story

With a concrete understanding of our impact story (and plausible competing theories) in hand, the
next step is figuring out which story is the right one. In the example above, the final links in the chain
are similar. Whether we conclude that CfA caused the impact depends on upstream information about
the decision-maker and their decision process. The key question for understanding the causal
relationship (if any) between CfA’s work and the outcome is: “how did this official come to this
decision?” Knowing this, we can build an assessment plan that includes public statements, political
platforms, stakeholder interviews, and other qualitative information about decision processes.

Tell the story

Many of our impact stories are less straightforward than this example; some causal stories include
many opportunities for random chance, new circumstances, or political opposition (for example) to
intervene. Our goal is to make strong, rigorous claims and communicate them engagingly, and this
often means combining multiple chains of impact, forms of evidence, or ideas of causation. Our goal
is a statement like “X million people across Y states are served by benefits systems built on CfA’s
model” that is supported by rigorous evidence.

Conclusion: Implementing the framework

CfA faces some unique impact-assessment challenges because of the breadth of its portfolio—and its
ambitions. Some key impacts are difficult to identify and measure; some are slow, incremental, or
indirect. This document, its appendices, the (forthcoming) Impact Assessment Planning Guide, and
our overall research practice are designed to help teams build actionable, rigorous, compelling impact
evaluation plans for any CfA project, and to keep long-run change on our radar even as we push for
moment-to-moment excellence. Here are some elements of the implementation strategy:

e Gathering and integrating feedback. This document is—and is likely to remain—a work in progress.
Comments, questions, and suggestions are always welcome, either in this document or via email or
Slack. After an initial feedback period (roughly April 15-May 15, 2023), we hope to develop a regular
cycle for incorporating feedback.

e Aligning with senior leadership and the Board about systems change measurement and reporting, and
building these into our standard Board metrics.

e Building a quick, simple way for anyone in the organization to report an impact or outcome, whether or
not that outcome was an expected one. This is especially important when the outcomes we see are “our
words in a benefits administrator’s mouth” or “tech vendor X successfully copied our work,” rather than
“the dashboard shows this many users.”

e Training. This is a high-level document. We don’t expect teams to dive in without assistance. Instead, we
expect to roll out workshops to guide teams through the process of developing theories of change and
creating impact assessment plans.



Appendices

(The appendices are arranged in alphabetical order by title.)

Most appendices are not included in this sample for privacy reasons. The two included here, which begin on the following page,
are Definitions and Indicators. The latter provides a detailed mapping from key concepts to indicators to data sources.
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Definitions

e Participants: individuals who interact directly with our work. Participants include
beneficiaries/clients, agency workers, agency leaders, service providers, and so on.

e Partner organizations are the larger groups we work with, like government agencies,
non-government organizations, or academic institutions.

e Experiences: How workers, clients, and other participants feel about their interactions with
programs or organizations. This includes feelings of satisfaction, dignity, self-efficacy,
perceived burdens, and overall approval.

e Outcomes: Whether workers, clients, and other participants achieve specific goals/milestones
in their interactions with programs or organizations. Outcomes include program awareness,
knowledge, acceptance, participation, renewal/retention, and timeliness.

e FEquity/equitable: In this document we use “equitable” to mean policies and practices that
address historical exclusion and discrimination. When work is equitable, it does not
exacerbate—and should narrow—gaps associated with exclusion and discrimination. Our goal
is to measure equity alongside broader impacts at every stage of our work.

e Poverty: Poverty is not having enough resources to access basic necessities of life, such as
adequate food, clothing, housing, health care, education, access to justice, or autonomous
decision-making.

e Poverty alleviation: Poverty alleviation happens when the effects of poverty are diminished,
whether via money aid or via access to other key resources.

e FEquitable poverty alleviation: Diminishing the effects of poverty in ways that do not exacerbate,
and should narrow, gaps associated with historical exclusion and discrimination.

® People helped: The number of people who used our product, program, or service.

e People with outcomes: People who received a benefit via our product, program, or service.

e Lift: People who received benefits via our product, program, or service—who otherwise would
NOT have received it.

Indicators

In the table below, we list a variety of indicators that might be used to assess one or more of the goals
listed above in Impacts across the theory of change. These are grouped by unit of analysis, i.e. by the
kind of thing or group (individuals, organizations, geographies, etc.) whose characteristics we’re
measuring. This list is far from exhaustive, but our hope is that the suggestions here inspire creative
thinking about other potential sources of information. Notice, also, that these are indicators of
outcomes, not indicators of causes. To show that CfA caused or was necessary to a given indirect
outcome, consider the Connecting the dots section of the main document, and/or see a “worked
example” for GCF, below in the Appendix Using the framework.

Concept Potential indicator(s) Potential data source(s)
Advocacy: organizations center  |% of Board of Directors, staff, etc. by race, gov Organizations’

perspectives of marginalized benefits use, criminal legal system contact; websites/publications, interviews
people marginalized-person perceptions.




Concept

Potential indicator(s)

Potential data source(s)

Advocacy: Growth of advocacy
organizations around poverty &
inequality (and related)

Number, size, and diversity of advocacy
organizations around poverty & inequality; Total
budget by year of advocacy orgs focused on poverty,
equity, reparations

Organizations’ internal data;
qualitative interviews about
organizational resources; academic
and NGO research; media
mentions; market research

Advocacy: Growing breadth, size,
and power of political coalitions
around poverty & inequality

Density of network connections among poverty
advocates, other advocacy orgs (e.g. students,
seniors) and political power holders: meetings taken,
invitations to key gatherings, etc.

Academic and NGO research,
media monitoring, interviews with
other orgs

Advocacy: participant knowledge
of advocacy opportunities

% of org/program participants who can name “a way
to get involved”

Client surveys, qualitative
interviews with CBO stakeholders

CfA access to partner data (trust
indicator, scope indicator)

N (%) records, N (%) fields, data warehouse access,
partner stakeholder confidence in CfA data
management

Comparison of data sharing
agreements over time; interviews

CfA employees highly skilled
relative to peer institutions

% with terminal degree, % with top 5 skills in field

BLS data, internal data

CfA hands off working,
sustainable systems to partners

Minimal downtime at cutover/handoff; partners
maintain pace of updates/upgrades; partners report
feeling confident; products/services continue
seamlessly; budgets sufficient over time.

Comparison of initial plan/contract
and system received; partner
feedback

CfA employee and manager
knowledge of program and
discipline specifics/projects

Knowledge of key CfA goals, programs, processes at
onboarding, 90 days, 6 months, yearly

CfA internal data

CfA media
mentions/appearances increase

N mentions, type of mention (by stakeholder, quote
for news story, as org...), reach of source

MarComms internal data

CfA mentions in stakeholder
professional networks increase

N mentions in conference/meeting proceedings, % of
stakeholders/leaders who report discussing CfA with
others

Proceedings, qualitative interviews,
referral data

CfA partnership inquiries
increase in number and breadth

Number of inquiries, scope of inquiry

Inquiries data

CfA resources widely consulted

Clicks, downloads, time on relevant pages by
geography, domain name of user

Website traffic

CfA advisory relationships
expand and deepen.

Stakeholders request specific advice; stakeholders
request out-of-scope advice; stakeholders broaden
scope of advising agreements

Qualitative interviews, referral
data, contracts

CfA partnership arrangements
expand in size and scope

Budget, scope, length, and projected impact of
partnerships over time; projects/partnership
expansions; quality of relationship with key partner
org personnel

Internal documents/contracts;
qualitative interviews

CfA delivers products of
increasing size and scope

Budget, staffing, people with outcomes (or systems
touched)

Internal documents/ contracts;
qualitative interviews

CfA social media engagements
increase

Standard metrics: followers, links to CfA documents,
profile views, clickthroughs, etc.

Social media engagement data

CfA workers keep up with
advances in their fields

% of staff who spend 100% of professional
development budget; Staff who obtain new
certifications

Qualitative interviews; internal
records

Individual/household: increasing
trust in government

Standard survey questions re: trust in government,
by program participation & demographics

Public opinion survey(s)

Individual/household positive
relationships with org/prog
workers

Potential applicant, applicant, participant, and
worker answers to quality of relationship questions,
over time

Qualitative interviews

Individual/household
satisfaction with application
process

% answering that application was “understandable,”
“simple,” “made sense,” was designed with their
experience in mind; specific pain points &

frustrations

Applicant surveys, UX interviews




Concept

Potential indicator(s)

Potential data source(s)

Individual/household access to
state services/contact with state

Neighborhood access to quality schools; crime and
violent crime rates; favorability and impressions of
police, teachers, mail service, city services, etc.

Census, surveys, municipal
budgets; qualitative interviewing

Individual/household application
acceptance rate

% of completed applications approved, overall and
by demographic group

Application and enrollment data

Individual/household
community/political/state
engagement

% answering that they went to a community
meeting, volunteered, protested, voted, etc.; %
stating they expect good service when they contact
org/program; qualitative descriptions of (non-)
engagement

Survey (both question answers +
response rates),qualitative
interviews

Individual/household perceived
self-efficacy

% stating they understand what they need to do to
get and stay on benefits, % who perceive approvals
as “random,” knowing whom to contact with
problems

Surveys, qualitative interviews

Individual/household increase in
application completion

% of applications submitted (of those receiving an
application number) by program, demographics, etc.

Application data

Individual/household decreasing
procedural denials

% of denials for procedural reasons, overall and by
demographics

Application and enrollment data

Individual/household:
administrative burden declines
as reason for not participating

Detailed descriptions of decision-making processes
around applying for, enrolling in, and renewing
benefits/program membership

Qualitative interviews

Individual/household
administrative burden of renewal
decreases

N months of benefits prior to required
report/renewal, by key groups; % clients reporting
renewal was simple; average spell on benefits for
eligible people

Agency data; client survey data

Individual/household:wait times
decrease

Days between application submission and eligibility
determination; days between eligibility
determination and disbursement

Application, enrollment,
disbursement data

demography-specific poverty
and food insecurity

groups; % of households reporting food insecurity by
relevant demographics

Jurisdiction concentrated % of PUMASs, ZIPs, Census tracts with high poverty Census
poverty

Jurisdiction Horizontal Household median income by race; household Census
inequality (e.g. across race) wealth by race

Jurisdiction income inequality  |% of yearly income held by top decile, quintile Census
Jurisdiction overall and % living <= 100% of FPG by relevant demographic Census

Jurisdiction political control

Partisan control of municipal, county, state, federal
legislature and administration; perceptions of
bureaucrats’ political loyalties among public &
clients

News media; interviews

Jurisdiction substandard
housing

% of housing units with safety or other violations

County Health Rankings
(underlying data)

Jurisdiction unemployment (+ by
demographics)

% of working-age adults not employed, not in school,
and/or under-employed

Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics

Jurisdiction wealth inequality

% of wealth held by top decile, quartile in jurisdiction

Census

Jurisdiction,
Organization/program: Role of
CBO’s

Overall attitude of workers to CBOs and vice versa;
perceptions of “good” CBOs, community perceptions

Qualitative interviews, media
mentions

Jurisdiction:
stakeholders/decision-makers/
people in power over program

People others report you “need to convince,” or
holding positions of formal decision-making power;
spoilers

Qualitative interviews with workers
& other stakeholders

Non-partner organizations adopt
CfA best practices

Staffing decisions in alignment; language adoption;
shifts in budget; administrative or regulatory
practices

Media monitoring, stakeholder
interviews

10




Concept

Potential indicator(s)

Potential data source(s)

Non-partner organizations
influenced by CfA or CfA partners

Leaders of non-partner orgs know of CfA, “heard
good things about” CfA, consulted CfA resources in
decision-making

Stakeholder interviews

Organization/program: eligibility
by demographics

Estimated proportion of people & households
eligible

Internal estimates (Census, FNS,
etc.)

Organization/program tech
capacity

Existing tech stack, personnel, budget, skills;
capacity for growth

Internal documents, systems
testing

Organization/program workforce

N workers, yearly turnover by position, satisfaction
by position

Partner orgs’ internal data/surveys

Organization/program size,
budget, prestige

N staff, N members/participants/clients, yearly
budget; leaders’ perceptions of access/prestige
among peer orgs (e.g. other state orgs, similar NGOs)

Budget, internal organizational
data

Organization/program:
decreasing participation gaps

Demographic composition of program participants
vs. eligible population vs. general population, over
time

Census, internal estimates, surveys,
application and enrollment data

Organization/program: variations
in service by location

Client satisfaction, approval rates vs. eligibility rates,
by office location

Qualitative interviews, program
data

Organization/program:
implementation of CfA
recommendations

Staffing decisions in alignment; language adoption;
shifts in budget; administrative or regulatory
practices; institutional isomorphism

Media monitoring; qualitative
interviews

Organization/program: Actively
seeking to lower admin
burdens/barriers to entry

Applications for waivers, demonstration/pilot
projects, use of flexibilities

Federal agency data, interviews

Organization/program:
Knowledge-sharing valued
within partner organization

% of workers who report sharing expertise within &
across hierarchies, % who report learning something
from a colleague lately

Internal surveys, qualitative
interviews

Organization/program: Political,
ecological, health, leadership
crisis resilience

Interruptions in service related to crisis situations;
client perceptions of org. adaptations

Qualitative interviews with
workers, stakeholders, clients

Organization/program:
responsive to participant
feedback

% of clients who report org. Is responsive; worker
descriptions of client feedback procedures

Surveys, qualitative interviews

Organization/program: Size and
scope of outsourcing contracts

Number, budget, and scope of contracts with
for-profit contractors

Internal
documents/budgets/information

Policy: Adoption of equity
metrics

N/% organizations (in jurisdiction, of X type, etc.)
measuring and reporting equity data

Stakeholder interviews, publicly
available agency data

Policy: Increased redistribution

Over-time change in tax revenue, progressiveness of
taxation, proportion of budget dedicated to poverty
alleviation

Budgets of relevant jurisdiction(s),
policy/academic partners

Policy: Federal agency
recommendations

Published recommendations/best practices/policies
focus on lower administrative burdens, equity, or
other CfA priorities

Media and web monitoring; agency
documents

Policy: Reconsideration of
means-testing thresholds

Policy-makers and administrators actively consider
“living wage” (vs. “poverty”) guidelines

Stakeholder interviews

Political context: Content of
campaign literature

Campaign literature discusses poverty,
redistribution, equity as priorities. Declines in
“welfare-baiting.”

Campaign literature, media
monitoring, data from org. partners

Political context: Content of
legislative floor speeches

N mentions of poverty, equitable poverty alleviation,
benefits

Legislative records

Political context: Legislative
progress of bills supporting
equitable poverty alleviation

N bills introduced by jurisdiction; N co-sponsors; if
bill is repeatedly introduced, new coalition members
over time; roll call votes

Data from organizational partners

11




Concept

Potential indicator(s)

Potential data source(s)

Political context: Legislator,
executive, and candidate public
statements about poverty,
poverty alleviation

N mentions/discussions of poverty and redistribution
as policy priority

Legislative records, media
monitoring

Public opinion: factual
knowledge about poverty and
poverty alleviation

% of survey respondents who correctly answer
factual questions about poverty, by demographics,
geography, and political affiliation

Public opinion surveys

Public opinion:
Organization/program
knowledge

% name recognition of key anti-poverty/equitable
poverty alleviation orgs, by demographics,
geography, and political affiliation

Public opinion survey(s),
qualitative interviews

Public opinion:
Organization/program
favorability

% favorability of key anti-poverty/equitable poverty
alleviation orgs, by demographics, geography, and
political affiliation

Public opinion survey(s),
qualitative interviews

Public opinion: Proportion of
people stating poverty is a key
political priority

% reporting poverty or inequality is major issue, by
demographics, geography, and political affiliation

News media mentions, public
opinion polling

Public opinion: stereotypes of
programs/orgs & beneficiaries

% agreeing with positive vs. negative statements
about public benefits & beneficiaries

Public opinion survey(s),
qualitative interviews

Public opinions: perceptions and
expectations of government
services

% favorability of specific government services; %
reporting expecting excellent customer service

Public opinion surveys

Stakeholder/leader: Federal
agency awareness and
consultation of CfA

N federal agency contacts, contracts; quality of
federal official knowledge

Internal records, stakeholder
interviews

Stakeholder/leader: CfA
awareness among key
professional groups

% of key groups (benefits administrators, state and
federal cabinet officials, legislators) with knowledge
of CfA or CfA’s work

Surveys, qualitative interviews

Stakeholders/leader:
Impressions of power/influence
of direct CfA contacts

Respondents report that CfA’s key organizational
contacts hold sufficient power to steer key
decisions/actions

Qualitative interviews

Stakeholders/leader: Partner
recommendations of CfA

Partners and former partners report discussing CfA
with professional colleagues or recommending CfA;
new or potential partners report hearing of CfAin
professional networks

Referral data, qualitative interviews

Worker frustrations/pain points

Pages/screens that frequently cause mistakes or
“have to be done just right.”

Qualitative interviews, observation,
surveys

Worker autonomy (vs.org
leaders)

Workers report that they feel empowered to solve
problems on their own

Qualitative interviews, internal
documents

Worker caseload and
cases/period

N cases/worker/period; hours worked/worker/case

Internal data, interviews with
workers, interviews with managers

Worker caseload management
strategies, stress, burnout

Workers report feeling they can’t do a good job,
there’s too much to get done, or they routinely take
shortcuts; % workers who have considered leaving
recently; % reporting work stress is a major factor in
their life

Qualitative interviews about
worker strategies and challenges;
worker surveys

Workers and administrators
knowledgeable about client
perspectives

% saying they spend time reading client feedback
and/or think about how to solve common client
problems

Worker surveys, stakeholder
interviews
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