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Session 2 – Friday

• The monitoring, evaluation and learning matrix 
(15 minutes)

• Exercise continued from Thursday session

• MEL for Policy Influence (25 minutes)
• Defining policy influence
• Why is it difficult to measure influence ?

• Quantitative indicators are difficult for some dimensions of influence
• Long lags in impact 
• Multiple actors and multiple causes 

• Main approaches



“Half the money I spend on advertising is 
wasted; the trouble is, I don't know which 

half.”

John Wanamaker (1838-1922)
Founder, Wannamaker’s Department Store



What are our policy influence 
goals/objectives?



What do we mean by influence?

• “Bring about a change in a specific policy, regulation or 
practice”

• This is what most people think of as “policy influence” 

• Here is one scheme for tracking impact defined in this 
way



A Four Level Scheme for Measuring Policy Impact

Level 1 ideas created/mobilised.   This is where the think tank produced work analysing a policy question, 
but it has not yet fed through to senior government officials or other policy stakeholders, often because it is at an initial
stage.

Level 2 disseminated to government. These are outputs that have been formally conveyed to the 
requesting minister or permanent secretary (or other senior policy stakeholder) but not yet discussed in depth.

Level 3 engagement of policy makers policy impact requires hearing with senior/influential policy-makers, 
with evidence* that recommendations were internalized and/or that exchanged ideas have influenced policy discussions. 

Level 4  changes to policy  policy impact means policy decision demonstrably and substantially informed, 
caused or influenced by the think tank.

* Evidence will include, for instance, follow-up meetings, email exchanges, requests for materials to disseminate amongst 
colleagues, requests for follow-up discussions/projects, meeting minutes detailing internalisation of IGC work which are 
then sent to policymakers etc.



Policy Influence has more than one dimension

• There are other aspects of influence that may be more important in 
the long run

• "Expand policy capacities" 
• "Broaden policy horizons"
• "Affect decision regimes“

Reference – Carden 2009 – chapters 1-3 essential reading for every 
ThinkTanker



Expand policy capacities

“Research can strengthen the institutional framework 
supporting policymaking by enhancing the policy 
community’s own collective ability to assess and 
communicate innovative ideas, and by cultivating new 
talents for analyzing and applying incoming research 
advice.” 



Broaden policy horizons

“Policy is often frustrated by a scarcity of choices. 
Research can improve the intellectual framework 
surrounding policymaking by introducing new ideas to 
the policy agenda, by ensuring that information comes 
to policymakers in a form and language they can 
quickly grasp and use, and by fostering helpful 
dialogue between researchers and decision makers.”



Affect decision regimes

“The quality of a policy can be determined as much by the 
procedures of deliberation and decision as by its content. 
Research findings can improve the policy-process 
framework by helping to open and rationalize the 
procedures of legislating, administering, and evaluating 
government policies and programmes. Skills and attitudes 
characteristic of good research—not least, a spirit of 
curiosity and fact-based argument—can improve the 
operations of government”





Why is MEL for Policy Influence (MEL-I) so 
difficult to measure?

• Brainstorm



MEL for Policy Influence (MEL-I)

• Why is M&E for impact or policy influence difficult?
• Impact /influence is difficult to define and multidimensional
• Most policy changes involve multiple actors and multiple factors

• Few think tanks can honestly claim to have been the only “cause” of a policy change

• Lags between research and impact are long & unpredictable
• Few funders are willing to wait years for impact to take place

• Evidence is hard to obtain 
• Policymakers are seldom eager to admit who influenced them

• And if a think tank claims influence this may damage the trusted relationship with the 
policymaker that is essential for influence

• But funders want evidence of impact …



Policy influence 
strategies 
(outputs) 

directed at 
certain groups 

Immediate 
changes in 

actors

Intermediate 
outcomes Impact 

Research and publications
Capacity building
Events 
Advocacy
Communications
Media 
Network building

Ultimate benefit to society:
Improved access to Youth 
friendly SRH services

Attitudes
Behaviours
Discourse / framing
Capacity
Knowledge
Understanding
Relationships 

• Agenda setting

• Shaping policy content

• Changing policy procedures

• Introducing changes to policy 
delivery

• More research-friendly policy 
environment

14

Policy influence strategies & outcomes



In the end, any monitoring and evaluation 
approach chosen must consider that think 
tanks are not just about influencing policies 
directly but also fulfil a great deal of other 
functions (education of elites, prepare new 
policymakers, create and maintain spaces, 
help set the agenda, disrupt consensus, 
etc.). It is in all these functions that their 
real value lies.  Source: Mendizabal, 2012



FRAMEWORKS: ADVOCACY AND POLICY CHANGE COMPOSITE LOGIC MODEL 

Infrastructure 
Development

Capacity Building

Policy Proposal 
Development

Organizational 
Capacity

Media Coverage

Partnerships or 
Alliances

Collaboration and 
Alignment (including 

messaging)

Constituency or 
Support Base Growth

Public Will 

Awareness

Attitudes or Beliefs

Policy Development

Policy Adoption

Policy Implementation

Policy Monitoring  and 
Evaluation

Issue/Policy Analysis 
and Research

New Advocates 
(including unlikely or 

nontraditional)

Salience

Issue Reframing

Skills Development

Strategy DevelopmentData Collection

Partner Development

Preparation/Planning

Staffing and 
Leadership 

Development

Lobbying

Policymaker and 
Candidate Education

Litigation or
Legal Advocacy

Relationship Building 
with Decision Makers

Goal Setting

Placement on the Policy 
Agenda 

New Donors

Policy Blocking

More or Diversified 
Funding

Organizational 
Visibility or 
Recognition

Fund Raising

Policy Maintenance

Landscape
Mapping

New Champions 
(including  policymakers)

Problem Assessment

Activities/Tactics Interim Outcomes Policy Goals

Impacts

Inputs

Political Climate

Economic Climate

Social Climate

Prior Experience Elected Officials

Public Administrators

Candidates

MediaVoters Community Leaders

Other Audiences
Business

Courts

Potential Partners/ Competitors/ 
Opponents

Issue Competition

Specific Constituencies

Contextual Factors

Audiences

Improved
Services

And Systems

Positive Social
And Physical
Conditions

Political Will

Policy and Politics Advocacy Capacity Policy

Media Partnerships

Grassroots Organizing 
and Mobilization

Coalition and Network 
Building

Briefings/ Presentations

Demonstration Projects 
or Pilots

Polling

Rallies and MarchesPaid Media

Voter Education

Public Service 
Announcements

Communications and Outreach

Policy Assessment
Message Development

Materials Development

Electronic Outreach

Earned Media

Popular Culture 
Artists/Gate-keepers

Political Donors



Group work – results 
chain



Group work instructions
- go to the google slides for day 2 – find your group slide
In groups, construct a results chain for  policy outcome. 

1. Select an activity/ tactic from the composite logic model (previous 
slide) that is familiar to your group

2. Look in the first column (inputs) – what inputs are needed for this 
tactic?

3. Look in the third column (Interim Outcomes) – select an interim 
outcome that would result from that activity or tactic

4. Look in the fourth column (Policy goals) – which ultimate policy 
goal would those activities and outcomes contribute towards?

5. Capture it in the table in the group work slide 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_mRJw_X3TiCPNeAN-
k7DL1TCC4GBspdG/view?usp=sharing



What methods or data sources do you have to measure or 
describe these kinds of activities and outputs?

Brainstorm 



what may be available or developed for MEL

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•



Example of a simple MEL matrix
Objective 
/Outcomes & 
outputs

Indicator Data source Who is 
responsible 

How will it be 
used

OUTCOME

Policy
community 
around G20 in 
Africa is 
strengthened and 
sustainable

# of African 
Think tanks 
starting research 
streams on G20

Annual survey 
with participating 
think tanks

Program officer To see if the 
program is 
effective in 
building a policy 
community on 
G20

OUTPUT

4 African think 
tanks engaged in 
research on G20 
by mid-term of 
project

No. of African 
think tanks 
produce research 
on G20

Research outputs 
/ publication 
schedule/ 

Program officer To see if the 
partner TTs are 
producing 
research as 
planned



Outputs / indicators



Q&A 



Evaluation of Policy 
Influence
for another time …



Evaluating these aspects is challenging

• They take even longer to occur

• Attributing these changes to a specific think tank or 
research project is even more difficult than tracing 
the impact on a specific policy

• So their influence on M&E practice has been limited 
to date



How do you do MEL-I?

• No consensus in the evaluation community
• Still the subject of debate and research

• There is no “magic bullet” nor is there ever likely to 
be one

• You cannot run experiments to test the influence of a think 
tank

• You cannot expect politicians and civil servants to admit 
who influenced their decisions



But funders want evidence of impact, so 
what should you do?

• Don’t spend too much time worrying about this
• Let the external evaluators do the worrying
but …
• Think about what approaches the evaluators might use
• Set up a monitoring system and start collecting the data 

they might need – right now!
• The sooner you start collecting information, the more likely 

it is to be accurate and useful



Funders want evidence of impact, so what 
should you do?

• In the end, you will have to tell stories about 
influence.

• The more convincing they are, the better

• How can you make your stories convincing?
• Base them on your “Theory of Change” 

• You do have a ToC, don’t you?

• Use one of the mainstream approaches
• This will make your M&E look less ad-hoc



Some “Mainstream” Approaches

• Outcome Mapping and Outcome Harvesting

• Rapid Outcome Assessment and Episode studies

• Contribution Analysis and Process Tracing (not quite 
mainstream yet)

• “Realist” evaluation

LE6



Slide 29

LE6 One non mainstream approach that might be worth mentioning is the methodology "Links of policy influence", 
developed by Vanesa and I had the chance to apply in an evaluation of a Chilean think tank programme. Just to 
show how think tanks make efforts to measure its impact. Here is an article that explains briefly the 
methodology: https://www.politicsandideas.org/?p=2121     I also attach a PPT for your reference.
Leandro Echt; 11/01/2018



Outcome Mapping and Outcome Harvesting

• Outcome Mapping
• Identify the people whose behaviour you think you can change, and 

what changes you hope to make
• Focus is on “boundary partners” 

• Advantages
• Well established since its introduction by IDRC in 2001
• Huge OM support system

• literature, trainers, and an online Outcome Mapping Community

References: Better Evaluation (2013) and Wilson-Grau (2015) 



Episode Studies and Rapid Outcome 
Assessment
• Start with a case study of a policy change and “track 

backward” to the factors that caused it
• Instead of starting with research output and trying to discover what 

influence it had
• Argument is that episode studies give more appropriate 

weight to other causal factors
• Tracking forward exaggerates influence of a piece of research

• Rapid Outcome Assessment is a framework for compiling the 
case studies

References: Carden (2009b) and Better Evaluation (2014b)



Contribution Analysis

• Build into your theory of change not only how you think 
your intervention will work, but also all the factors (and 
other interventions) that might have caused the policy 
change

• Build an explanation of the change that takes account of 
these “other factors”, not just your intervention(s)

References: Mayne (2006) and Befani et al (2016)



“Realist” approaches to evaluation 

• “What works, for whom, in what respects, to what extent, in 
what contexts, and how?”

• Relies heavily on the behavioural mechanisms assumed to 
underlie the theory of change, and which explain how the 
outcomes were caused and the influence of context. 

• often summarized as “Context, Mechanism and Outcome” (CMO)

• The underlying question is intuitively appealing, but … 
• Perhaps the most challenging of all the methods discussed 

here

Reference: Community Matters (2014)



SCHOOL for THINKTANKERS
www.ott.school



Additional material



SCHOOL for THINKTANKERS
www.ott.school


