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APPENDIX A:  EVALUATION DESIGN AND DATA 

SOURCES 

About the Evaluation 

SPR began our work as MEV’s evaluation partner in 2009, when we were engaged by the NoVo 
Foundation to assist with the initial stakeholder interviews that informed the development of 
MEV’s design principles. We have worked closely with MEV since then, developing the MEV learning 
outcomes and program logic model in collaboration with MEV leadership and its advisory 
committee in 2010, as the design for the first cohort was being developed. The learning outcomes 
and logic model are broad and flexible enough to have remained the same over the course of the 
initiative, even as it has evolved from one cohort to the next.  

SPR’s overall evaluation approach is driven by a dual focus on capturing the multi-level outcomes of 
the NoVo Foundation’s investment in the MEV program, while simultaneously drawing out key 
learnings emerging from this innovative field-building project. We designed the evaluation to allow 
for flexibility in making mid-course changes to ensure that our efforts can evolve with any changing 
directions that MEV work may take. 

Appendix A documents the evaluation design and data sources through the following documents: 

• Appendix A-1: MEV Learning Outcomes. Learning outcomes were organized according to 
the major MEV goals: 1) Aligning the movement, 2) Strengthening individuals and 
organizations in the movement, 3) Enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for 
social change, 4) Building critical mass within the movement and other movements, 5) 
Integration of cornerstones and impact of collaboration, 6) Engagement of other funders, 
and 7) Challenges and lessons learned. 

• Appendix A-2: MEV Program Logic Model. The MEV Program Logic Model gives an overview 
of MEV goals and desired short-, intermediate-, and long-term outcomes. 

• Appendix A-3: Evaluation Data Sources. The following key sources of data informed the 
analysis in this report: 1) document review, 2) observations, 3) cohort convening evaluations 
and faculty reflections, 4) interviews, and 5) surveys. 

• Appendix A-4: List of Interview Respondents. A record of the MEV cohort members, 
faculty, and alumni that were interviewed at the baseline, mid-point, and end of Cycle 4.  
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APPENDIX A-1:  MEV LEARNING OUTCOMES 

EVALUATION LEARNING QUESTIONS 

ALIGNING THE 
MOVEMENT 

1. How has this initiative helped to facilitate the development of a common 
vision for the movement that is deeply embraced by promising leaders 
and that uses critical race, class, and gender analyses? 

2. How does this initiative build upon past work while also clearly 
demonstrating forward motion on ending violence against women and 
girls? 

STRENGTHENING 
INDIVIDUALS 
AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 
IN THE 
MOVEMENT 

3. To what extent has the initiative promoted a healthy, thriving movement 
by experientially increasing the capacity of individuals and organizations 
to end violence against women and girls?  

4. What is the nexus between individual leaders’ increasing self-awareness, 
better articulation of movement values in organizations’ mission, vision, 
and values, and leaders’ ability to advance to the movement? 

ENHANCING THE 
MOVEMENT’S 
CAPACITY TO 
ADVOCATE FOR 
SOCIAL CHANGE 

5. How has this initiative promoted and equipped participants to use 
cutting-edge social change theories and tools as the primary strategy to 
advocate for ending violence against women and girls in the U.S.?  What 
skills, knowledge, and strategies are leaders using as a result of the 
trainings? 

6. What partnerships and collaborations are forming as a result of this 
initiative?   

BUILDING 
CRITICAL MASS 
WITHIN THE 
MOVEMENT 
AND OTHER 
MOVEMENTS 

7. To what extent has the initiative mobilized a critical mass of transformed 
leaders and organizations such that the movement's narrative and 
direction is impacted and incorporates global perspectives and cross-
movement collaboration? 

8. How does the MEV Program help those in the movement feel connected 
and engaged? How do those within the large movement feel about this 
Initiative? 

INTEGRATION 
OF 
CORNERSTONES 
AND IMPACT OF 
COLLABORATION 

9. What are the interactions among the various levels, i.e., individual, 
organizational, network/movement levels?  How do changes at certain 
levels affect other levels?   

10. What is the impact of the collaborative work of Movement Building 
Initiative participants? 

ENGAGEMENT 
OF OTHER 
FUNDERS 

11. How well has a funder engagement strategy informed and generated 
greater interest and investment in the work of the movement to end 
violence against women and girls (VAWG)? 

12. Under what circumstances can a movement be shaped or changed by a 
funder?  What would need to be in place for a funder to shape the 
movement?   
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CHALLENGES 
AND LESSONS 
LEARNED 

13. What are major challenges and lessons learned about designing and 
implementing a large scale, multi-year movement building initiative such 
as this one?  What are the challenges of ensuring that this initiative’s 
implementation mirrors the movement building process?  

14. How is this initiative promoting longer-term sustainability of the 
movement’s leadership and work? 
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APPENDIX A-2:  MEV PROGRAM LOGIC MODEL 
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APPENDIX A-3:  DATA SOURCES 

Following are key sources of data that informed the data analysis in this report.  

 

Method Description 

Document 
Review 

From fall 2017, we reviewed key planning, implementation, and product 
documents generated by the MEV staff, faculty, and cohort. These documents 
include: 

• Convening planning and follow-up documents, including annotated 
convening agendas with learning objectives, expected outcomes, and 
presentation materials and handouts; 

Web-based and other online activities including cohort emails, cohort blogs, 
cohort organizational newsletters, and announcements. 

Observations We observed key events, including Convening 6 and a regional Community 
Power Building workshop. To capture the key decision points and dynamics 
between and within the cohort and faculty, we took semi-structured 
observation notes. 

Cohort 
Convening 
Evaluations and 
Faculty 
Reflections 

For each convening, we prepared evaluation and reflection forms for the 
cohort to complete. These forms were tailored to the convening objectives 
and were typically completed within a few weeks of the convenings, after 
which we prepared a memo highlighting key themes. We examined the 
cohort’s progress, the extent to which convening objectives were met, what 
worked, what did not, and key insights and outcomes experienced by cohort 
members.  

Interviews 

 

Throughout the 24 months of Cohort 4’s participation, we had periodic check-
ins with the Cohort 4 members, formally at the baseline (after Convening 1), 
mid-point (after Convening 4), and at the end (after Convening 6). The semi-
structured interviews lasted between one and two hours, and an effort was 
made to let the respondent drive areas of focus, in order to best capture their 
unique experience. Almost all interviews were fully transcribed, but for a 
variety of reasons (loss of recording or sound quality) we were unable to 
transcribe some interviews. In these cases, we relied on our notes for our 
analysis. The interviews covered topics such as: assessment of MEV program 
elements; personal and organizational impacts; within and cross-cohort 
collaboration; movement-wide networking activities; movement-building 
activities; challenges, successes, and lessons learned; and recommendations. 
Because of the structure of the interviews, respondents addressed specific 
topics to varying degrees, based on what was most important to them. We 
also conducted interviews with faculty members after the final convening. 
Please refer to Appendix A-4 for a list of all interviewees. 
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Surveys  Finally, we administered surveys to the cohort members at two points in time. 
We received baseline data on 19 of the 21 cohort members, complete final 
survey data from 7, and partial survey data from an additional 7 (totaling 14 
partial and complete). These surveys were designed to capture: (1) the 
cohort’s ongoing networking and collaboration activities with each other and 
movement allies; and (2) their assessment of movement strengths and impact 
of the MEV program.  
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APPENDIX A-4: INTERVIEW METHODOLOGY 

AND LIST OF INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS 

The following MEV cohort members were interviewed at the baseline, mid-point, and end of Cycle 
4. As captured below, all Cohort 4 members were interviewed at least once and all but one cohort 
member (Ne’Cole Daniels) was interviewed twice. Interviews that were not transcribed or were 
only partially transcribed are marked with an asterisk (*), as we were unable to pull direct quotes 
from these interviews. When preparing the report, we took care to make sure that voices were 
equalized as much as possible given available data. A table at the end of this section shows the 
frequency in which individuals were quoted across chapters in the report. 

As evidenced in that table, we quoted all cohort members at least twice and MEV faculty, alumni 
and coaches were each quoted between 1-3 times. Cohort members who were quoted more 
frequently (up to 9 times) participated in all rounds of interviews, consistently responded to 
convening evaluations, had clear interview transcriptions, and were generous and thoughtful in 
their responses to our questions. Cohort members who are quoted less frequently did not 
participate in at least one round of interviews, are missing recordings or have poor recordings, and 
were less likely to reply to convening evaluations.  

Cohort 4 Members 

 Name Baseline Mid-Point End 

1 Afua Addo ✓ ✓ ✓ 

2 Ana Orozco ✓ ✓ ✓ 

3 Anisah Sabur ✓ ✓ ✓ 

4 Cassandra Welchlin ✓  ✓ 

5 Cristina Tzintzún ✓ ✓  

6 Deleana Otherbull ✓ ✓ ✓ 

7 Isa Noyola ✓ ✓ ✓ 

8 Isa Woldeguiorguis ✓ ✓ ✓ 

9 Kabzuag Vaj ✓  ✓ 

10 Kristen Wyman ✓ ✓ ✓ 

11 Mily Treviño-Sauceda ✓ ✓* ✓* 

12 Monica James ✓ ✓ ✓* 

13 Monique Nguyen  ✓ ✓ 

14 Nadiah Mohajir ✓ ✓ ✓ 

15 Ne’cole Daniels ✓   

16 Robina Niaz ✓ ✓  
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17 Rufaro Gwarada ✓ ✓ ✓ 

18 Saida Agostini ✓ ✓* ✓ 

19 Sarah Curtiss ✓ ✓  

20 Tonya Lovelace ✓ ✓ ✓ 

21 Wakumi Douglas ✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

The following faculty members, coaches, and MEV alumni were interviewed at the end of Cycle 4. 
Alumni with asterisks were also a part of the faculty team. 

Faculty and Staff Members 

• Ana Perez 

• Maura Bairley 

• Monica Dennis 

• Priscilla Hung 

• Heidi Maria Lopez 

 

Coaches 

• Ingrid Benedict 

• Michelle Gislason 

• sujin lee 

 

Alumni 

• Edith Sargon* 

• Eesha Pandit 

• Trina Greene Brown* 
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Quote Frequency Among Cohort Members, Faculty, and Alumni 

Cohort Member Chapter I Chapter II Chapter III Chapter IV Total 

1 0 2 1 0 3 

2 1 1 1 0 3 

3 0 4 3 0 7 

4 0 2 1 1 4 

5 0 0 2 0 2 

6 2 2 4 1 9 

7 0 1 1 0 2 

8 2 2 1 2 7 

9 0 3 0 1 4 

10 0 1 2 0 3 

11 1 5 2 0 8 

12 1 1 1 0 3 

13 0 5 4 0 9 

14 1 3 4 0 8 

15 0 1 1 0 2 

16 0 2 0 0 2 

17 1 3 3 0 7 

18 0 4 1 1 6 

19 0 2 1 0 3 

20 0 2 5 2 9 

21 1 3 2 0 6 
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Faculty & Alumni Chapter I Chapter II Chapter III Chapter IV Total 

1 2 0 0 0 2 

2 1 0 0 1 2 

3 1 0 0 2 3 

4 1 0 0 2 3 

5 1 1 0 0 2 

6 0 3 0 0 3 

7 0 0 0 1 1 

8 0 0 0 1 1 

9 0 0 0 2 2 

10 0 0 0 1 1 
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APPENDIX B: COHORT 4 FINAL INTERVIEW 

PROTOCOL  

Opening 

1. You last spoke to SPR in spring of this year. Have there been any significant shifts in your 
work or your life since the spring?     

2. Since we last spoke, you attended the fifth convening. Please tell me about your experience 
at the Montgomery convening. 

a. The convening had numerous cohort-led spaces that faculty did not participate in. 
What was your experience in those cohort-led spaces?  Any takeaways or lessons 
that emerged from that process?  

3. What was your experience of Convening 6?  What were some high points?   

Reflections on the MEV Experience 

4. How has your participation in MEV influenced you as an individual?  How has it influenced 
your understanding of your own leadership?    

5. Thinking back to when you first applied to MEV, what is the “story” of your personal 
involvement in MEV?  

a. What were the high points?   

b. What were the struggles?  

c. What is the resolution?   

d. Where does the story go from here?   

6. What are the major lessons learned from MEV to date that you have been able to apply to 
your work? If possible, please provide examples of how you are applying these lessons to 
your work.  

a. Lessons in self-care and embodiment? 

b. Lessons in radical connection?  

c. Lessons in audacious vision?  

d. Lessons in addressing race, class, power & privilege with a gender justice focus?  

e. Lessons in addressing movement habits (e.g., culture of scarcity, habits of White 
Supremacy, internalized oppression, non-profit complex)?  

f. Other lessons?  

7. Organizational development is a primary focus of MEV. Reflecting on the work that you did 
with your coach:   
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a. What OD supports worked particularly well for you as an individual?  How did these 
supports enhance your leadership?   

b. What OD supports were helpful for your organization?  How did these supports 
strengthen your organizational capacity?   

8. From your perspective, what has been the significance of having an all women of color 
cohort, including transgender Movement Makers, on building the movement to end gender-
based violence? 

9. How have you formally or informally collaborated with your fellow cohort members?  
Describe relationships that have been particularly helpful or fruitful to your work.   

Cohort 4 Outcomes  

How has Cohort 4 contributed to… 

10. The development of a common vision for the movement that uses a critical race, class, and 
gender analysis? [Aligning the Movement] 

11. Experientially increasing the capacity of individuals and organizations to end violence 
against women and girls? [Strengthening individuals and organizations in the movement] 

12. Using cutting edge social change theories and tools to advocate for ending violence against 
women and girls? [Enhancing the movement’s capacity to advocate for social change] 

13. Defining and mobilizing a critical mass of transformed leaders and organizations that 
impacts and incorporates global perspectives and cross-movement collaboration? [Building 
critical mass within the movement and with other movements] 

14. Developing a funder engagement strategy to inform and generate greater interest and 
investment in the work and movement to end violence against women and girls? 
[Engagement of other funders] 

Closing 

15. To close out our conversation, please feel free to share any additional reflections or 
comments on your MEV experience.  
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY METHODOLOGY  

To measure changes in relationships and networks across time, SPR administered a social network 
survey at the beginning and end of Cycle 4. The social network analysis (SNA) produced from these 
survey results provides a baseline description of Cohort 4 members’ relationships with one another 
and other key players in the movement to end violence. This appendix details how the SNA was 
designed, a technical overview of key SNA metrics reported in the main report, and a description of 
limitations.  

About the Survey 

The evaluation sought to measure and track the strength of relationships among cohort members 
across the two-year cycle. Furthermore, this evaluation sought to measure and track relationships 
with the following external groups: (1) MEV alumni and (2) organizations in the broader movement 
to end violence. 

The SNA survey was administered to all 21 cohort members. Cohort members were asked to 
complete the baseline survey as part of their application, and they were given three months to 
complete the post-program survey (November 2019 – January 2020). They were instructed to rate 
their relationships with the individuals/organizations in each of the three groups (i.e., cohort, 
alumni, and broader organization) based on their personal connections, as opposed to connections 
their organization may have. 

Additionally, the survey included a section for Cohort 4 Movement Makers to rate each of the MEV 
outcomes. Specifically, the survey asked Movement Makers to rate each outcome as it related to” 
(1) the current strength of the movement; and (2) MEV program impact. The “current strength of 
the movement” category included a four-point scale from “Not at all Strong” to “Extremely Strong” 
and also included a “Don’t Know” option. The “MEV program impact category included four-point 
scale from “Very Little Impact” to “Excellent Impact” and also included a “Too early to tell” option. 
Movement Makers were asked to complete both categories for every listed outcome (as detailed in 
Appendix A-1). 

SNA Survey Analysis 

SPR used R statistical software1 and specifically, the igraph package2 to analyze and visualize the 
SNA data. All maps did not force reciprocity; in other words, SPR did not assume that the level of 
connectivity reported between individuals was the same. Each map visualizes the connections from 
among the individuals/organizations represented. SPR analyzed each visualization for its density, 
which is the number of connections in the network, shown as a proportion of the number of 
possible connections. This measure, tracked over time, will show how the network strengthens 
across the cycle. 

 

1   R Core Team (2013). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL http://www.R-project.org/. 

2 Csardi G, Nepusz T: The igraph software package for complex network research, InterJournal, Complex Systems 
1695. 2006. http://igraph.org 
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Survey Limitations 

As noted, Cohort 4 members were instructed to report their personal connections. As a result, 
connections held by their organizations as a whole are not reflected in the data. While it may have 
been desirable for the data to reflect organization-wide connections, this analysis chose to focus on 
individual cohort member connections in order to manage the scope of the survey and specifically 
analyze growth in networks among the individuals in the cohort. 

Additionally, the low response rate in the post-program SNA limited our analytical scope. While all 
but two cohort members took the pre-program SNA (90% response rate), the post-program SNA 
had only seven complete responses (33% response rate); the remainder of the responses were 
blank or incomplete. To help boost the low response rate, we employed several strategies: 

• Provided cohort members with a physical copy of the SNA survey along with an addressed 
and stamped envelope during Convening 6; 

• Postponed the deadline to accommodate busy schedules around the holidays; 

• Made several email and phone reminders to non-respondents, and enlisted the help of MEV 
Co-Director Priscilla Hung to encourage cohort members to complete the SNA survey; and 

• During the final round of interviews, offered cohort members the option to complete the 
SNA survey together over the phone.  

In addition to these approaches, we slightly modified the scope of our analysis and focused on 
changes in the cohort network only. As such, we asked cohort members who had not completed 
the survey to respond only to the section of the SNA that asked them to report their personal 
connections to each other. We sent a modified version of the SNA as a Google Form to further 
reduce barriers to participation. We were able to reach a 67% response rate (14 cohort members), 
however the post-program SNA maps should be interpreted with the understanding that cohort 
network connections are likely underreported. Furthermore, though we can speak to changes in 
relationships within the cohort network, we do not have the data to compare changes in the 
relationships to Alumni and other organizations. 

For the outcomes portion of the survey, only 4 cohort members completed this section. Due to the 
extremely low response rate (19%) the evaluation deemed that a subsequent analysis would not be 
reflective of the cohort and lacked reliability. As a result, this data was not analyzed.  


