
FRST 415 – Policy Analysis for Advocacy Tutorial 4:  Review and 
Advocacy vs. Analysis 
 

These tutorials have been designed to lead you through the policy analysis process 
from the perspective of an advocate for an interest group. This final tutorial will review 
the core steps with an eye towards key distinctions between policy analysis as a 
“neutral” or “objective” exercise, and policy analysis that is more explicitly designed to 
inform advocacy for a particular policy position.  

In our tutorials so far, we’ve been assuming we’re operating from as objective or 
unbiased a stance as possible. I won’t get into the thorny debate about whether it’s 
ever possible to be objective – my own view is that we should recognize we can never 
be completely objective, but it’s a useful standard to aspire to in certain circumstances. 
I think we could all agree that’s there’s a difference between an ivory tower professor 
doing an analysis, or a staff member working for a senior government official, and the 

folks working for companies, trade associations, or environmental groups. 

The first step in the policy analysis process is defining the problem. Many scholars of 
policy analysis consider this the most important step, because the quality of analysis 
can be jeopardized if the problem definition is too narrow or partisan. The goal of this 
stage is to arrive at a clear and precise articulation of the problem you face. When 
defining the problem, it is important not to build a solution into the definition. You will 
find it useful to take one or two analytical steps back from the “issue rhetoric” that 
dominates debate. While the analyst strives for a neutral stance on problem definition 
and framing, the advocate explicitly frames the problem with their group interests in 
mind. 

The second step in policy analysis is to identify the criteria that will be used to 
compare, measure and select among alternative policy options. Criteria are essentially 
the values that you will be using to judge the success or failure of a particular policy 
option. You should be sure to consider multiple criteria, but not so many as to become 
unwieldy in the analysis and its presentation. Try to limit the number of criteria to three 
or four. For the policy analyst, criteria should include factors relevant to the primary 
stakeholders, but also consider the public interest, groups that may be involved in the 
future, and opposing interests. For the policy advocate, criteria should be driven by the 
group’s mission, but will need to be broad enough in public documents to be viewed 

legitimately by other stakeholders. 

The third step is alternative specification, the process of generating policy options for 
the decision-maker to consider. These are potential solutions to the policy problem. 
Alternatives can include the status quo. You don’t need to agree with an alternative to 
include it in your analysis, even if you are a policy advocate. An effective advocacy tool 
can be to include the alternatives preferred by your opponents, and use your criteria 



and analysis (step 4) to show why your preferred alternative is superior. This step is the 

one in which the difference between analyst and advocate is probably least important. 

The purpose of the fourth step is to examine the consequences of your alternatives 
for your values of concern (your criteria). This step is the most difficult, mostly because 
it is about projecting outcomes into an uncertain future. For this course, you are not 
required to do original analysis of the consequences of alternatives, but you are 
required to provide the best evidence you can based on available data and information. 
As always, the more independent, peer reviewed information you can bring to bear the 

better, even if you are an advocate. 

The fifth step compares your alternatives based on how well their consequences 
meet your criteria. Since values are often in tension, there are almost always trade-offs. 
One useful way to compare alternatives is through a trade-off matrix (also called an 
outcomes matrix), a table where you list alternatives on one axis and your criteria on 
the other. A neutral policy analyst should always ensure that consequences and trade-
offs are clearly explained to decision-makers. A policy advocate might find it more 
strategic to emphasize those consequences that best support the preferred alternative. 

Throughout your written brief, it is essential to provide evidence for your arguments. 
Evidence is most important in your problem definition and especially your analysis of 
consequences. Policy analysis has careful, balanced use of evidence; policy advocacy 
uses selective evidence. Despite relying on selective evidence, good policy advocacy 
effectively addresses the strongest claims of opponents. Good advocacy, while it needs 
to reflect the values and style of your organization, should be presented in a 
professional and authoritative manner. Don’t make yourself vulnerable to criticisms that 
your thinking is sloppy or not based on the best available evidence. Your research, 

writing, and referencing should be impeccable. 


