Hi Kelly,

I've read through Roger's paper and have divided my general thoughts on 

it into 2 sections - content and style. Before I get into that, let me 

tell you my general comments: I think that Roger's paper could be 

condensed into a 3-4 page thinking paper on 'The Uses of the Transition 

Framework for Advocacy.' However, I disagree with Roger's statement 

that most people assume that the framework is only applicable to people 

who have change forced down their throats, and doesn't work in the case 

of advocates of optional change. I believe that the vast majority of 

your grantees are well aware of the fact that the transition framework 

can help with both kinds of change (imposed and proposed). I would 

suggest that Roger spends less time trying to convince people of 

something which will seem like common sense to them, and focus instead 

on exactly how the Transition Framework can directly or indirectly 

reduce the different kinds of resistance to proposed change. Here I 

thought he makes some interesting points about the resistance to 

change, resonance, and transition which I thought should be the key 

thrust of his essay.

STYLE:

1. Too wordy in general. Certain sections should be cut down into a 

single paragraph. e.g. the explanation of the Transition Framework 

should just be 3 lines at most.

2. Too repetitive

3. Too many digressions to talk about side issues e.g. Whether other 

foundations will follow AFF's lead, why having board members under 40 

is a bad idea, etc.

4. A lack of definitions for important terms. Who is an 'advocate' as 

defined in this paper? What is 'advocacy'?

5. The ending does not serve as either a summary of the paper or a 

recap of the key points. In its current form, the ending is weak.

CONTENT:

1. I would suggest using a single example (say MakeTheRoad) and have it 

illustrate points throughout the essay. The social worker example is 

weak because there are too many variables raised in it, I think this is 

because it is hypothetical so Roger ended up making it more complicated 

than it would be in real life. Make The Road has the feel of a real 

example because it is much more limited.

2. It needs to be explained very clearly that incorporating the 

Transition Framework into advocacy is not a sure-fire guarantee of 

success. The Transition Framework cannot push through change. Advocates 

can still fail at the end of the day.

3. I don't see how the long riff on Jay Rothman's CCA is adding 

anything to the paper. That should be a separate paper on the wonders 

of CCA.

4. It is not clear who the intended audience of this piece is. 

Consultants brought in by advocates? Advocates? Funding agencies? That 

would make a difference on what is included and what isn't.

Those are my thoughts on the paper. I don't know if you want to forward 

my comments on to Roger. I don't mind.

I still think it needs to be reduced drastically. If it was more 

concise, I think it would be a good thinking paper but in its current 

form it is just too messy. I'll be interested to hear what you think. : 
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cheers

Anju

