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ABSTRACT 

 
On October 29, 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall in Southern New Jersey 

and moved up to New York, leaving devastating damages along its path. Thousands of 

citizens were left without a home and moreover, the struggle to return to a normal life 

was considerable. Nonprofit organizations played a significant role in helping 

communities recover by delivering material and financial assistance. Organizations 

were on the frontline advocating for a speedy recovery. Unfortunately, political events 

and the governmental ability to effectively deliver assistance hampered the recovery 

process. Nonprofit organizations undertook several advocacy activities to raise 

awareness over the whole recovery process. This study was possible by interviewing 

and surveying organizations that were actively involved in the recovery process and 

that, to some extent, undertook advocacy as a primary strategy to address the needs of 

the population. Findings show elements of the political climate that influenced the 

choice of specific activities, and with what results. Moreover, the study illustrates the 

impact of Hurricane Sandy on the organizations, in terms of resources and the resources 

that were used to carry out advocacy. Overall, the organizations were affected 

themselves by the unavailability of financial resources that were pledged to the 

organizations. Lastly, the study addresses the different views on the definition of 

successful advocacy. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
On October 29, 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall in Southern New Jersey 

and moved up to New York, leaving devastating damages along its path. Hurricane 

Sandy is one of the many sadly famous disastrous events that every year hit many 

communities around the globe.  In the last seventeen years, the world has witnessed 

events of the scale of 9/11, when two hijacked aircrafts struck the World Trade Center 

in NYC and elsewhere, and the disruptive power of deadly natural events, such as 

earthquakes, tsunamis and hurricanes (Pakistan, 2003; South East Asia, 2004; Katrina, 

2005; Haiti, 20101; Japan, 2011; Sandy, 2012; Italy, 2009-2012-2016; Chile, 20152). 

Sometimes the death toll rockets quickly; other times few casualties have been reported 

as the result of such extreme events.  

Disasters are extreme events that suddenly change human life, not only in terms 

of daily arrangements and ordinary tasks, but also the social sphere of human beings 

(Quarantelli, 1998). Disasters can affect entire communities, disrupting social ties 

 
 
1NBC News reported official governmental statement that the dead toll raised to 230,000 casualties. 

2 Although a 7.6M earthquake struck Chile, only 12 casualties were reported by the government (Source: Disaster 
Management Information System – International Federation of Red Cross/Red Crescent. 
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(Lindell & Prater, 2003), and in the long run increasing social inequalities (Elliott & 

Pais, 2006; Gabe et al., 2005). Therefore, devastated communities will strive to return 

to normalcy through a recovery process. Generally, the recovery phase begins right after 

a disaster strike (Coppola, 2007) and it is considered a complex and challenging phase 

that does not presume a short time to return to the original state before the disaster 

(Phillips, 2015; Phillips, Neal, & Webb, 2011).  

Post-disaster recovery is a continuum of actions (FEMA, 2016), meaning a 

sequence of interdependent and coordinated actions and efforts to achieve the desired 

outcomes; it requires a balance between the immediate need of a community to return 

to normalcy and the reduction of vulnerability in the long term (Haddow et al., 2002). 

 Post-disaster recovery presents some challenges that public officials must be 

aware of; and there are positive and negative consequences for the affected 

communities. Recovery gives the opportunity to rebuild the environment, anticipating 

needs, encouraging economic development and integrating a comprehensive planning 

strategizing for the reduction of future hazards (Phillips, 2015). But it also presents 

trade-offs, as in the case of Hurricane Katrina, when the mission of rebuilding a “new” 

New Orleans translated into the enactment of discriminatory and racist housing policies 

for removing poor citizens from the city (Saban, 2014). For communities, the recovery 

process requires close attention; factors, such as providing a safer environment, must be 

carefully evaluated. On the other hand, it can pose a threat, bringing disruption to 

communities: less sense of community, fragmented community networks and changes 

to the place to which people are attached (Ingram et al., 2006).  
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When communities are in need, and small local governments have insufficient 

resources, they can rely on different agents besides governmental agencies at various 

levels. Nonprofit organizations play a key role and communities can rely on their 

support. 

The nonprofit sector is probably the most substantial and numerous in terms of 

type of organizations, resources and personnel: for example, in New Jersey, following 

Hurricane Sandy, several organizations formed large networks to help communities 

recover (Mikle, 2016). In the case of Hurricane Sandy, nonprofit organizations 

collaborated and coordinated, not without any difficulty, with public agencies when 

delivering assistance.  

Hurricane Sandy  presented favorable ground for nonprofits to mobilize against 

inequalities and advocate on behalf of marginalized and underserved groups (Saban, 

2014; Strolovitch, 2014), including those disadvantaged communities and minorities, 

who have little resources and whose voices are never heard (Ott & Dicke, 2011). 

Nonprofits represented a “bridge” between the citizens and the government, at any level. 

Through this lens, in Berger and Neuhaus’s (1977) terms, nonprofits were “mediating 

structures” that acted between individuals and large public institutions.  

There is a large variety of nonprofit organizations, and defining nonprofits is 

hard. Scholars have focused their studies solely toward those organizations defined by 

the Internal Revenue Service code, under the 501(c) section (Felkins & Croteau-

Chonka, 2013; Ott & Dicke, 2011; Salamon, 2011). This is a limitation to the definition 

of nonprofit. Smith (1997) refers to the “dark matter” as the universe of all the small 



 4 

organizations that are not required or are intentionally not registered with the IRS; for 

example grassroots organizations. Classifying as nonprofit only those registered with 

the IRS is a limitation. For example, Grønbjerg et al. (2009) state that scholars also 

ignore that many organizations are incorporated in State registers, but do not have an 

IRS status; or in some cases, organizations that have both incorporation and IRS status. 

Organizations with less than $25,000 in annual revenue, and churches as well, are not 

required to be IRS-registered. However, these organizations have the philosophical root 

of working for the “common good” (Felkins & Croteau-Chonka, 2013), without making 

any profit from their revenue (Ott & Dicke, 2011). As it will be shown in the 

methodology section, organizations present different characteristics, spanning from 

emergent groups (Quarantelli, 1984) that disappeared after a few years, to well-

established, formalized organizations (Scott & Blau, 1962) that have resources and hold 

IRS registration.  

According to the Urban Institute (Urban Institute, 2016) in 2016 in the USA, 1.5 

million organizations are registered with the IRS. Not all have a disaster relief mission; 

many of them operate in other fields, such as education, public health, civil rights, etc. 

Nonprofit organizations embody the highest values of democracy, encouraging 

participation and pluralism (Ott & Dicke, 2011), as well as political engagement and 

delivery of services (Frumkin, 2002; Ott & Dicke, 2011). 

Disasters can worsen communities’ living conditions, amplifying the divide 

between low-income and high-income citizens, especially during the recovery phase 

when critical issues are likely to arise, as it was for Sandy. Disasters can shed light on 
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violations of rights of adequate housing and standards of living (Saban, 2014), as was 

the case after Hurricane Sandy. The housing policies that precluded disadvantaged 

groups’ access to equal housing, encouraged organizations and activists in undertaking 

advocacy, giving voice to those in need, and asking appropriate responses to be 

provided, as well as needs satisfied (Saban, 2014).  

Disasters are not all equal. There are contextual factors that make an event 

unique. Strolovitch (2014), claimed that major national crises had different implications 

for different types of organizations, and pointed out that such events create political 

opportunities for nonprofits to engage in advocacy. Disasters and crises present 

opportunities, but also constraints  for organizations in representing the interests of 

groups that are marginalized, underserved and underrepresented (Strolovitch, 2014). As 

will be shown, Hurricane Sandy created the conditions for nonprofits to engage in 

advocacy activities. Moreover, the political climate that shaped the recovery process 

after Hurricane Sandy, created political opportunities by encouraging 

mobilization(Strolovitch, 2014).  

This study investigates the role nonprofits played in addressing critical issues 

after Hurricane Sandy, and how they advocated for communities impacted by the 

hurricane. Moreover, this research seeks to investigate and understand the political 

context that surrounded Hurricane Sandy, and how the overall political environment 

presented opportunities, or barriers, for organizations to engage in advocacy.  

The study adopts primarily a qualitative approach, coupled with the use of 

descriptive data that will help in uncovering aspects of advocacy practice in disaster 
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contexts, including strategies and outcomes; the role politics played in influencing 

nonprofits in undertaking advocacy; and the impact Hurricane Sandy had on 

organizations.  

Nonprofit organizations: scope of assistance after Hurricane Sandy 

Nonprofit organizations are not all equal, and services they provide fall in 

different sectors. The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (Urban Institute, 2005) 

lists 26 different areas in which nonprofit organizations operate. Each group is further 

divided in subgroups, with specialty activities. Some nonprofits might fall in more than 

one subgroup.  

Nonprofit organizations that responded to Hurricane Sandy were diverse in 

scope and mission, as well as in structures and resources. Beside this diversification, 

nonprofit organizations are a valuable asset to the disaster management system for their 

capacity to deploy human and material resources (Velotti & Cavaliere, 2017). 

Organizations recruited for this study belong to different sectors, and provide 

different services. They are different in operational capacity, in terms of human and 

financial resources available. Organizations were asked for which operational areas they 

committed resources. Survey respondents also had the opportunity to choose more than 

one item among the 23, purposefully designated for this study (see Figure 1). (Q3.1 –

Appendix E)   
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Figure 1. Services provided by nonprofit organizations 
 

Figure 1 shows that among the array of services, the three sectors with more 

organizations involved are Housing Recovery, Home Repair and Community Outreach. 

Some of the services listed are inherently related to disaster recovery, while some can 

be either performed daily as an organizational mission, or provided as support to 

population in need after disasters. Figure 1 shows the extensive coverage of services 

after Hurricane Sandy.  

Interestingly, Community Outreach and Education are two areas where 

organizations can be involved by carrying out advocacy, since both are well-established 
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advocacy practice (Casey, 2011). Although there is no straightforward evidence, other 

activities might not necessarily exclude some advocacy practices to achieve some 

results. Nine types of service areas can be directly linked to each other, and those include 

both housing and financial assistance. Moreover, organizations opened and led 

volunteer coordination centers and programs, because of the substantial number of 

volunteers that lived in the areas affected by Hurricane Sandy.  

Overall, organizations presented a broad variety of activities; some are 

distinctive of disaster recovery, such as housing and financial support; others are 

activities that organizations undertake on a daily basis. Some activities might have been 

initiated because of the burden Sandy presented; these include coordinating the 

enormous number of volunteers that were coming to help local organizations that were 

providing services.  

Significance of the work 
 

The study of advocacy as a social practice has generated an immense literature. 

Scholars investigated the development of advocacy practices; how environmental 

incentives shape advocacy; how organizations organize and mobilize to undertake 

advocacy; and under what conditions advocacy brings the desired results. Many studies 

have focused on specific fields. Public health, education, environment and housing are 

some of the fields in which advocacy is carried out, and has been largely studied.   

This study takes another direction. The purpose of this dissertation is to 

investigate the role of nonprofits after a disaster. There are very few studies about 
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nonprofit advocacy  in disaster settings ( Pittaway, Bartolomei, & Rees, 2007; Pyles & 

Lewis, 2007; Merry, 2013; Strolovitch, 2014). While some of these studies present case 

study-based evidence, Strolovitch (2014) analyzes two different crises, 9/11 and 

Katrina, under a Political Opportunity (POS) perspective. This study extends the 

theoretical background integrating two other theoretical frameworks that have been 

used extensively in the advocacy scholarship: Resource Mobilization Theory (RMT) 

and Resource Dependence Theory (RDT).  

Each of the theoretical frameworks adopted will lead to specific results that in 

some cases might be intertwined. For example, organizations that usually rely solely on 

internal resources might in times of crises be better suited to increase those resources 

and use them for advocacy (RMT). Nonprofits might also look for government funds, 

but those funds have implications on their advocacy practice (RDT).  

This dissertation will also look at three other distinct aspects. First, there will be 

a focus on organizational changes due to the disaster, and how these changes affect both 

organizations and advocacy practice. Second, importance will be given to networks and 

coalitions, and how these two organizational resources can be beneficial for 

organizations in engaging in advocacy. Third, the study will analyze to what extent these 

networks can contribute to building social capital among organizations.  

This dissertation strives to be a novel study. As Sovacool (2018) points out, 

novel studies can take many forms. In this respect, this dissertation strives to be a 

theoretically-novel study. Theoretically-novel studies aim at making contributions to 

the broader literature by “creating, testing, critiquing or revising some type of academic 
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concept, framework or theory”(Sovacool et al., 2018, p. 19). It is not excluded that this 

study might bring some empirical novelty (Sovacool, 2018), bringing to light some new 

insights around the existing theories.  

The extensive research on advocacy has been showing contrasting results on 

many sides. There are, as the literature review shows, points of contradictions that still 

need to be resolved. By testing the three theories that guide this study, the outcome will 

show whether the findings support or do not support previous research and whether the 

findings are explained by the theories.  

This study will also contribute beyond the academic scope. Findings from this 

work will inform nonprofit organizations. The results are of value to the field of 

nonprofit advocacy. A greater understanding of advocacy, and how to build 

organizational capacity for advocacy, will be beneficial to organizations; nonprofit 

managers can take advantage of these results for building their strategies when engaging 

in advocacy.  

 

Structure of the dissertation 

Following the introduction, the dissertation is structured as follows: chapter 2 

addresses a review of the literature of theoretical frameworks and findings on nonprofit 

organizations and advocacy; chapter 3 presents the guiding research questions and the 

conceptual framework; chapter 4 describes the methodological approach for this study; 

chapter 5 highlights organizational structures and changes organizations experienced, 
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and their influence on advocacy; chapter 6 addresses issues related to funding and its 

influence on advocacy practice; chapter 7 shows how organizations relied on networks 

for their work; chapter 8 and 9 respectfully will depict the political climate around 

Hurricane Sandy and how this influenced advocacy; chapter 10 gives space to 

interpretations of successful advocacy; chapter 11 draws conclusions and addresses 

further research.  

 

 

  



 12 

Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter will present two distinct sections: the first revolves around the nonprofit 

world; why and how nonprofits are developed, coupled with some important findings 

from the disaster literature. The second section presents the overarching literature on 

advocacy, and the theoretical frameworks that shape the advocacy practice, coupled 

with findings from the literature.  

Nonprofit organizations 

“Nothing in my opinion is more deserving of our attention than the intellectual 

and moral associations of America”.  

This was so explained by Alexis de Tocqueville in 1835, when describing the 

associational life of American society. Now, the stunning number of organizations that 

constitute civil society around the world would deserve the same attention. The many 

organizations that enrich our societies are the hallmark of our values. However, 

organizations are not all the same. There are distinctive features that categorize them 

and put them in specific “realms”. As we look at the striking number of organizations, 

we can recognize nonprofit organizations (hereinafter Nonprofits), philanthropies, for-

profit organizations, Nongovernmental Organizations (NGOs), and many others.  

Nonprofit organizations are central to this study. Even if the term nonprofit 

indicates that these organizations are constituted for purposes other than generating 
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revenues for services they deliver, the definition can vary among the societal and 

cultural context of different countries. Nonprofits are formed and regulated according 

to federal and state laws (Barlow, 2017); and are differently regulated in other countries 

(Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2015; Neumayr, Schneider, & Meyer, 2015). Therefore, this 

excerpt of the broad literature will focus on the Internal Revenue Service’s (IRS) 

categorizations of organizations. Although the IRS codifies thirty-nine different types 

of organizations (Salamon, 2011), the nonprofits under study are those identified by the 

IRS code 501(c)(3): religious, charitable and educational. According to Salamon (2011), 

this sector is somewhat hard to define. Salamon (2011) depicts this sector with the most 

known “titles”: charitable sector; independent sector; voluntary sector; tax-exempt 

sector; civil society sector, etc. The nonprofit sector accounts for a wide variety of 

organizations that are freely constituted, self-governed and with a broad set of core 

missions; what makes these organizations “nonprofit” is the fact that they cannot share 

their revenue among their constituents; this does not mean that they cannot raise money, 

but any penny they receive from their donors, goes for expenses in providing and 

advancing services.  

 Salamon (2011) defined five salient characteristics of the nonprofit sector. These 

entities are: 1) organizations, with a formal structure and bylaws; 2) private, not 

belonging to any government structure; 3) non-profit distributing: as already mentioned, 

revenue is not distributed among constituents and members; 4) self-governing, meaning 

that they are self-regulated; 5) and non-compulsory, in that participation is primarily 

voluntary. 
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Organizations defined by 501(c)(3) are differentiated according to their core 

mission and area of activity, and although they provide a wide range of services, they 

are driven by a foundational philosophy: acting for the common good (Felkins & 

Croteau-Chonka, 2013), being of public benefit (Salamon, 2011), promoting social 

change (Minkoff, Aisenbrey, & Agnone, 2013). 

Although nonprofits are diverse in their core mission and services delivered, 

they are further divided in two sub-groups: public-serving versus member-serving 

organizations (Salamon, 2011). The first are constituted exclusively for satisfying a 

large public, while the latter provide benefits to their members.  

According to Salamon (2011), “nonprofit organizations do not only serve social 

welfare ends; they are vehicles for cultural or religious expression, mechanisms for 

policy advocacy, instruments for social cohesion and more” (p.4). Therefore, nonprofits 

do not deplete their functions once the final service is delivered, but they are an 

invaluable asset for civil society; nonprofits are incubators of democratic values; 

encouraging participation and pluralism (Ott & Dicke, 2011); and advancing political 

engagement and delivery of services (Frumkin, 2002; Ott & Dicke, 2011). Nonprofit 

organizations are an open ground for letting members participate in the day-to-day 

management and express their views and opinions; nonprofits are a forum for 

developing skills (Guo & Saxton, 2010), knowledge and social capital (Putnam, 2000). 
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Theories of Nonprofits: government failure, market failure, social capital 

Nonprofits are a great resource for the civil society; they serve social welfare ends 

(Salamon, 2011): they act in order to promote social change and achieve the common 

good. Such organizations make a substantial contribution to people’s everyday life. 

Nonprofits are essential to civil society (Putnam, 2000). Scholars have defined the 

origins of nonprofit organizations based on three major theoretical frameworks, each 

one with distinctive characteristics: government failure, market failure and social 

capital.  

Government failure 

Theories of government failure emerged during the 1960s as a political critique 

to government regulation (Orbach, 2013). According to Orbach (2013), this theory is 

sometimes controversial and generally it relates to an imperfection in government 

performance. Usually, the debate is between the failure in taking action or the frequent 

inaction (Orbach, 2013). A government failure happens also when a government is not 

able to provide sufficient support after exceptional events, such as Hurricane Katrina. 

As Light (2014) points out, failures after Katrina were errors of omission, when the 

government had no leadership or plans to respond to the hurricane. 

As Orbach (2013) posits, “government failure as a concept in regulation refers 

to substantial imperfection in government performance” (p.56). Government failure 

significantly frames why nonprofits exist. Governments failed or poorly acted in 
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providing goods and satisfying basic needs (Young, 1989b; in Ott & Dicke, 2012), and 

nonprofits could fill the spot left open by governments.  

Douglas, (1987); Young, (1989); and Ott & Dicke (2011) identified 5 factors for 

which governmental action is constrained, thereby expanding the ground for nonprofits 

action: 1) uniformity and universality of services, meaning that customers will receive 

the same service, cutting out those who require specific services; 2) the “majoritarian 

constraint”, meaning that government will respond to the majority, leaving space to 

nonprofits to serve minority issues and demands (p.151); 3) “time constraint” in that 

public officials will focus on short-term issues and outcomes; 4) the “knowledge 

constraint”, because bureaucracies are rigid structures, they are not expected to have 

resources for generating ideas and research; 5) bureaucracies are generally large, and 

citizens might find it difficult to engage with them: thus, nonprofits become mediating 

institutions.  

On the other side, Weisbrod (1975); cited in Young, 1989b; cited in Ott & Dicke, 

2011) has explained the government failure from a political standpoint, arguing that 

government will satisfy the majority of citizens who voted for an elected official, 

leaving out those who did not. He predicted also two aspects of the failure: citizens will 

change jurisdiction seeking elsewhere for better services; and nonprofits will arise 

where populations are diverse, so that organizations will satisfy political minorities.   
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Market failure 

According to classic economic theory, market failure is a situation in which the 

production and allocation of services is not efficient. The market system works well for 

providing private goods (everyday items), but it is both unable (Wang, 2006) or 

inefficient in providing public or collective goods (Salamon, 2011) such as day-care, 

education and health care (Kingma, 1994). Nonprofit organizations “exist to meet 

citizen demands for collective goods and services that both markets and government 

have trouble meeting in diverse societies” (Salamon, 2011, p. 18). This is explained by 

the fact that government and for-profit firms might tend to produce goods that should 

fit for most citizens, without accounting for those whose need is not satisfied.  

Nonprofits are the example of those people who voluntarily join forces to 

produce collective goods they mutually desire (Salamon, 2011). A different line of 

theory is what is called contract failure (Hansmann, 1987; Young, 1989a; in Ott & 

Dicke, 2011;). The condition of contract failure occurs when consumers feel unable to 

judge the service they receive, or at least they do not trust in for-profit firms, believing 

that firms will not provide the desired service; in contrast, a nonprofit organization, 

owing to their mission and high values, will have less interest in exploiting or taking 

advantage of consumers (Young, 1989a; cited in Ott & Dicke, 2011), thus building a 

trust-based relationship between producer and consumer.  
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Social capital 

The existence of nonprofit organizations is also explained by the fact they create and 

sustain what is usually referred to as “social capital”, that has the power to bond people 

and build trust (Salamon, 2011). The concept of social capital has received much 

attention from scholars such as Bourdieu (1986), Coleman (1988) and Putnam (2000). 

Bourdieu (1986) defined social capital as: 

“the aggregate of actual or potential resources which are linked to possession 

of a durable network or more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition- or in other words, to membership in a group-

which provides each of its members with the backing of the collectively-owned 

capital, a credential which entitles them to credit, in the various sense of the 

word” (p.247). 

Coleman (1988), on his side pointed out that: 

“social capital is defined by its function. It is not a single entity but a variety of 

different entities, with two elements in common: they all consist of some aspect 

of social structures, and they facilitate certain actions of actors-whether persons 

or corporate actors-within the structure. […] social capital is productive, 

making possible the achievement of certain ends that in its absence would not 

be possible. Like physical capital and human capital, social capital is not 

completely fungible, but may be specific to certain activities. A given form of 

social capital that is valuable in facilitating certain actions may be useless or 

even harmful for others” (p.98). 
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Putnam (2000) instead, depicts social capital as the interaction of individuals, the 

linkages that individuals build on trust and reciprocity, and more exactly:  

“the collective value of all social networks and the inclinations that arise from 

these networks to do things for each other” (p.19). 

Putnam’s definition of social capital reminds us that social networks are the essential 

ingredient that facilitate collective action to achieve community goals (Halstead & 

Deller, 2015). Social capital can be further described according to three types (Aldrich 

& Meyer, 2015): bonding social capital; bridging social capital; and linking social 

capital. Each type of social capital specifically relates to the strength and type of 

connections humans build among them. Bridging social capital is the one that can be 

considered foundational for nonprofit organizations. As Aldrich and Meyer (2015) put 

it, “bridging social capital describes acquaintances or individuals loosely connected that 

span social groups, such as class or race” (p.258). Moreover, “bridging social capital 

often comes from involvement in organizations including civic and political 

institutions” (p.258). 

Social capital highlights the essential reason why such organizations exist: they 

create, maintain and sustain relationships among people, who also share common 

interests to pursue; moreover, nonprofits allow members to benefit from the 

establishment of these networks, which, arguably, are not only formed inward but also 

outward, extending them into communities.  
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Findings from the disaster literature 

Having explained what nonprofits are, and how and why they exist, this section 

will highlight important contributions from the disaster literature. Nonprofits are diverse 

in their missions and services; it must also be acknowledged that there is exceptional 

presence of nonprofits within the disaster management cycle (Sylves, 2008). When a 

disaster occurs, hundreds of organizations deploy their material and human resources to 

the affected areas, as happened after Hurricane Sandy. 

Nonprofits are an invaluable resource for public organizations, because they 

provide immediate response and long-term assistance to those in need (Stys, 2011; 

Sylves, 2008). Stys (2011) points out that not just those organizations established 

purposefully for disaster relief respond, but all those whose services can benefit affected 

communities, typically respond in disaster settings. Because the mandate of managing 

emergencies is in the hands of public organizations (Homeland Security Act, 2002; Post 

Katrina Emergency Management Act, 2006; Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 

Emergency Assistance Act, 1974),  nonprofits usually assist local, state and federal 

agencies with a variety of services. For example, the American Red Cross is a 

congressionally chartered organization, with a special relationship with the Federal 

Government, and whose mission “is to maintain a system of domestic and international 

disaster relief, including mandated responsibilities under the National Response 

Framework coordinated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency” (American 

Red Cross, 2016). In addition, organizations are called in order to distribute goods and 

donations and provide assistance to vulnerable families (Stys, 2011).  
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The Emergency Support Function #6 delineated by the National Response 

Framework, includes four core activities (Eller et al., 2015): 1) mass care; 2) emergency 

assistance (evacuation and sheltering); 3) housing; 4) human services. Within these four 

core activities, nonprofits and voluntary organizations take part in delivering services, 

in coordination with public agencies.  

Some research has addressed the role of nonprofits in the disaster field, focusing 

on the analysis of the role nonprofits have in disaster response, relief and recovery 

(Brudney, 2009; Eller et al., 2015; Gajewski, Bell, Lein, & Angel, 2011; Kapucu, 2006, 

2008; Rivera & Nickels, 2013; Simo & Bies, 2007). Many studies, for example, have 

focused on the coordination and cooperation with public agencies and other nonprofit 

organizations (Eller et al., 2015; Kapucu, 2006, 2007). Kapucu(2006, 2007) building on 

network theory and applying it to a 9/11 study, points out that effective disaster response 

operations are the result of well-coordinated collaborations among diverse actors; 

moreover, emphasis is placed on the hundreds of nonprofits that in 2001 responded to 

the attack in NYC. 

 Eller et al. (2015), in a study on Superstorm Sandy response operations, show 

how the disaster service provision was extensive and powerful and the inter- and intra-

collaboration met goals at high levels. Interestingly, they provide evidence that some 

actors tend to focus more on national coordination and collaboration, while other 

organizations at local levels tend to stay longer in the affected areas.   

Moreover, the literature offers some insights also from studies after Katrina in 

2005. Simo & Bies (2016) analyzed the cross-sector collaboration between nonprofits 
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and private and public entities, depicting the intermediary role that such organizations 

have. The study analyzed how the local environment and political and cultural tensions 

shaped relationships; the authors point out how nonprofits pushed toward a greater 

collective involvement in disaster relief. Similarly, Gajewski et al. (2011) look at NGOs 

and faith-based organizations’ response to Hurricane Katrina and the evolution of a 

complex situation. NGOs and faith-based organizations proved able to provide basic 

services in a “complex and unstable system” (p.398). Rivera and Nickels (2013) 

investigated a specific type of organization, namely a faith-based organization that had 

a role in New Orleans. The Mary Queen of Vietnam Catholic Church had a primary role 

in disaster recovery, achieving also community redevelopment goals and empowering 

community members to act. From this study, it is clear how important is the role of 

organizations whose mission is other than disaster response/relief. 

Advocacy 

Advocacy is defined as any attempt to influence public policy and any other 

decision taken by institutional authorities (Jenkins, 1987), in supporting a cause or a 

proposal. Because policies are designed for various purposes, they can impact and harm 

“target populations” (K. Smith & Larimer, 2013), whether they citizens or 

organizations. “Advocacy describes a wide range of individual and collective 

expression or action on a cause, idea, or policy” (Reid, 2000, p. 1). Thus, actions are 

required in order to raise voices and speak on behalf of those targeted entities; 
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organizations and citizens can form alliances to exercise significant influence on the 

policy-making process (K. Smith & Larimer, 2013).   

 Advocacy is considered one of the most important functions of the nonprofit 

sector (Salamon, 2011), because organizations embrace the hallmark of democratic 

values: the right of free expression and the right to associate to give voice (Salamon, 

2011). Advocacy is the reason for which nonprofits are created (McConnell, 2004); they 

provide a structure for citizens who have shared interests (Leroux, 2007). 

Specifically to nonprofits, Jenkins (1987) defined nonprofit advocacy as any effort 

to influence institutional elites on behalf of a collective interest; Boris and Mosher-

Williams (1998) argued that advocacy is not only the protection of rights and the 

promotion of political interest, but rather, the term embraces the notion that civic 

involvement is essential in understanding the role played by nonprofits in promoting the 

public voice. It is one of the higher ideals of the NPO world (Whaites, 2000). 

Advocacy is not just a domestic affair, but can cross national borders: oftentimes, 

organizations engage in transnational coalitions, in order to target international actors 

charged with multinational governance (Pekkanen et al., 2014).  

According to Chaves et al. (2004), advocacy can take many forms: litigating, 

lobbying, researching, publishing, testifying and organizing collective actions. 

Although advocacy is conceived as a confrontational activity, sometimes organizations 

tend to use what Onyx et al. (2010) called “advocacy with gloves on”: it is a non-

confrontational and incremental practice, opposite to traditional confrontational and 

demanding approach (p.43). 
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Advocacy organization classification is not exhaustive (E. Boris & Mosher-

Williams, 1998). There are four major entities that classify organizations by primary 

purpose rather than activity (E. Boris & Mosher-Williams, 1998): the National 

Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE); the International Classification of Nonprofit 

Organizations (ICNPO); the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).  

In addition, in the United States, advocacy and lobbying are regulated by federal 

and state laws. Thus, it is necessary here to differentiate advocacy, lobbying and 

political campaign activity. Advocacy activities that encompass public education, policy 

research are permitted without limitation (Worth, 2009). Lobbying is any attempt to 

influence legislators to enact or not to enact a bill (Raffa, 2000). Lobbying activities can 

be direct or indirect, namely direct lobbying and grassroot lobbying (Raffa, 2000): these 

activities include any attempt to influence the introduction or defeat of pieces of 

legislation3. Political campaign activity is directed to support or oppose candidates for 

office.  

Lobbying and political campaign activity is regulated by the IRS code. 

Organizations under the tax-exempt status 501(c)(3) – such as public charities and 

foundations – are prohibited to engage in political campaign activity in support or 

opposition to a political candidate. Lobbying activities are instead regulated; but this 

 
 
3From the IRS website - Legislation includes action by Congress, any state legislature, any local council, or similar 
governing body, with respect to acts, bills, resolutions, or similar items (such as legislative confirmation of appointive 
office), or by the public in referendum, ballot initiative, constitutional amendment, or similar procedure.  It does not 
include actions by executive, judicial, or administrative bodies. 
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does not mean that public charities are not permitted to engage in lobbying. Tax-exempt 

organizations under 501(c)(3) status can participate in lobbying activities to the extent 

it is considered as an insubstantial part of the overall activity of the organization4(Center 

for Non-profits, 2017). Lobbying expenditures can be measured in two ways; a 

substantial-part test and the 501(h) expenditure test (Worth, 2009). The substantial-part 

test is a vague and unclear way of measuring spending limits (Worth, 2009). The 501(h) 

expenditure test sets the amount of money spent for lobbying based on exempt purpose 

expenditures (Center for Non-profits, 2017; Internal Revenue Service, 2018b; Worth, 

2009); for example, if total annual exempt purpose expenditures are $500,000 or less, a 

20% may be spent on lobbying. While 501(c)(3) organizations face restriction on 

lobbying, 501(c)(4) have no limits on the amount of lobbying (Raffa, 2000). 

Organizations can engage in different types of advocacy: Reid (1999),Ezell (2000), 

McConnell (2004) present a set of forms of advocacy: 1) administrative advocacy, 

directed to governmental agencies; 2) program advocacy, focused on service 

organizations in order to change organizational practices; 3) issue advocacy, that usually 

happens before the legislative advocacy in support of a policy change (p.26); 4) legal 

advocacy, which takes place in courts; 5) community advocacy, performed to educate 

communities. 

 
 
4 From the IRS website - In general, no organization may qualify for section 501(c)(3) status if a substantial part of 
its activities is attempting to influence legislation (commonly known as lobbying).  A 501(c)(3) organization may 
engage in some lobbying, but too much lobbying activity risks loss of tax-exempt status. 
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Acting through advocacy, nonprofits foster participation in the public scene; they 

can create communities of interest (Leroux, 2007); they play a critical role in engaging 

the public, and become mediums for connecting people to administrative and political 

bodies (Leroux, 2007).  

Theoretical frameworks for the development of advocacy 

Over time, scholars of advocacy have explained how this activity is carried out by 

nonprofits, and through what determinants; for example, environmental forces and 

organizational characteristics influence nonprofits and advocacy.  

The study will test the three prominent theories that are predominantly adopted by 

scholars, by showing whether elements of theories explain certain phenomena and the 

relationship between organizations and advocacy. The three main theoretical 

frameworks are below described and include Resource Mobilization Theory, Resource 

Dependence Theory and Political Opportunity Structures.  

Resource Mobilization Theory 

Resource Mobilization Theory (RMT) is crucial in understanding the 

participation of nonprofit organizations in advocacy. Firstly applied to the study of  the 

creation of social movements(McCarthy & Zald, 1977), mobilization theory can also 

give an explanation to the question of nonprofits and advocacy. As pointed out by 

Jenkins (1983), mobilization “is the process by which a group secures collective control 

over the resources needed for collective action” (p.522). Thus, it considers the capacity 
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of an organization in utilizing internal resources (Mosley, 2010). The theory emphasizes 

two key issues: resources for mobilization and incentives for mobilization (Mosley, 

2010).  

RMT posits that some organizational, relational and human features are 

necessary to effectively perform any task, and therefore, advocacy. In terms of 

organizational resources, some dimensions are considered: organization size; structure, 

(centralized versus decentralized); assigned roles, professionalization and use of 

technology, critical in a modernized and high-speed world (Mosley, 2010). In terms of 

human and relational features, Resource Mobilization Theory ascribes an important role 

to leadership, and the influence leaders place on organization’s members, providing  

members a place where they can learn about advocacy and current political issues 

(Mosley, 2010). Moreover, interpersonal bonds generate solidarity and reinforce 

commitment for achieving the shared goals (C. J. Jenkins, 1983).  

Resource Dependence Theory 

The saliency of Resource Dependence Theory (RDT), developed by Pfeffer and 

Salancik (1978), is in the understanding of the influences of external factors on 

organizational behavior (Hillman, Withers, & Collins, 2009; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

Resource Dependence Theory can explain why, or why not, nonprofit organizations 

engage in advocacy, and to what extent. The common hypothesis is that nonprofit 

organizations, largely reliant on public funds, would not engage in political activity, or 
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do not advocate for a policy change, in order to avoid the reduction or the loss of money 

(Mosley, 2010). Organizations usually do not bite the hand that feeds them.  

Moreover, besides focusing on public funding as the major cause of restriction 

of activity in advocacy, Resource Dependence Theory also addresses other features that 

might explain nonprofit advocacy. The perception of the political environment is crucial 

in understanding how policies and regulations affect an organization’s behavior 

(Mosley, 2010; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978); or financial resources, where a decline in 

revenue might incentivize an organization to advocate for more funding (Mosley, 2010). 

Another key characteristic of Resource Dependence Theory is that organizations 

can rely also on a larger network of organizations: nonprofits can form alliances to 

influence policy change. Moreover, the theory posits how size of organizations matters 

in forming alliances: small nonprofits would join broader networks in order to gain more 

power and control. 

Political Opportunity Structures 

The theory of Political Opportunity Structures is considered a milestone in the 

study of social movements. Although this study is not focused on social movements, 

but rather on nonprofit organizations, political opportunity can be applied to the study 

of nonprofits and advocacy activity. Political opportunity structures are useful in 

understanding the nature of the political context and which factors foster or hamper 

advocacy actions.   
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Political opportunity presumes the existence of context-related factors that can 

support or repress activists and groups from advancing particular claims, mobilize other 

supporters, and have influence in the political sphere (Meyer, 2012). Undoubtedly, the 

political context “sets the grievances around which activists mobilize, advantaging some 

claims and disadvantaging others” (Meyer, 2012 p.128). 

 Kitschelt (1986) identified three major components that underlie the political 

opportunity structures: 1) capacity to mobilize resources either internal or external; 2) 

the openness to access the public sphere and the political decision-making; 3) and the 

capacity of the political system to effectively meet demands.  

Furthermore, Tarrow (1999), defines political opportunity structures “as 

dimensions of the political environment or of change in that environment that provide 

incentives for collective action by affecting expectations for success or failure” (p.161).  

Activists and groups will mobilize when they will perceive opportunities that reveal 

allies, show the weakness or the openness of elites and authorities and trigger action 

around prominent common themes (Tarrow, 1999).  

 

 

 

 

 
Table 1. Core elements of theoretical frameworks 

Theoretical framework Core elements 
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Resource Mobilization 
Theory 

Organization’s internal resources: 
• size 
• structure: centralized 

decentralized 
• Assigned roles 
• Professionalization 
• Use of Technology 
• Leadership 
• Staff: paid 

volunteer 
• inter-organizational collaboration 

Resource Dependence 
Theory 

• Public funding 
• Perception of political environment 
• Financial resources 
• Network of organizations 

Political Opportunity 
Structure 

• Nature of political context 
• Capacity to mobilize internal or external 

resources 
• Openness to access the public sphere and 

decision-making 
• Capacity of political system to effectively meet 

demands 
• Weakness/openness of elites and authorities  
• Salience of issues  

Nonprofit advocacy organizations 

There is considerable interest in studying nonprofit organizations and their role in 

carrying out advocacy and lobbying. The literature that revolves around nonprofit 

advocacy is extremely substantial. Earlier studies sought to give a thorough explanation 

of the advocacy role of nonprofits and the development of the field (C. Jenkins, 1987); 

others attempted to assess definitions, build classifications and collect data (E. Boris & 

Mosher-Williams, 1998).  
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The term “advocacy activity” has been explained in a variety of ways. One 

definition of advocacy organizations is “groups and organizations that make public 

interest claims either promoting or resisting social change that, if implemented would 

conflict with the social, cultural, political or economic interests or values of other 

constituencies and groups”(Andrews & Edwards, 2004; Minkoff et al., 2013).  

Most of the studies have described advocacy activity through the Resource 

Dependence Theory(Chaves et al., 2004; Guo & Saxton, 2010; Guo & Zhang, 2014; 

Mosley, 2010, 2012; Neumayr et al., 2015; Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Schmid et al., 2008; 

Suarez, 2009). Others scholars have investigated how nonprofits rely on internal 

resources and to what extent they can mobilize them in order to carry out advocacy, 

namely the Resource Mobilization Theory(Child &Grønbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 

2010; Guo & Zhang, 2014; Mosley, 2010; J. Nicholson-Crotty, 2009).  

Scholars have sought to explain advocacy by showing the relationships between 

public-private funding, external/internal resources and activities undertaken by 

organizations. Although it is interesting to note that advocacy is conducted under 

favorable economic conditions and plenty of resources available, findings after these 

investigations are strikingly discordant.  

Scholars also undertook several analyses of how public and private funds affect 

advocacy enterprise. Some studies have shown that public funding does decrease 

nonprofits involvement in advocacy (Child &Grønbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010; J. 

Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Salamon & Geller, 2008; Schmid et al., 2008); conversely, 

others have shown that the increase in government funding leads to an increase in 
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advocacy (Guo & Zhang, 2014; Mosley, 2010, 2012; Salamon, 2002). The explanation 

that, with a substantial stream of money from the government, nonprofits can be more 

active in advocacy, has been explained by Mosley (2012), through a qualitative study. 

Nonprofit managers see advocacy as an opportunity to keep the stream alive for self-

interest and strengthening relationships. By contrast, the fact that nonprofits do not 

advocate, is explained by the likely fear of losing financial support. A different result 

was shown by Neumayr et al. (2015), where in their study, they found no positive or 

negative impact of public funding on Austrian Nonprofits.  

Private giving is another field explored. Verschuere & De Corte (2013) analyzed 

the impact of private giving on advocacy. They found that the more private giving 

organizations receive, the more advocacy they are engaged in. One possible reason is 

that by relying on private money, nonprofits do not fear any retaliation from the 

government (Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2015). 

Interestingly, one study (Chaves et al., 2004)showed that government funding 

can be double-edged, either increasing or decreasing Nonprofits political activity: this 

can be explained also by the positive or negative trade-offs of resource dependency, 

legal environment and relationships with government.  

In their study, Child &Grønbjerg (2007) and Guo & Saxton (2010) found that 

organizational size was positively correlated to participation; the larger the organization, 

the more advocacy. Mosley (2010) added some nuances to RMT showing that 

organizational resources (size, professional leadership, inter-organizational 

collaborations and technology), coupled with dependence on government funding 
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(RDT) explain why some nonprofits are more likely than others to participate in 

advocacy. Conversely to what the aforementioned studies proved, Guo & Zhang (2014) 

found that organizational size was negatively associated with the scope and intensity of 

advocacy (intensity explained by money, staff and time devoted).  

Another standpoint for analyzing advocacy is looking at how nonprofits 

strategize when working in advocacy. Qualitative and quantitative studies have been 

undertaken to interpret how nonprofits engage with policy-makers and what factors 

shape the choice of specific strategies and tactics. Mosley (2011) underpins two types 

of tactics, insider tactics, as the opportunity to work closely with policy-makers; and 

indirect tactics, that do not require direct contact with policy-makers;  Mosley (2011) 

shows that funding streams and organizational characteristics favor the choice of either 

indirect or insider tactics. Onyx et al. (2010) identified the kinds of activities considered 

to be successful advocacy, and successful advocacy was depicted as real policy change.  

Scholars have also investigated the factors that shape the adoption of strategic 

decisions in advocacy. Nicholson-Crotty (2009) revealed that nonprofits are more likely 

to lobby the bureaucracy when they do not find allies in the government. Moreover, the 

political forces and regulations might shape the type of strategy and actor toward direct 

advocacy (Child &Grønbjerg, 2007; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2015). Moreover, the size 

of organizations, formalization and institutionalization have been correlated to the use 

of specific strategies (Mosley, 2011; J. Nicholson-Crotty, 2011; Verschuere & De Corte, 

2013).  
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The outlined literature presents some implications for the study of nonprofits 

advocacy. First, the studies presented have different geographical focuses: but most of 

them are US-based. Few of them are set in non-western countries (Guo & Zhang, 2014; 

Schmid et al., 2008), one in Europe (Neumayr et al., 2015) and one in Australia (Onyx 

et al., 2010). The political settings differ widely from country to country, in terms of 

regulations and regimes: this would be an explanation why resource dependence has 

yielded diverse results (Neumayr et al., 2015).  Second, all the studies have adopted 

different methodologies (qualitative and quantitative), and different ways of measuring 

advocacy: in terms of public funding; in relationship to strategies adopted; how public 

funds shape the adoption of strategies; perception placed over money fluxes.  

  



 35 

Table 2. Diversity of advocacy activities 
 Category Examples of advocacy activity 
Legal • Initiate or support public interest litigation 

• Provide expert evidence for litigation 
Legislative 
and 
Administrative 

• Encourage legislators to vote for or 
against specific legislation/proposition 
(direct lobbying) 

• Encourage members of the public to express support for,or 
opposition to, specific legislation/proposition/regulations 
through phonecalls, letters,  e-mails etc. (indirect or 
grassroots lobbying) 

• Encourage people to vote for or against specific 
candidates/parties (campaigning) 

• Inform public about candidates’ platforms/policies 
• Organize electoral or legislative forum/discussion 
• Contact elected or appointed officials, staffers and 

advisors to promote changes in regulations, guidelines, and 
other administrative practices 

Research and 
Policy Analysis 

• Prepare and disseminate research reports, policy briefs, etc. 
• Evaluate effectiveness and outcomes of existing programs 
• Provide data/access to external researchers 

Coalition Building 
and Capacity 
Development 

• Create and sustain new organizations 
• Create and sustain coalitions of organizations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  

Education 
and 
Mobilization 

• Prepare and distribute print or online materials to educate 
community about an issue 

• Organize or promote educational,art,cultural and 
community activities 

• Organize or promote campaign to contact legislators or 
administration to express concerns 

• Organize or promote petitions 
• Organize or  promote boycott 
• Organize or promote demonstration, rally, street 

action, or civil disobedience 
 
  

Communication  
and Media 
Outreach 

• Send letters to editors 
• Post blog entries, tweets, and comments on online forums 
• Prepare press releases or opinion articles 
• Express opinion during media interviews 

Government Relations 
and Oversight 

• Participate in on-going formal government consultation 
or advisory processes 

• Participate in ad-hoc consultation or advisory  processes 
such as “townhalls” and legislative hearings, or respond to 
requests for advice 

• Prepare submission to government enquiry 
• Engage in independent “watchdog” activities to monitor 

and evaluate government activities 
Service Delivery • Implement and disseminate  new model of service delivery 

Note: Casey, J. (2011). Understanding advocacy: A primer on the policy-making role of 
nonprofit organizations. New York, Baruch College 

•  
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Chapter 3 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 
Throughout the literature, it is possible to discern common themes that 

distinguish the characteristics, the circumstances and the factors that shape advocacy 

activity. For example, the resources a nonprofit organization needs to have in order to 

carry out any advocacy activity; the funding streams an organization should secure; the 

typical activities of advocacy; and political forces and the political environment 

organizations must confront. 

 

RQ1: What was Hurricane Sandy’s impact on organizations’ resources and structures?  

RQ2: Did organizations undergo any organizational change? 

RQ3: How much and what type of resources did they employ? How did organizational 

features/resources influence advocacy? 

 Advocacy is a burdensome activity that requires a lot of resources, human and 

financial. Financial and human resources are a key factor in conducting advocacy. This 

question is built on the Resource Mobilization Theory and considers the capacity of an 

organization in utilizing internal resources (Mosley, 2010). 

 Findings suggest that a lack of resources is a barrier to advocacy (Schmid et al., 

2008); and financial resources are positively correlated to advocacy (Mosley, 2010). 

Staff time devoted to advocacy is another impediment to advocacy (Salamon & Geller, 

2008), which means that, if the professional, or volunteer staff devotes a majority of 
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their time in service delivery, this will have a negative impact on participation in 

advocacy. The size of the staff available to an organization has a positive impact on 

advocacy (Child & Grønbjerg, 2007). In addition, in terms of staff size, evidence 

suggests that organizations with large numbers of volunteers can carry out advocacy 

(Verschuere & De Corte, 2013). In a high-tech era, access to technology can be 

considered a determinant for advocacy. In fact, evidence shows that organizations with 

access to technology are more likely to participate (Child & Grønbjerg, 2007); the use 

of emails (Mosley, 2010) and websites (Suarez, 2009) can enhance the participation in 

advocacy. Overall, did Hurricane Sandy have a positive impact on those organizations? 

Considering Hurricane Sandy as a focusing event, which catalyzed public attention, I 

suggest that participation in organizations and resources available might have increased, 

allowing nonprofits to access easily a variety of assets available for advocacy: 

volunteers, internal financial resources and networking. Chapters 5 and 6 will address 

these questions. 

 

RQ4: In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did public funds affect the choice of advocacy 

strategies? 

RQ5: In the case of Hurricane Sandy, what are the organizations’ perceptions when 

receiving public money? 

This path of inquiry seeks to find if governments at all level poured money into 

organizations’ funds, in order to carry out their duties in assisting communities. The 

literature also presents an ambiguity that this study is looking to resolve: public funds 
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have a clear impact on advocacy: some studies have shown that public funding does 

decrease NPOs involvement in advocacy (Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 

2010; J. Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Salamon & Geller, 2008; Schmid et al., 2008); while, 

others have shown that the increase in government funding leads to an increase in 

advocacy (Guo & Zhang, 2014; Mosley, 2010, 2012; Salamon, 2002). Mosley (2012) 

showed that NPOs managers see advocacy as an opportunity to keep the funding stream 

alive for self-interest and strengthening relationships. Instead, the fact that NPOs do not 

advocate, is explained by the likely fear of losing financial support. Neumayr et al. 

(2015) instead found neither positive nor negative impact of public funding on Austrian 

NPOs. In terms of influence on the choice of activities and tactics, Mosley (2011) shows 

that organizations might rely more on insider tactics when they need to secure funding 

streams. I advance the hypothesis that, if governments reduced funds, or did not fund 

organizations at all, these might have increased advocacy activities in order to sustain 

their activities and serve communities, likely through a more radical advocacy 

(demonstrations and protests). Chapter 7 will address these questions. 

 

 

RQ6: In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did the political environment create the 

conditions for advocacy?  

RQ7: In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did the political environment influence the 

use of advocacy strategies? 
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The political environment of Hurricane Sandy might have created the conditions under 

which organizations see allies in the government or have enemies to fight. If the political 

environment is favorable and organizations want to work closely with policy makers, 

Mosley (2011) found that they tend to increase collaboration using more insider tactics. 

If there is an evident openness from the elites, “advocacy with gloves on” (Onyx et al., 

2010) makes organizations seek collaboration with policy-makers, as opposed to a more 

radical advocacy based on protests and sit-ins (Onyx et al., 2010), when the political 

context is not favorable to organizations. The political forces shape the type of strategy 

and actor toward direct advocacy (Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Ljubownikow & Crotty, 

2015). Chapters 8 and 9 will address these questions. 

 

RQ8: How do organizations define successful advocacy?  

This question seeks to highlight how organizations define success. Broadly speaking, 

the literature has highlighted success as achieving significant policy change (Onyx et 

al., 2010). Chapter 10 will address this question.  

Conceptual framework 

For this study, a conceptual framework has been developed for understanding 

how nonprofit advocacy can take place in critical situations as Hurricane Sandy. The 

model recreates interconnections between the broader disaster context and the main 

actors: nonprofit organizations and political players. 
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The conceptual framework presents a logical flow and it is designed based on 

the research questions and the theoretical frameworks adopted. This model is useful for 

analyzing several key factors that will shape nonprofit advocacy.  

 

 

Figure 2. Theoretical framework 

In order to understand how the conceptual framework flows, the main 

interconnections have been numbered with 1, 2 and 3. Those interconnections represent 

the three major themes explored throughout the study.  

 

Interconnection 1: Impact of Hurricane Sandy on organizations 

Hurricane Sandy has a direct impact on the organizations and their ability to 

secure resources; organizations might receive more or less. Resources include human, 

technological and financial. Organizations might establish networks or coalitions, 

partnerships and collaborations as a way of increasing access to resources and 
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organizational capacity. Moreover, Hurricane Sandy might lead organizations to 

reorganize or change their organizational structures. This connection between the 

disaster and nonprofits tries to answer well-defined research questions based on 

Resource Mobilization Theory. The inquiry will try to understand the impact on 

organizations, their resources, such as professional and volunteer staff; the size of an 

organization; the use of technology; and how organizations use these resources.  

In addition, the study investigates any organizational or structural change, such 

as expansion or shrinkage; change in hierarchy; or the establishment of new branches. 

All these variables will modify organizations’ capacities and will influence their 

engagement in advocacy. In addition, the literature shows that a lack of resources might 

reduce participation in advocacy and organizations might look only for resources to be 

used for other purposes, such as programs and services.  

 

Interconnection 2: Impact of Hurricane Sandy on politics 

Hurricane Sandy shapes the political arena. As a result, politics play a significant 

role in the aftermath of the disaster. Disasters urge political actors to decide what actions 

to undertake and how to allocate resources. Policymakers decide how to implement 

policies, how and with what timing to deliver assistance. Political decisions and actions 

affect the speed of recovery, sometimes making a disaster even worse. In this landscape, 

the political ground can become highly contested. This path of inquiry will try to answer 
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to what extent the political climate shaped the ultimate decisions policymakers made, 

and how communities were affected by those decisions.  

The understanding of the impact of Hurricane Sandy on politics and how 

policymakers are making decisions over the recovery process helps the inquiry to build 

another interconnection that links directly the political arena and nonprofit 

organizations, especially for what concern the allocation for resources.  

 

Interconnection 3: Government funding  

This interconnection depends upon interconnection 2. This line of research will 

look into two distinct phenomena strictly correlated. One, is the dependence on public 

funding (in the model, depicted as + Resources -); the other is the perception of the 

political climate (in the model identified as “Relationships”).  

First, the dependence of public funding. Resource dependence theory will lay 

the theoretical base for understanding how public funds affect nonprofit in engaging in 

advocacy. Organizations might recognize that funds are not enough and are essential for 

recovery. Without those resources, neither organizations nor communities can make any 

significant progress in recovering.  

Organizations might seek to secure public funding in order to maintain their 

programs, increase organizational resources and keep providing services to 

communities. In order to do so, organizations will advocate to keep the funding stream 

alive. Receiving public funds will influence their advocacy practice. The study will look 
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at whether organizations advocated more or less for either for communities or for self-

interests. 

Second, is  the influence of the political climate over funding. Because 

organizations need to secure funds for recovery – for both self-interests and 

communities – they will be also influenced by the overall political context that certainly 

has power in deciding how to allocate those funds. Drawing from the Political 

Opportunity Structure (Tarrow, 1999), the engagement in advocacy is influenced by 

several factors. Predominant factors are the nature of the political context; the openness 

of the public sphere and the decision-making; the capacity of a political system to 

effectively meet demands; and the openness of the elites to let nonprofits participate in 

the policy arena.  

Based on their perceptions of the political climate and context, organizations 

will work more or less closely with policymakers in order to influence the policymaking 

arena, and make sure that critical issues are properly addressed. Nonprofit will engage 

in advocacy practice through specific strategies that span from soft approaches to some 

more radical steps, such as protests or boycotts.  

 

 

Table 3. Research questions and domains of research 
Domain of research Research Question 

Organizational resources, 
features – organizational 
and structural changes 

1. What was Hurricane Sandy’s impact on 
organizations’ resources and structures? Did 
organizations undergo any organizational 
change? 
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Table 3. Research questions and domains of research 
Domain of research Research Question 

2. How much and what type of resources did they 
employ?  

3. How did organizational features/resources 
influence advocacy? 

 
Government funding and 
advocacy 

4. In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did public 
funds affect the choice of advocacy strategies? 

5. In the case of Hurricane Sandy, what are the 
organizations’ perceptions when receiving 
public money? 

 
Politicalclimate 6. In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did the 

political environment create the conditions for 
advocacy?  

7. In the case of Hurricane Sandy, how did the 
political environment influence the use of 
advocacy strategies? 
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Chapter 4 

METHODOLOGY 

 
 The objective of this research is to investigate the role of nonprofit organizations 

after Hurricane Sandy, with a specific focus on their advocacy activities. The data 

collection was carried out between February 2018 and May 2018, almost six years after 

Hurricane Sandy. The study adopts mixed techniques that include primarily qualitative 

research and descriptive data of nonprofit organizations.  

Research design 

 The study on nonprofit advocacy in disaster context presumed a suitable 

methodology that could present a picture of a phenomenon of interest for scholars and 

practitioners. In order to do so, the research design for this study employs the case study 

methodology. The case study research design is suitable for understanding complex 

social phenomena: cases can be individuals, groups, neighborhoods, organizations, 

cultures, regions or nation-states (Yin, 2003); cases are units of analysis” (Patton, 1990, 

p. 447). Merriam (2009, p. 40) defines a case study as an “in depth description and 

analysis of a bounded system […] which is a unit around which there are boundaries”.  

The case study applies, as Yin (2003) points out, when the investigator has no power in 

manipulating participants’ behavior; and when there is the need to analyze a 

phenomenon in a real life-context.  
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As many other research designs, the case study allows the investigator to collect 

a broad variety of evidence. The researcher can employ multiple methods of data 

collection (Yin, 2003): interviews, observations, secondary data, archival data (emails, 

meetings minutes) and limited quantitative data. By and large, the case study relies 

largely on qualitative data rather than quantitative. The methods employed for this 

project will be explained in this chapter. 

 Yin (2003) presents variations among the different types of case study designs. 

The choice is between single case or multiple case. For this research, the adopted design 

is the single case. The single case study considers a larger context, and within that 

context, it considers its case. Although the single case considers a single unit of analysis 

- for example a school, a hospital - this study will gather data from a broad variety of 

nonprofit organizations that will be treated as a single unit of analysis, leading to a 

generalization about nonprofit advocacy. For this research, the single case study 

methodology requires a collection of data in the specific context of Hurricane Sandy, in 

order to understand the larger phenomenon of nonprofit advocacy.  

 

 

Figure 3. Structure of case study 
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Case study research was identified as a suitable methodology for this dissertation 

because, according to Yin (2014), it answers “how” and “why” questions. In fact, some 

the most important research questions ask “how” something happened. 

Selection of case context 

This study investigates how various nonprofit organizations undertook advocacy 

practices to help, provide and receive more support for families and communities that 

have been struggling since Hurricane Sandy, in 2012. To do so, it is important to provide 

an overview of Hurricane Sandy and its aftermath. The following pieces of information 

are taken from official FEMA reports and research conducted by academic institutions.  

 On October 29th, 2012 Hurricane Sandy made landfall in Southern New Jersey. 

It was considered the deadliest and most destructive hurricane of the 2012 hurricane 

season.  

 

 

FEMA officially reported: 

“Hurricane Sandy formed as a tropical wave that emerged off the west coast of Africa 

on October 11, 2012.1 On October 27, as Sandy moved over the Gulf Stream, the radius 

of maximum winds extended over 100 nautical miles from the center, making Sandy one 

of the largest hurricanes ever recorded in the Atlantic. By 5 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time 

on October 29, Sandy was approximately 45 nautical miles southeast of Atlantic City 

and was declared post-tropical. The center of post-tropical cyclone Sandy made landfall 
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at Brigantine, NJ, with estimated sustained winds of 80 miles per hour (mph) and a 

minimum pressure of 945 millibars. The pressure at landfall was typical of Category 3 

hurricanes, but the observed wind speed was on the lower end of Category 1 hurricane 

intensity.”(FEMA, 2013b, pt. ii). 

The storm hit the heavily populated New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut region. 

Events included heavy rains, strong winds, storm surges, with heavy snowfall in West 

Virginia and the Appalachian Mountains (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 

2013) 

 The Federal Emergency Management Agency deployed a Mitigation 

Assessment Teams (MAT), in order to observe and assess the damage over the impacted 

area. An official document reports as follow:  

“Hurricane Sandy caused widespread damage to buildings across the entire affected 

area, as well as widespread power outages and interruptions in utility service. 

Hurricane Sandy brought large-scale flooding to coastal and riverine residential and 

urban areas, particularly concentrated along the New Jersey and New York coastlines. 

Although the effects of Sandy were felt along much of the northeast coast, New Jersey 

and New York sustained the worst impacts from the storm and are the focus of this 

report. Most of the damage observed was caused by flooding […] The flood damage 

observed was a result of inundation, erosion and scour, and wave action. […] Many 

buildings, both residential and non-residential, were inundated at the basement and 

first floor levels, which disrupted operations and damaged utilities, causing significant 
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repair costs and extensive loss of income” (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 

2013, Chapter 1,14) 

 Several states were hit by Hurricane Sandy, from Florida to New England. New 

Jersey was chosen because of the substantial impacts Hurricane Sandy left over its 

communities. Indeed, a report from Rutgers University (Halpin, 2013) shows the 

magnitude of societal impacts over communities. New Jersey experienced widespread 

disruption, with 325,000 housing units damaged to various degrees; damages totaled 

more than $37 billion dollars. Twenty-one counties make up the geographical extent of 

the damages.  

Many organizations of interest for this study deployed and worked in the worst 

hit areas. Ocean County and Monmouth County scored the highest on the Community 

Hardship Index (Halpin, 2013). Several also worked in Atlantic and Cape May 

Counties, which are considered two of the poorest counties in the state5. According to a 

report (NJVOAD, 2016), organizations were serving the general population, vulnerable 

groups and business owners. Organizations had a general feeling that certain basic needs 

went unmet. Organizations’ clients required assistance for housing needs and other 

essential needs. Organizations provided case management, crisis counseling, financial 

assistance, housing and other services. Funds were raised as part of Sandy relief efforts. 

More than $146 million were distributed to local nonprofits, as well as national 

 
 
5According to US. Census Bureau Quick Facts, Atlantic County counts a median income of $29,941 per capita; Cape 
May counts a median income of $36.256 per capita. Source: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/nj 
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nonprofits in order to support and sustain relief and recovery operations (Halpin, 2013). 

Almost 30,000 households received assistance from NJ nonprofits and more than 

350,000 volunteers contributed to recovery efforts (NJVOAD, 2016). 

Some of the research questions that guide this study look at a specific political 

context with its intrinsic dynamics. Although the study location could have been 

identified among several states, New Jersey presented political conditions that were 

different from New York or Connecticut. The political context is important when 

analyzing advocacy and how this influences its practice; thus, it could have been 

impossible to understand multiple political dynamics within different political context, 

especially at state level. In some instances, of course, the analysis extends to the federal 

government. Across states, political beliefs and behaviors might be different. Political 

influences over administrative agencies lead to different managerial outcomes, 

especially when it comes to dealing with disaster management.  

 

Sampling subjects 

Subjects for the study were identified separately for the two parts of the study. 

There was no preexisting sampling frame. Several methodological issues were 

encountered in finding appropriate subjects for this study. One common way to 

approach the selection of nonprofit organizations would be by accessing IRS and State 

master files. Master files are simple Excel files with the complete listing of registered 

organizations. Both registers are incredibly vast, given the number of organizations 
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listed. New Jersey State has a register with more than 44.000 registered organizations. 

Using the NJ master file to select organization proved unsuccessful, since the document 

is a simple collection of names and street addresses, with no mention of specific 

missions; random sampling would have led to collecting data from organizations that 

might not have been involved in Hurricane Sandy recovery, with the risk of not 

gathering relevant information for the purpose of this study. Indeed, having had more 

information included in the master file would have helped in selecting the sample for 

this study. Moreover, while reaching out to organizations, the Google search returned 

the name of a statewide organization that collects data on nonprofits. They were in 

possession of data regarding organizations that were involved in recovery efforts; an 

email was sent requesting to access that list, but the request was denied as they stated 

that there were sensitive data that could not have been shared. Therefore, the sampling 

of nonprofit organizations was carried in two different ways for both qualitative and 

quantitative data collection methods.  

 

Selecting subjects for interviews 

In the first instance, organizations were purposely selected through Google 

Search. Through purposive sampling, participants are selected based on their ability to 

answer the research questions; the goal was to include organizations that were actively 

involved in some sort of advocacy practice. Keywords were “nonprofit”; “advocacy”; 

“recovery”; and “Hurricane Sandy”. The first results returned the name of an 
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organization that was still working in the recovery phase. After contacting this 

organization and having had an informal conversation with the executive director, a list 

of a few other nonprofits that were still working in the recovery process was provided. 

In addition, I was personally invited to an annual meeting of nonprofit, where one of the 

organizers introduced me to other directors. In this case, the snowball approach (Babbie, 

2013) allowed me to reach out to some other organizations. It is important to mention 

that the snowball approach is useful when there is the need to access participants that 

might be difficult to reach or might be in possession of useful information. The 

purposive sampling and the snowball approach allowed me to reach out to 22 

organizations that were interviewed throughout the whole study. 

Selecting subjects for survey 

 Since the study includes a survey, there was the need to expand the sample of 

the subjects under study. The methodological issue explained at the beginning of the 

section was still relevant also to this part of the study. To this end, a Google search was 

performed in order to find relevant documents that might have reported names of other 

organizations that matched those characteristics that were necessary for the research, 

and using the same keywords used for the first stage of sampling. The search returned 

two reports that listed organizations that received donations from the Hurricane Sandy 

New Jersey Relief Fund (HSNJRF) and the Robin Hood Foundation. These two 

documents reported names of organizations that were certainly involved in the recovery 

efforts. The two lists that were found were then merged and cleaned of all doubles. 
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Organizations that did not operate in NJ were excluded. This collection of names 

resulted in a list of 192 organizations. Although a maximum number of sampled 

organizations were not planned, and random sampling was not considered optimal, after 

a review of information about the organizations, a clean list of nonprofits was compiled. 

Missing or incorrect information were removed. This reduced the sample to 176 

organizations. Sixteen organizations were not included because they were disbanded 

after the accomplishment of their goals or the depletion of their resources (information 

given by a respondent). These 176 organizations received an invitation to fill out a 

survey, as it will be explained further. 

Data collection 

The case study design’s strength, is that the investigator can employ a broad 

variety of data collection methods that span from qualitative interviews to limited 

quantitative data. This study is primarily a qualitative study, with the inclusion of 

secondary quantitative data that will enrich the analysis and final description of the 

inquiry.   

Interviews 

In order to conduct interviews, key informants were identified (Berg, 2009), to 

make sure that they were the most knowledgeable in releasing information about 

Hurricane Sandy. The key informants do not represent single individuals, but they spoke 

on behalf of their organizations. Thus, executive directors, program managers and 
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policy experts were chosen as relevant source of information of their organizations’ 

activities and experiences during Hurricane Sandy.  

Interviews were carried out in-person, and by phone, in case face-to-face 

meetings would not have been possible. Interviews were scheduled at organizations’ 

offices or where it was most convenient for respondents to meet. A semi-structured 

interview guide was developed, which included open-ended questions. Semi-structured 

interviews define areas to be explored (Gill et al., 2008); they allow a certain degree of 

freedom, besides the planned interview guide. Moreover, semi-structured interviews 

allow for a more in-depth exploration of other areas that might be discovered during the 

interview process. To carry out interviews, an interview guide was developed, as a 

reference for the main questions that I planned to ask participants. The interview guide 

(Appendix D) was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University of 

Delaware (Appendix A; Appendix B) 

Interviews were used to collect data about the political environment that 

surrounded Hurricane Sandy, and about the organization’s perspectives about politics 

(RQs #1,2). Interviews also allowed uncovering influences of such political events and 

how this reflected on the choice of advocacy strategies. Organizations’ representatives 

were also asked to refer to public funds, financial and human resources; and these 

changed throughout the time, also in reference to Hurricane Sandy impact (RQs 

#3,4,5,6,7).  

In total, 22 organizations were interviewed, with one representative for each 

organization. Every interview was recorded and transcribed. Interviewees signed an 
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informed consent (Appendix C); they were informed that all the responses were 

anonymous. For this study, no compensation was given to participants.  

Observations 

Case study methodology presumes more than one single type of data collection 

method. Because the case study takes place in a real-world setting (Yin, 2003), 

observations were included in this project. Through direct observations, it is possible to 

understand more about the context and the people that interact (Patton, 1990). One 

community meeting was included in the study. It was organized by one of the 

organizations that were interviewed a few weeks later. During the meeting, the 

executive director let the community know that I was participating as an observer (overt 

observer) for the research project. Notes were taken, and those included significant 

verbal statements and speeches given by organization’s representatives that would have 

addressed any clue about politics and how to influence politics; as well as the necessity 

of mobilizing the community and what pressing issues they were fighting for. At the 

end of the meeting, pictures of posters and images the members were displaying were 

also taken. The meeting lasted at least a couple of hours and was run in a public library, 

which at that time, served as a hub for nonprofit organizations and governmental 

agencies.  
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Documents, archival records, artifacts and other secondary data 

An important piece of methodology lies in the collection of documents, archival 

records and, eventually, visual artifacts. The collection of documents and secondary 

data provided me with information that cannot be directly observed, revealing events 

that might have happened even before the start of the research enterprise (Patton, 1990).  

For this research, documents produced by organizations for public use and disclosure 

were collected. These pieces include: IRS 990 forms, mostly found also on GuideStar®; 

public statements; activity reports; policy briefs; public comments addressed to 

agencies; testimonies at the State Assembly and Senate of New Jersey. Other documents 

included news from the media.  

These documents, to the extent that were available, or made available for the 

purpose of this study, were of relevance for the understanding of several key topics; for 

example, relationships with policymakers; donations received; organizational features; 

communication strategies with the public and policymakers. All these information 

provided insights on particular views of the political arena; how organizations managed 

resources and whether specific advocacy strategies were adopted. 

Documents were directly requested from the organizations, before every 

interview. Some organizations shared with me in person or mailed to me the available 

documents. Some other organizations that were not working anymore in the recovery 

phase, but still existent, did not have documents to share; for some, records were 

missing. A few organizations refused to provide me any type of document, stating that 

they were too confidential for sharing. 
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Online Survey 

In order to collect more data on organizational characteristics, general funding, 

and elements of political behavior, an online survey was delivered to the 176 identified 

organizations (Appendix E). The survey was designed based on Dr. David Carter’s 

(2017) dissertation survey (with his approval) and on the survey conducted by Bass et 

al. (2007). The survey was built using Qualtrics® provided by the University of 

Delaware. Specific questions related to Hurricane Sandy and advocacy, were added to 

the final version. The survey consisted of 31 questions. Questions did not require any 

identifiable information. Questions asked for demographic data (year of foundation; 

location) and general organizational information, such as number of employees or 

volunteers and financial capabilities. 

Open-ended questions were included in the survey; respondents were asked to 

describe relationship with governmental and public officials, as well as connections 

with other organizations. These questions were analyzed through direct content 

analysis. In addition, questions that collected general information about advocacy and 

specific advocacy activities were also included. 

The survey was completed by 59 organizations, and three refused to respond. 

Overall respondents represent the 35% of the overall population. Respondents did not 

answer 12 questions, with a dropout rate between 2% and 40% per question, assuming 

that respondents did not either have all the information or did not want to share the 

information.  
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Table 4 presents a summary of data sources, with the purpose, and to what research 

question the data provided information.  

 
Table 4. Type of data sources and information collected 

Type of data source Information collected 
Interviews Overview of organizations 

Resources 
Organizational structures 
Activities after Hurricane Sandy 
Impact of Hurricane Sandy on organizations 
Resources for advocacy 
Relationships with policymakers and public officials 
Advocacy and advocacy strategies 
Outcomes of advocacy 
Perceptions of the political context 
Resources received from the government 

Documents 
• IRS 990 forms 
• Meeting minutes 
• Letters 
• Photos 
• Videos 
• Flyers 
• Activity reports 
• Policy reports 
• Public comments 
• Testimonies 

Relationships with policymakers 
Donations received 
Resources allocated for disaster recovery 
Resources allocated for advocacy 
Organizational features 
Communication strategies 
Organization of events 
Mobilization of communities 
Advocacy strategies 

Survey Fields of activity 
Organizational resources 
Financial resources 
Relationships with policymakers and public officials 
Connections with other organizations 
Resources allocated for advocacy 
Advocacy strategies 

Observations Statements about community issues 
Perceptions of the overall context 
Advocacy for community issues 
Statements about political context 
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Coding 

Interviews and open-ended questions from the survey were coded using 

Atlas.Ti®. The coding process took place in two stages. First, provisional coding was 

adopted. This type of coding is useful when there is an anticipated set of categories that 

are generated from a theory or literature review (Saldaña, 2015). Provisional coding was 

suitable for this study, because it helped me in extrapolating codes from the previous 

literature on nonprofit and advocacy. Codes were then grouped in major themes, that 

allowed organizing the chapters of this document (Appendix F). 

The second stage of coding was descriptive coding. Descriptive coding is useful 

when there is the need to summarize in a short sentence the essence of an important 

piece of information (Saldaña, 2015). With this technique, specific information was 

coded and included organizations’ organizational features; political aspects of 

Hurricane Sandy, etc. In addition, codes created with the descriptive coding techniques, 

were included in the broader themes by merging them where most appropriately fitted.  

Limitations of data collection 

This research is based on a post-test only design. Data collected for this work 

come almost six years after Hurricane Sandy. There is no data collected before the 

disaster, as it will be further discussed in Chapter 11 - Limitations. Therefore, in some 

cases, it is not possible to draw strong conclusion about differential impacts of the 

disaster on organizations; for example when comparing amount of resources available 

before the disaster and after.  
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Chapter 5 

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS: ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES, 
STRUCTURES, CHANGES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ADVOCACY 

Overview of organizations involved in Hurricane Sandy disaster 

Nonprofit organizations are not all equal. They differ in several features that 

might comprise structure; size; or type of workforce. Organizations might be formal or 

informal. After Hurricane Sandy, thousands of nonprofits deployed their assets and 

capabilities for helping the communities affected by the storm.  The study will show an 

overview of the organizational features of the organizations that were working during 

Hurricane Sandy. Key features include type of organization; the structure in place; staff 

size and type.  

 The literature on nonprofits emphasizes that certain organizational features are 

correlated with participation in advocacy (Child & Gronbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 

2010; Mosley, 2010). What if those features change because of a disaster like Sandy? 

This investigation is driven by two questions: what was Hurricane Sandy’s impact on 

organizations’ resources and structures? How much and what type of resources did they 

employ? Then, it will try to give an answer whether those likely changes affect the 

nature of advocacy. Interestingly, to briefly foreshadow, Hurricane Sandy impacted on 

those features and this research will show how organizations restructured, changed or 

adapted to organizational needs; moreover, it will show how the change or availability 

of resources influenced their participation in advocacy. The chapter starts by providing 

an overview of the nonprofit organizations and how they are structured; it will then 
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show Sandy’s impact on their organizational structures and resources and to what extent 

it influenced organizational changes and adaptations. The conclusion will describe to 

what extent organizational features influenced the advocacy work.  

As Salamon(2011) points out, it is difficult and confusing to depict the nonprofit 

sector. Sometimes it is labeled with different names: the charitable sector, the voluntary 

sector or the tax-exempt sector (Salamon, 2011). For tax-exempt purposes, the U.S. law 

recognizes a broad variety of organizations. Among the diverse range of registrations 

available with the IRS, it is usually very common to depict nonprofit organizations as 

those falling in the  501(c)(3) group: religious, charitable and educational (Internal 

Revenue Service, 2018a). 

Moreover, the IRS establishes criteria according to which the organization 

obtaining tax-exempt status should comply (Internal Revenue Service, 2018c). These 

documents require that organizations have a specific organizational structure (officers, 

directors and trustees) in order to qualify for the tax-exempt status. Forty-nine 

organizations that completed the survey indicated that they are 501(c)(3); only three are 

501(c)(4), civil leagues and social welfare; one indicated “other”. The majority of 

organizations interviewed are 501(c)(3), and only two are 501(c)(4). One representative 

explained why they opted for 501(c)(4) registration: 

“So, we were 501(c)(4)[…] we're doing that now but that cost money [..] a 501c3 
is tax exempt and all these private - you know - like Robin Hood and these 
people that don't need money; they can take money and they can give out the 
money. We were 501(c)(4); the reason I did that is very simple we can criticize 
our elected; we can become political, which I don't want to be, but I want to 
criticize people if they [don’t]want to do the right thing” 
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In fact, under the title 501(c)(4), an organization “may engage in political 

campaign activities if those activities are not the organization's primary activity”(Chick 

& Henchey, 1995). Less favorable conditions for participating in political activity apply 

to 501(c)(3) organizations that are prohibited to engage in political activities. As more 

than one survey respondent mentioned, the 501(c)(3) limits and restrains organizations 

from participating in certain forms of advocacy.  

Some of the organizations that started operations following Hurricane Sandy, 

found themselves in need of a supporting organization, or a parent organization. Some 

representatives mentioned that they were under a “fiscal agent”, which is “an established 

IRS 501(c)(3) tax-exempt organization that agrees to accept donations on behalf of a 

group that does not have IRS tax exemption. Under this arrangement, a charitable group 

can get more funding to perform its mission”(Layne, 2018). One executive director 

explained: 

“Now the reason for that is because, although you have a lot of good people and 
good organizations being part of the committee, and part of the long term 
recovery group; in order to attract donor dollars, you need to show that you have 
some financial stability, so by having an organization like [...] being the fiscal 
agent, they obviously have a good track record of dealing with large sums of 
funding; so that is a path that we started out on, and it is also a path of most of 
the other long term recovery groups in the state - there were fourteen at one 
point. They set up as projects underneath a fiscal agent. A good chunk of them 
were [...] and one prominent exception would be the [...] long term recovery 
group and their fiscal agent is (a*) volunteer center which is another 501c3; a 
pillar in the community, but that same concept.” 
 
[*added in order to not disclose the name of the organization] 

Furthermore, the director also mentioned that many other organizations belonging to 

the long-term recovery groups that were under fiscal agents. 
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The IRS registration is a necessary feature for an organization to operate and 

easily access funding and resources. For some well-known and established 

organizations, that, does not seem to be a problem; but for many small organizations, it 

represents a bureaucratic process that can hamper their ability to access funds and apply 

for projects and grants. In some cases, the IRS registration is perceived as a barrier or a 

constriction to the advocacy activity. According to the Internal Revenue Service 

(2018d): “under the Internal Revenue Code, all 501(c)(3) organizations are absolutely 

prohibited from directly or indirectly participating in, or intervening in any political 

campaign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any candidate for elective public office”. 

However, this does not limit other advocacy activities organizations can carry out, such 

as community education; participating in public hearings; or holding public meetings. 

Under this restriction, the IRS allows a certain amount of expenditures for those 

organizations registered as 501(c)(3) (Donaldson, 2008; Internal Revenue Service, 

2018b). In fact, these limitations are not understood by some interviewees and survey 

respondents. These respondents take for granted that being a nonprofit, or a 501(c)3 is 

dangerous and organizations must be careful in what they do. Two respondents further 

described their fear: 

“I think people shy away from it because nonprofit organizations really can't 
advocate for certain things. It's very dangerous. They can lose their nonprofit 
status, but I think by nature of what we do, we're advocating for population. 
 
“I would love to be able to advocate more on behalf of issues that affect our 
population. I am always hesitant to do so, because I do not want to cross any 
boundaries of being a 501(c)3. It would be helpful to know what I can, and 
cannot do” 
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Clearly, the second quotation highlights the lack of knowledge of some 

organizations about what they are permitted, or not permitted to do. To this, a survey 

respondent mentioned that doing advocacy is dangerous for the nonprofit status because 

of the risk of losing it. 

During the recruitment phase, some organizations that were set-up for relief and 

recovery operations had disbanded a short time after Hurricane Sandy, and it is very 

unlikely that they either applied for or obtained the tax-exempt status, knowing the 

lengthy process required. Several of these organizations that probably never applied for 

the IRS status, perhaps transitioned into larger organizations.  

Since the IRS status requires organizations to have a specific organizational 

structure in place, which includes officers, directors and boards of trustees, every single 

organization has to report this on their 990 forms. Organizations were asked to report 

numbers of their organizational size in terms of professional staff, support and intern 

staff and volunteers, which according to Resource Mobilization Theory, play a  

significant role in engaging in advocacy (Guo & Saxton, 2010; Mosley, 2010; Salamon 

& Geller, 2008). From the survey, it is possible to see the variety of structures. Table 5 

gives a snapshot of the organizations that completed the survey. Survey respondents 

were asked to identify their roles within the organizations. Eighteen are Chief Executive 

Officers, or executive directors. Among respondents, other professional figures appear: 

attorneys, program managers, directors of operations or COOs, advocates, presidents, 

general members, administrators and founders. 
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Table 5. Type of staff among nonprofit organizations 
Professional Staff Support Staff Interns 

Mean 42.27 Mean 13.77 Mean 4.45 
Standard Error 21.13 Standard Error 3.41 Standard Error 0.99 
Median 7 Median 3 Median 2 
Mode 2 Mode 0 Mode 0 
SD 147.90 SD 23.86 SD 6.93 
Range 1000 Range 100 Range 30 
Minimum 0 Minimum 0 Minimum 0 
Maximum 1000 Maximum 100 Maximum 30 
Total 49 Total 49 Total 49 

 

The table shows that organizations have more professional staff than support 

and interns staff combined; this means that in some way, organizations have to generate 

revenue for providing compensation. The most common organizational size among 

nonprofits is 2 professional staff, 2 support staff and no interns. The maximum that 

organizations totaled is 1000 professional staff, 100 support staff and 30 interns. Some 

organizations also responded with 0 in all three questions; in fact, under the label “other” 

some organizations mentioned that they have a certain number of volunteers, spanning 

from 50 to 2000. Two organizations also clarified that they have 1 volunteer, 1 part-

time professional and 1 part-time support staff. Particularly, this question asked only 

about the full-time equivalent employees. No strong comparison can be made with 

organizations that only employ part-time personnel and no strong conclusion can be 

made in order to show organizational differences. 

Structures also vary among the interviewed organizations. There is an interesting 

variance in size and the way roles are divided. In fact, one large nonprofit showed an 
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organizational chart that lays out all the various levels and who reports to whom. The 

same executive director further described: 

“we have the chairman of the board. And I report to him and a board of trustees; 
and there's like seventeen people on the board of trustees; and then below me 
[executive director] our Associate Executive Director; and then we're divided by 
divisions of services; so, and then it would have a division director, that would 
be the expert in that particular area of service delivery; and then that's how that's 
pretty much our structure. And then all the departments like H.R., all the 
administrative departments, come under the executive staff, the finance and the 
all of that stuff”. 

 
Discussing about organizational structures with some CEOs, it came out that 

some nonprofits have a substantial workforce. In fact, some can count about 400, if not 

more, paid staff that represent an incredible human power. Besides paid staff, they can 

mobilize about 600 volunteers and cover four counties. This is exemplary of formal 

organizations, where there is a clear distribution of roles, and offices are organized into 

hierarchy (Scott & Blau, 1962). This model of organizing offices was common also 

among large nonprofits that were interviewed. For example, one executive director was 

describing the organization for which he/she was working. It was depicted as having a 

“regional approach”:  

“There are four executive directors, each responsible for a board of directors and 
a geographical region. There is a regional disaster officer, a regional financial 
development officer, a regional volunteer services officer, and a regional 
external relations communications officer. They're all director-level positions.” 
 
While some large nonprofits were local in nature, some were part of a larger 

regional/national structure, which obviously expands the organizational hierarchy of the 

entire nonprofit.  
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Organizations do not only transform themselves in terms of structures and 

hierarchies. Some might need to establish something new for specific purposes, as in 

this case, a disaster like Sandy. In fact, it was possible to see that an organization 

established a dedicated program for disaster response that probably was not even 

embedded within the organization’s traditional mission or operations. In fact, as a 

program manager reported, it is interesting to note that this new program created a new 

whole structure, in order to remove some of the burden from the typical day-to-day 

duties: 

“The program that was under the direction of the Executive Director [...], the 
program designated to address the needs of the public for Superstorm Sandy 
came under the Disaster Response Program, and the Disaster Response Program 
at the time was under the direction of the Service Area Director [...]” 
[names removed] 
 

The interviewee further explained the multiple levels of management within the 

organization, each one with its directors and program managers.  

 The hierarchical structure encountered so far is typical of those organizations 

that can be defined as “standalone”, so they are not formed by subgroups or sub-

organizations. Some organizations, on the other hand, were setup as a combination of 

more organizations, each one with its internal structure. Typical cases were the long-

term recovery groups that were set up to provide help, where various organizations 

establish a coalition and perform a broad set of activities. A description of how this was 

implemented is described by an executive director of a nonprofit, working within one 

of the long-term recovery groups operating in New Jersey:  
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“So, at that time, there's a big room set up with tables and each of the tables have 
a placard that represents all of the different types of committees, and then 
different people from different agencies sat around that table and they start to 
try to figure out what they can do in that committee. Each one of those 
committees has a committee chair, and that committee chair then becomes a 
steering committee. So, the organizational set up for the [...] LTRG was four 
officers and then a steering committee that is made up of each one of those chairs 
from each one of those groups” 

 
Beside the professional figures within an organization, one aspect that comes 

out by looking at organizational documents, is the inclusion of other specific roles: these 

include presidents, that sometimes can be a substitute of executive directors (Ott, 2001); 

trustees and members. From the 990s, it is possible to see that organizations have, at 

maximum, a board composed of 40 members. In fact, one of the interviewees reported 

a substantial board size: 

“I want to say maybe about fifteen to twenty people are on our board. We have 
a founder who was serving as our executive director until last year. We have an 
executive director. We have a managing attorney and we have six “soon to be” 
staff attorneys. We have five support staff ranging from a project coordinator, a 
law clerk and three legal assistance. And we have an HR and finance director” 
 

 The recovery process did not involve only major organizations. A large portion 

of the nonprofit world that was involved in recovery efforts is represented also by small 

and medium organizations, with little boards and small organizational staff. From the 

survey comes out that thirty-three nonprofits have 10 or fewer full-time professional 

employees, which is a number significantly smaller than the two that have about four 

hundred employees: this is very common among the organizations that were 

interviewed. In fact, at least eight organizations described their organizations as small, 

sometimes with a less structured hierarchy. In one case, an executive director described 
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the organization as being flat, which means that, although roles and responsibilities are 

assigned, all the members are on the same level; the interviewee described further the 

organizational structure: 

“people don’t really understand what kind of organization we are, because we're 
community based or an organizing group - community organizing is a thing and 
so that's what we do. And so that means that, at the end of them, executive 
director and I refer to the board and the board makes decisions; but the more 
people we have involved, the more effective we are… so we really like to try as 
many meaningful ways for people to be engaged and make decisions, as they 
possibly can; so, we have our committee as we do actions, trips, legislative 
meetings, driving, campaign communications…. So, as many people as possible 
can plug in here, and we have very small boards” 
 
This organization, small in board size with just two members, as referred to by 

the director, is designed to have an expanding board, in order to redistribute roles to its 

members. The other small organizations interviewed all had a specific organizational 

structure, with small paid staff that ranges from two to eight members. Contrary to this 

clear division of roles, an executive director was describing his/her organization since 

its inception. The organization, although started in 1990, was an informal coordination 

of other nonprofits that shared the same mission. The executive director referred:  

“[...]has been around since late 1990. But it was really more of an informal 
coordination, or a coalition of nonprofit organizations who had just sort of been 
involved in some sort of Hurricane Andrew response down in Florida, and 
realized that they needed to build a coalition here in New Jersey; and so they 
started pulling together other organizations with a similar mission or vision to 
do disaster preparedness response or recovery work and really you know - 
through the years, there were times where they were stronger in times when there 
were kind of lax leadership [...] it was really all governed by a board of trustees 
and didn't have any staff support, and didn't have any resources; they had no 
budget, they had no 501c3; they ended up being incorporated and [...] ended up 
being the corporate in 2003 but nothing formally other than that happened until 
after Sandy; and what ended up happening is after Sandy, our four board 
members were leaders...[mentioning other organizations]” 
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[names removed were removed to not reveal organizations] 
 
The organizations interviewed were not asked to recall the entire formation 

process, due to a likely lack of knowledge of younger managers, but this nonprofit, 

although it became corporate in 2003 and obtained the 501(c)(3) status in 2014, 

highlights an evolutionary process, probably common to many other nonprofits. It was 

established as “informal,” but the need of formalizing the structure was felt as a result 

of the necessity of having a much more organized and centralized structure, with staffing 

and financial resources in order to be able to provide support to its members and 

communities.  

Surveyed and interviewed nonprofits are not only different in structure (size and 

hierarchy type), but they are different in “geographical coverage.” Some nonprofits are 

locally based, and independent with their own statute and regulations; by contrast, 

twenty-one respondents and four interviewees mentioned that the organizations they 

were representing are either a chapter of, or affiliated to, a national nonprofit. This is 

typical of the federated model, where large national entities have central national 

offices, with a structure that goes down to state and local levels (Minkoff et al. 2013). 

This aspect denotes that organizations have a much larger organizational structure, with 

a central governing body and regional/state/local governing bodies; they have the ability 

of covering larger portions of territory, and given their nature, they can have shared 

resources that can be deployed in case of needs. Furthermore, given their presence in 

the community, they can reach a much larger portion of the population. 
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Nonprofit organizations usually have a physical place (offices) and 

organizational structure. But there are some that run virtual operations and rely on 

technology. Data taken from the survey (figure 4) show that majority of organizations 

make use of electronic tools (McNutt, 2008), preferring social networks and email to 

other digital systems. It’s impossible to conclude that the surveyed organizations could 

increase their engagement by using such tools, but it is possible to conclude that 

organizations are largely reliant on technology in general. 

 

Figure 4. Use of technology for advocacy among organizations 

In interviewing nonprofit managers, the use of technological tools was reported 

by one organization that decided to work predominantly with social media. The manager 

explained that it was possible to reach more people and establish more “local virtual 

chapters” of the same organization that were able to work over the web and deliver 
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useful information for disaster survivors; the web allowed creating a virtual structure, 

increasing the ability of delivering a considerable amount of information (see table 2) 

about recovery processes, and so increase his/her ability to expand the advocacy 

activity. 

Sandy’s impact and changes to structures and resources 

Events like Hurricane Sandy typically have a certain degree of impact on a 

variety of different actors: public and private sector; and the civil society. By impact, it 

can be assumed that disasters can modify the way an organization works; such as the 

change in the daily routine for thousands of individuals; and the necessity of 

supplementing daily needs. 

At this point, the question is: what was Hurricane Sandy’s impact on nonprofits’ 

organizational structures? Moreover, what was the amount of resources organizations 

received? How and to what extent did they use them, especially for advocacy? In 

addition, the study looks at how these changes might have influenced the advocacy 

practice. The results are mainly based on organizations’ memories of their experiences.  

In some limited cases, documents were available, but since there are no pre-event data, 

the study cannot measure the real impact Hurricane Sandy had on organizations. 

Organizations interviewed revealed that they all experienced the impact of Sandy on 

their organizational structures. Interviewees reported various aspects of impacts that 

deal with expansion; shrinkage; adaptation; reorganization; and services to provide. In 

several cases, it was impossible to make strong comparisons between what 
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organizations experienced before the storm and after. Moreover, data reported here are 

drawn from the meetings with the organizations interviewed, during the time the study 

was undergoing, because the survey did not collect such information. Because of the 

nature of data collected, what was reported here must be regarded as provisional.  

When organizations undertake a restructuring or a reorganization, it is possible 

hereby to talk about a certain degree of organizational change. Jones (2013), describes 

organizational change as a process by which organizations move from a current state to 

a future state to increase their effectiveness. Sometimes changes are planned (Jones, 

2013), but as it will be shown, most of the changes were not planned due to the nature 

of event.  

An interesting aspect of Sandy’s impact on organizations is that organizations 

expanded their organizational structure with more of either paid employees or 

volunteers. This was particularly true for organizations that took part in long-term 

recovery groups (LTRGs). Some interviewees reported that Sandy brought in more staff 

and resources to the extent that they found an increased organizational structure. One 

interviewee was recalling how the entire organization had to help an increased number 

of families in need, and the original organizational structure was expanded with more 

staff and more offices in order to cover a broader geographical area: 

“not only were we, was impacted the state of New Jersey, but our particular 
[organization] was also impacted in the […] County area, in the […] County 
area, so not only were we concerned with addressing the needs of the public 
within the state of New Jersey, we had to establish an office within […], New 
Jersey. We actually had three offices, three satellite offices located; our main 
office was in […], New Jersey, the other one was in […] County and four [...] it 
was a military installation in […] County, and the other one was a sister office 
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in Toms River.  We had to concentrate very severely on those areas, because a 
lot of families were displaced, and so we put a lot of our effort. I believe we had 
35 case managers within these three offices […] that really got impacted by the 
hurricane, so we had to take care of those families with emergency services 
while we also directed and monitored the services of the other families being 
affected within the state” 
 
[organization’s and locations’ names removed] 
 

Besides receiving more resources for hiring staff, an executive director was mentioning 

that there was a substantial interest by other nonprofits in taking part in LTRGs:  

“We just kept making the long-term recovery committee bigger and bigger and 
bigger, because more and more people wanted to be involved and they brought 
some sort of resources to the table, whether it was information about a program 
or whether it was direct form of assistance or whatever” 
 

So, single organizations did not only expand themselves, but helped expanding joint 

organizations (LTRGs). Having external organizations joining what was already in 

place is another key aspect of how Sandy impacted on some organizations; this 

highlights the fact that some organizations created solid coalitions. Moreover, a project 

manager was acknowledging that his/her organization has incorporated a small local 

organization in order to easily reach and support their community operations using the 

parent branding.  

What some organizations experienced was the necessity of adapting to particular 

situations. Those interviewees that mentioned “adaptation” as a result of Sandy’s 

impact, described everything as a matter of changing the way they administered 

programs and services, or simply understand how the organization transformed itself. 

One executive director explained his/her organization’s adaptation in terms of: 1) 
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formalize the organization, and 2) implement strategies to be better prepared for the 

future: 

“but we've grown a lot since then [...] needs are much different, so as an 
organization we've tried to adapt and figure out what we need to do to grow [...] 
we can sort of formalize it so we're trying to adapt and adapt as we go forward 
the strategies will help us to grow and establish what we need to do to be 
successful in the “blue sky phases” - you know - during this preparing and 
resiliency building phase as well as to be able to respond and recover much more 
effectively for whatever comes next”. 
 
When Hurricane Sandy hit New Jersey, many well-established organizations 

were providing daily services to their communities. Sandy put a burden on those 

organizations that found an increased amount of services as a result of an increased 

number of needs to satisfy. One president was mentioning that the organization 

expanded services that were already in place: the typical economic fund the organization 

had for helping those in need, was expanded and became a “storm fund”, plus the 

existing daily help-line was integrated in the storm relief in order to identify individuals 

and direct them to appropriate assistance.  

Not all the organizations were providing exclusive services to individuals; some 

were member-serving organizations. One interviewee mentioned that it was impossible 

to stop providing certain services because of Sandy, but it was necessary to provide, in 

addition, specific services for organizations. At the question, how the organization 

changed, the CEO answered: 

“Well it changed the way we did business. I mean, I was the CEO and I was still 
the CEO, but I was spending a lot of time on Hurricane Sandy. But everything 
else was still going on the same way. We didn't take people from what they were 
doing and move them over to Hurricane Sandy. We had those people still doing 
what they were doing with their mentoring programs and leadership program 
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and all of that, and we got money so we could hire a whole new staff for the 
Hurricane Sandy recovery project. [name removed] had been working on a 
program with companies to get them engaged in the community, and she was 
also doing a lot of training with non-profits about volunteer management, about 
financial management; just all sorts of trainings for non-profits, so [...] we took 
her from that and had her run the Hurricane Sandy recovery project, but the rest 
of the staff still did what they did” 

 
While this organization decided to keep daily services running and had the 

opportunity to hire a manager for specific necessities, some other organizations found 

themselves in need of thinking what kind of service they could provide. An executive 

director, during the interview, was explaining that there were many nonprofits that were 

trying to do everything in order to provide a diverse range of services, with the risk of 

not providing good services. In fact, this CEO had the smart idea of focusing only on 

something specific in an area where they were more capable than others:  

“So, after meeting with everybody and having a real long hard thought at this, 
we decided that we can't be good at everything, and we have a good chance of 
messing up all of it if we try to; so we try to look at the things that we were 
uniquely good at, and things that other agencies were actually doing in the 
community; so we were the only ones that were coordinating case management 
for the county; only one coordinating the unmet needs for the county; we raised 
the most money, so we were good at extracting money. So, and we had our 
disaster case management system working so what we decided was... that we 
would look to work with other volunteer groups [...] so, that was probably one 
of the smartest things that we did” 

 
As was already shown, contrary to the expansion of organizational structures 

and the increment of the number of services, a direct impact of Sandy on some 

organizations was the availability (positive or negative) of financial resources. Many 

participants acknowledged that they received more money, and subsequently 

organizations could hire additional staff for their operations; but at one point in time, 
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one president explained that, since money was dwindling down, and projects as well, 

nonprofits had to reduce the size of their staff, consequently witnessing a shrinkage of 

their organizational structures. 

What is reported so far about organizational resources refers mostly to paid staff. 

Nonprofit organizations do not all have paid staff but rely on volunteers that devote part 

of their time. The increased volunteer workforce that some organizations recalled during 

the interviews was a major result of an event like Hurricane Sandy. Some interviewees 

acknowledged that volunteers did increase in numbers; volunteers did not just come 

from New Jersey, and some nonprofits found themselves managing volunteers coming 

from out-of-state. One CEO estimated a total of 22.000 volunteers managed; another 

CEO could not estimate exactly how many volunteers were managed, but s/he 

mentioned thousands of them. When in need of human resources, some organizations 

decided to pull together in order to have a larger workforce.  

There is then an interesting aspect that came out from this study, which is here 

described. During the interviews, it was possible to capture to what extent organizations 

were prepared to respond, or at least being able to provide daily services during extreme 

situations. It was interesting to note that few organizations provided an explanation of 

whether they were prepared for such conditions. One executive director pointed out that 

his/her organization had previous experience with Hurricane Irene and that made the 

organization ready to respond, explaining that the organization was much more 

organized than before. One faith-based organization instead had initial issues in 
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withstanding Hurricane Sandy and the executive director acknowledged that they lacked 

in initial preparation: 

“ we were actually sending generators out; I had people, because we had babies 
that were placed that needed formula, they needed their bottles heated up, they 
needed ….it was - I got to tell you - it was crazy, because we weren't prepared; 
we just were not prepared; so since then all of our offices have generators, all of 
our 24 hour facilities - because we also have twenty four hour facilities where 
people live - so we were like “oh my gosh, we have to feed them, we have to 
heat the buildings, we have to do whatever”. OK, so now everybody's got like it 
took us about two years after the storm to get all the generators in place because” 
 
What is described here highlights an important piece of information that might 

need more research in the future. Nonprofit organizations that deploy after events like 

Sandy all come from day-to-day activities and services that require a certain amount of 

resources and capabilities and knowledge. Research on nonprofits and disasters can 

benefit from investigating  what are the capabilities of organizations in pre-disaster 

conditions, looking at to what extent they are able to keep providing essential services, 

and how a disaster influence the way they manage, organize, re-arrange or adapt to 

critical conditions brought in by a disaster; finally, to what extent did these nonprofits 

incorporate lessons learned for future events.   
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Figure 5. Changes and adaptations among organizations 

Emergence and disappearance 

Behavioral research has been a milestone for many disaster studies that pointed 

toward understanding a significant topic: emergence. For more than fifty years, scholars 

in the field of disaster studies have investigated emergent behavior after disasters. 

Significant findings come from Quarantelli (1966, 1996), Dynes (1970), Stallings and 

Quarantelli(1985). Quarantelli and Dynes were the first to develop the so-called DRC 

typology of organizations involved in disaster and emergency management. This 

typology includes established, expanding, extending and emergent groups. As Drabek 

and McEntire (2003) point out, Drabek(1987) further expanded the typology by 

including additional categories of emergence: 1) structural emergence; 2) task 

emergence; 3) group emergence; 4) interstitial groups. Although this study did not 

address any research questions regarding emergence or emergent behavior, it does 

present interesting secondary findings that can be interpreted by reading deeply what 

has been written so far, and are worthy to be briefly discussed. 

The first element of the typology that is possible to meet are the established 

groups: these are those types of organizations characterized by old structures and carry 

out regular tasks (generally encountered in old faith-based organizations and disaster 

response nonprofits). Several nonprofit organizations displayed these characteristics, 

but due to the nature of the event, some became “expanding”: this means that 

organizations, as it was shown, had to create a new structure due to the increase number 
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of services they were providing. The “extending” (non-regular tasks, old structures) type 

seemingly did not appear among the organizations interviewed during the study. 

Conversely, the “emergent” type was witnessed in several cases: several organizations 

that were recruited were founded for the purpose of supporting affected communities.  

 Going further, the findings prove also what Quarantelli(1996) has discussed 

after what Drabek(1987) added as alternative categories to the DRC typology. The study 

shows that structural, task and group emergence (Drabek, 1987, p. 269; cited in Drabek 

& McEntire, 2003) were recurrent themes among the witnessed structural and 

organizational changes that occurred. In fact, for those organizations that had to manage 

new disaster programs, a new organizational arrangement was necessary; task 

emergence depicts how some organizations embodied services and programs for which 

they had no expertise or knowledge without making significant changes to the original 

structure. Long-term recovery groups represent another category encountered during the 

study. They are considered “interstitial groups” ( Peacock, 1991; cited in Drabek & 

McEntire, 2003), which depicts an emergent group formed by several organizations that 

pull together in order to coordinate, manage and  facilitate the distribution of resources.   

Group emergence appears when a new organization is created, but as Quarantelli 

points out (1996; cited in Drabek & McEntire, 2003), it “is ephemeral or fleeting in 

nature”. This is the case of several organizations that after a short time (usually one to 

two years) disappeared from the scene. During the selection phase of nonprofits, several 

organizations that were founded after Hurricane Sandy were randomly included in the 

list.  For many of these organizations, information was not available, which means, no 



 83 

website, no email, no phone number; neither a manager’s name to call or send an email. 

Sixteen of the almost two hundred identified were declared disbanded, as also was 

reported on the news (D’Amico, 2015). Now, the question is: why and for what reason 

did some nonprofit organizations, and probably many more, disappeared from the 

scene? One clear explanation could be, as previously mentioned; that once funds ran 

out, organizations had no other means for running projects or services. And in fact, also 

in the article, it is mentioned that, “the county LTRG received more than $1 million 

from various sources, and about two-thirds of it was used to help residents with unmet 

construction needs.” However, eventually resources dwindled down until the 

organizations disbanded. Another reason, partially explained by a CEO, was that some 

organizations had a specific goal, and when that goal was reached, organizations closed 

operations.  

Overall, some organizations appeared as a result of a collective willingness to pursue 

specific goals (Stallings & Quarantelli, 1985) and are still operating, but some silently 

disappeared, for whatever reason it is worthy for more explanation.  

Implications for advocacy 

Although the organizational size varies, among respondents there was no general 

concern that the size and the structure could have been an impedement to advocacy. 

Some interviewees were aware that their organizations were small, with a board ranging 

from 3 to 5 people, but none of them reported that their advocacy work was undermined 

by the lack of staff. One executive director also added that, besides being a small 
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nonprofit, the organization could benefit from a number of volunteers that devoted their 

time in helping survivors. It is interesting to note that, among the interviewees, a founder 

of a 501(c)(4) asserted that the board had approximately 50 board members, but, during 

the interview and through the analysis of some documents, it came out that generally 

it’s just him/her organizing events and using social media tools to advocate for the 

community. Only one respondent clearly pointed out that the structure was not enough: 

“well one of the things that we realized early on and tried to do from an advocacy 
standpoint was to inform the funders about - you know - how would be the best 
- you know - to try to educate our funders about the fact that this is going to be 
a disaster that will probably be five to ten years in the recovery phase […] and 
that was something we didn't have the structure in place to really have that level 
of influence at that point” 
 
This executive director recognized that having the right structural size for the 

organization is key to being more influential when it comes to advocating toward 

funders. In another interview, a program manager described part of the advocacy work 

as being possible because of a well-established advocacy team that is part of a much 

larger organizational structure. 

Throughout the study, it was possible to acknowledge that organizations 

underwent changes and adaptations in order to keep providing services and run 

programs for disaster recovery. Not only changes with respect to organizational 

features, but also in expertise and knowledge; knowledge and expertise that several 

directors and program managers had to gain by connecting with other nonprofits. In 

fact, in some interviews, respondents asserted that working with recovery issues and 

providing advocacy for survivors was a completely new domain that they have never 
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experienced before, and it was difficult for them to understand all the policies and 

regulations that laid behind the recovery process. They related to the fact they have 

never advocated before for disaster survivors and never provided help to homeowners 

that had their houses destroyed by Sandy. For this reason, some interviewees stated that 

they relied on external expertise and made connections with more experienced 

practitioners that were involved with Hurricane Katrina in Louisiana and other disasters, 

thus creating a larger network capable of sharing insights and knowledge. The program 

manager so explained: 

“we really […] we reached out to attorneys in Louisiana because we had never… 
we didn't know what to expect, we didn't know anything about insurance, or 
grants or FEMA and we got a lot of guidance from them” 
 
The lack of knowledge for some, undermined their ability to be active players in 

advocacy; for example, one organization was recognized as not having a proper 

knowledge that would have been helpful for building a stronger advocacy structure. The 

interviewee stated: 

“I chose to serve on the advocacy committee to learn really more […] I don't 
have really a whole lot to give and offer but I want to learn and I want to figure 
out how you can, as the […] does a great job with advocacy and I wanted to be 
able to learn, sort of sit at the feet of the pros of who are doing it well in New 
Jersey and with non-profits and say “how can we do this with the things that are 
important to our nonprofit constituents” 

 
There is a felt need of learning how to do advocacy and work more in building 

knowledge, because, as the director said: 

“advocacy is only something that, I think, recently we've really seen that this is 
something we need to find our way in because it has come up as such as an area 
of deficiency for us as an organization” 
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The lack of knowledge, the reliance on external expertise, and the fact that 

organizations have never worked in such unfamiliar environment, create an implication 

for the advocacy work. Moreover, this deficiency can be considered, as the Resource 

Mobilization Theory posits; more as a soft feature than a hard one (human or physical).  

All in all, there are types of organizational features that can contribute in 

planning, and organizing the advocacy activities. Below, the table summarizes features 

that foster, impede or are considered as neutral for advocacy. 

Table 6. Summary of organizational features influencing advocacy 
 Fosters Impedes Neutral 
Size   X 
Lack of staff   X 
Established advocacy teams X   
Lack of knowledge  X  
External expertise X   
Use of Technology X   
Networks X   
Note: Size and Lack of staff have been reported here as “Neutral” since the data show 
contrasting findings about the influence on advocacy practice 
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Conclusions 

 Organizational features and characteristics are essential to nonprofits in order to 

provide services and undertake advocacy. This chapter provided an overview of 

organizational resources available to organizations involved in Hurricane Sandy 

recovery. Specifically, this research addressed two research questions that look at how 

Hurricane Sandy impacted on the resources available to organizations; and how 

organizations used those resources in relation to advocacy. Moreover, throughout the 

study, secondary findings emerged that deal with organizational and structural change 

due to the influence of the disaster.  

The theoretical framework that guided this part of inquiry is set by the Resource 

Mobilization Theory. Resource Mobilization Theory (RMT) is used to predict the 

participation of nonprofit organizations in advocacy. RMT holds that some 

organizational, relational and human features are key features to effectively perform any 

task, and thus advocacy. In terms of organizational resources, some dimensions are 

considered: organization’s size; structure; assigned roles, professionalization and use of 

technology (Mosley, 2010).  

The first set of findings revolve around the advocacy practice under the RMT 

framework. Organizational size is the first element to be under scrutiny. Literature 

ascribes to size of different values – sometimes is referred to expenditures (Mosley, 

2010), sometimes to number of staff, both paid or volunteer. For this study, size refers 

to human resources. Descriptive data can only provide information that organizations in 
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some cases could rely on a large number of human resources, but no strong conclusion 

can be made on the use of those human resources for advocacy.  

The qualitative side of the study on the other hand,  presents a different picture. 

Findings on the relationship between size and participation are still ambiguous. Prior 

research found that larger organizations are more likely to participate in advocacy (Child 

& Gronbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010; Mosley, 2010). From the study, results rather 

show that managers don’t see the size of their organization as an impediment to 

practicing advocacy, which means that there is no concern that being small or big 

impedes the advocacy practice or fosters its engagement. On the other hand, this study 

found contrasting results about being “small.” Some managers recognized that having a 

small structure is not enough, in order to undertake advocacy. This finding does not 

align with previous research that showed that the smaller the organization the more 

advocacy (Verschuere & De Corte, 2013) 

Findings related to the lack of staff - as a factor influencing advocacy - still 

presents ambiguous results: for some organizations, it seemed to be an impediment, 

while for some others, it was not. This finding partially contrasts with previous studies 

(Salamon & Geller, 2008; Schmid et al., 2008) where lack of staff was found as a factor 

predicting negatively the engagement in advocacy.  

Resource Mobilization Theory also ascribes an important role to other types of 

resources, such as technology. Previous studies have investigated the role and use of 

technological tools, such as emails (Mosley, 2010) or more generally electronic 

advocacy techniques (McNutt, 2008). Child and Grøenberg(2007) found that 
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organizations that have access to technology are more likely to advocate; this study 

aligns with those findings which shows that some organizations could increase their 

engagement in advocacy, thanks to the use of social media. Moreover, as figure 4 

showed, majority of surveyed organizations rely on emails/newsletters and social 

media. Although it is not possible to conclude that those techniques increased the 

advocacy activity of the surveyed organizations, but it is possible to believe that 

nonprofits are largely reliant on electronic advocacy.  

Knowledge and expertise are critical factors for developing advocacy strategies. 

Schmid et al. (2008) found that a lack of professional knowledge or advocacy education 

impedes the involvement in the advocacy practice. Consistent with Schmid et al. (2008), 

this study found that a lack of knowledge hindered organizations in carrying out 

advocacy. Need of learning and education was found as an element that impeded some 

organizations in being engaged in advocacy practice. Moreover, this study found that 

“established advocacy teams” was seen as a specific organizational feature that can 

foster the engagement in advocacy.  

The research conducted also looked at how Hurricane Sandy impacted on 

organizational features. In terms of organizational resources, several nonprofits reported 

the ability to increase the number of staff by hiring fulltime professionals, and increasing 

their organizational structures. In several cases, human resources were utilized for 

service provision instead of advocacy, due to the increased number of citizens requiring 

recovery services. This aspect led some organizations to expand their types of services 

or create new ones. Moreover, this study presents secondary findings that are not guided 
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by research questions. Nonprofits underwent structural changes that in some case were 

critical for engaging in advocacy. These changes can be somehow explained under RMT 

framework, since nonprofits sought to expand their structure and also reshape their 

internal organization.  

This study found evidence that organizational changes, in terms of 

organizations’ emergence are consistent with previous research conducted by 

Drabek(1987): 1) structural emergence; 2) task emergence; 3) group emergence; 4) 

interstitial groups. Moreover, but with limited evidence, findings also show that in some 

cases, organizations transitioned through the four stages of the DRC typology (Dynes, 

1970; Quarantelli, 1966, 1996).  

Lastly, in terms of organizational resources as it was shown, knowledge is a key 

factor influencing organizations. Although an impediment, the same lack of knowledge 

was a factor fostering connections among organizations and the creation of coalitions 

and networks. In this study, networks and coalitions are organizational 

features/resources that foster the engagement in advocacy. This finding does not support 

previous research (Salamon & Geller, 2008) where the reliance on coalitions, as new 

organizational arrangements, were found as a reason for not being involved in advocacy. 

Nevertheless, consistent with previous research (Mosley, 2010), such collaborations 

facilitate participation and learning.  
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Chapter 6 

NETWORKS, COALITIONS AND SOCIAL CAPITAL: BETWEEN 
COLLABORATION AND COMPETITION 

  

Nonprofit organizations sometimes find themselves in need of being part of a 

larger network, where they can both contribute and benefit. It is a largely investigated 

aspect of nonprofit organizations that there are diverse circumstances under which 

organizations tend to form and sustain networks or establish enduring inter-

organizational collaborations. In this chapter, the study will show how and to what 

extent organizations, in the context of Hurricane Sandy, took advantage of forming 

networks and coalition, not just for disaster recovery purposes, but specifically for 

engaging in advocacy. In fact, the Resource Dependence Theory holds that 

organizations form alliances in order to appear a much stronger player in influencing 

policy change and policymaking.  

 In the literature section about the nonprofit world, this study showed for what 

reasons such organizations exist. Although it does not investigate whether theories of 

market failure or government failure prove warranted, this study takes a deep look at 

how organizations formed network and coalitions found “secondary findings” regarding 

the capacity of building social capital. It was not meant to show whether social capital 

contribute to advocacy practice, but it is an interesting finding that cannot be discarded, 

which will be discussed further.  
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 As Salamon(2011) points out, social capital is an essential ingredient for 

organizations when it comes to bond people and build trust. In the case of disaster 

recovery and advocacy, as it is for this study, social networks were found essential for 

facilitating collective action and achieving community goals (Putnam, 2000). Social 

capital has also been defined in diverse ways. Scholars generally recognize that there 

are three types of social capital: bonding, linking and bridging social capital. This study 

found evidence of two types of social capital: linking social capital, which connects the 

community to those who have power (Aldrich & Meyer, 2015, p. 259) and bridging 

social capital, which connects organizations and help sustaining coalitions.  

Overview of nonprofit networks and coalitions 

There are several reasons for which organizations form networks and join 

coalitions. They can easily access  resources, such as grants and contracts (Alexander, 

2000; Pekkanenet al.,2014). Another reason why organizations take part in coalitions is 

the ability to increase their visibility (Reitan, 1998; Kramer, 2000; cited in Pekkanen et 

al., 2014). Organizations find benefits in taking part in any collaboration, as one 

executive director explained in an interview:  

“But again, that's where I think having a nonprofit partnership to understand all 
of the different nuances within the state government and all the different counties 
would be way over my head. Having a good open relationship with [...] and her 
team has certainly been something mutually beneficial… it's a win-win… it's a 
win for her, she gets kind of use me… and my team as kind of experts on the 
ground” 
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And sometimes, it is not a matter of gaining resources or raising more voices; it 

is all about having the abilities to pull together knowledge and expertise to tackle 

difficult situations.  

Indeed, the benefit of working together was explained by a director of a 

volunteer center that recognized that his/her organization could work better in network 

that another nonprofit could do by itself.  The ability and willingness to create and 

sustain networks and coalitions is a key factor expressed in terms of Resource 

Dependence Theory. Survey respondents display a substantial interest in collaborating 

or taking part in either formal or informal networks. Table 7 shows that, cumulatively, 

37 organizations responded that they are involved, and only 7 prefer not to be part of 

networks. 

Table 7. Organizations involved in formal collaborations 

Involved in formal collaboration # % 

No response 15 28.8 

No, not involved in any collaborations or informal networks 7 13.5 

Yes, involved in both formal collaborations and informal networks 13 25.0 

Yes, involved in one or more formal collaborations (legal, fiscal, 
administrative, or programmatic exchanges) with other organizations 

9 17.3 

Yes, involved in one or more informal networks (cooperation, 
coordination, working together) with other organizations 

8 15.4 

Total 52 100.0 
 

The fact that some organizations create collaborations for resources was pointed 

out by several interviewees; an executive director explained that organizations “were 

building those coalitions even when the counties were impacted to make sure that they 
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had those resources in place for future disasters”. It was not only for present responses, 

but also mostly for strengthening relationships for the future.  

Those who responded that they are not involved in formal collaboration (table 

8), were prompted to respond whether this was for a need of greater capacity. Those 

who responded that they have the capacity and technical know-how simply do not take 

part in collaboration. This leads to assume that some organizations prefer to work alone 

and do not want to share resources or knowledge with others. Those who responded 

YES (n=3) acknowledged that if they had the capacity or technical assistance to take 

part in collaborations, they would collaborate; it may refer mostly to small 

organizations, with small budget size, small staff or simply they find difficult to join 

networks and coalitions.  

Table 8. Reasons for which organizations are not involved in networks 
If NO involved in formal collaboration - need for greater capacity or 
technical assistance? 

# % 

No response 45 86.6 

No, your organization has the capacity and technical know-how 4 7.7 

Yes, your organization would network and/or collaborate with other 
entities if it had the capacity and/or technical assistance to do so. 

3 5.8 

Total 52 100 
 

Also, survey respondents were asked: “If currently involved in collaborations or 

networks; in general, do these relationships make it easier or harder to accomplish your 

organizations key mission or priority activities? (Select best response for each type of 

resource) – Q 8.2 Appendix E” 
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Table 9. Responses on involvement in collaborations or networks 

Reasons for involvement in 
collaborations or networks 

Much  
Harder 

Harder Neutral Easier Much  
Easier 

Obtain funding 0 0 12 16 1 

Recruit members/staff/volunteers 0 0 20 8 1 

Enhance your visibility/reputation 0 0 6 21 2 

Have legislators consider your issue 0 0 8 14 5 

Have State Agency staff consider your 
issue 

0 0 9 14 4 

Other 0 0 2 0 0 

Total   67 73 13 
 
 
For some (n=17), being part of formal collaborations was an effortless way to obtain 

funding; only 9 organizations said that through formal collaborations, it’s easier for 

them to recruit and train staff. 

Another aspect that respondents pointed out, is that it’s easier to increase their 

visibility and reputation (n=23), an aspect that is consistent with previous studies 

(Reitan, 1998; Kramer, 2000; cited in Pekkanen et al., 2014). Under Resource 

Dependence Theory, the table shows two aspects. First, coalitions help to expand 

resources, either financial or human. Second, coalitions help organizations to be in a 

better position when advancing specific issues to legislators and bureaucratic agencies. 

In fact, besides organizational resources and opportunities, organizations stated that 

being part of a formal collaboration makes it easier (cumulatively n=28) to have both 

legislators and State agencies consider issues they would present. Some found this much 

easier to achieve (cumulatively n=9). 
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While the survey presents a more static picture, interviewed organizations gave 

much deeper descriptions of why and to what extent they were involved in 

collaborations. It is worthy to point out that among organization interviewed, every 

single executive director or program manager referred to collaborating or partnering 

with other nonprofits. Sandy was instrumental for many organizations in building 

networks. One executive director recalled what happened during the first year: 

“the days right after the very beginning was kind of working all this capacity, 
trying to see where there was coalitions of the willing, where there was 
opportunity to work, where we could strengthen existing programs, where we 
needed to create new programs, where that funding was going to come from and 
then how that process was going to look, so that we could actually have a path 
to where survivors could be case-managed, we could find out what their needs 
were and then address the needs that they had, and get them with a recovery plan 
that was realistic and move forward. That was kind of the task, at least in the 
first year or so. After the first year and the capacity, I term that as the year and 
a half of handshakes, and what I mean by that is creating relationships, exploring 
possibilities and building trust”  
 
Coalitions also serve as a platform for education. As an interviewee pointed out, 

the organization was partnering with another entity in order to provide some training 

sessions, that included advocacy: 

“They're one of the premier; either the premier social organizing, or community 
organizing training institutes. We brought in a trainer to do a quick mini 
abbreviated class, and we talked a lot about power, advocacy, and things like 
that.” 
 
Sandy created the ground for organizations to work together, form coalitions so 

that they could access resources; strengthen what was already in existent; assess needs 

and help survivors. There was a common willingness to partner in order to be much 

more capable in exploring what organizations could do together for their communities. 
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Also, for some, the number of organizations involved in networks increased; an 

executive director explained in his/her own words that “it was about twenty-five 

member organizations, and we're up over forty-five member organizations now”.  

Building coalitions require efforts for both initiating and maintaining. One interviewee 

that was representing a large organization, described how the coalition was formed and 

how difficult it was to keep the coalition alive: 

“So currently we have all twenty one counties involved [...], and so that's been 
a big tremendous move in terms of the resources, but that's also something that 
takes a lot of my time and our boards’ time in everything to really kind of sustain 
because, we saw what happened when we did it after 9/11 for ten years; nine 
years without sort of a major event, and half of what the work that had been 
done, had sort of gone by the wayside because there just wasn't a lot of need that 
people saw. It just became less and less of a priority and it just - you know - fell 
off the list of things that needed to be done, so we're really investing heavily in 
keeping those connections at the county level, and that's helped to strengthen us 
at the state level as well” 

 
 

This representative pointed out that organizations tend to be less participative if 

they don’t feel the necessity and the interest in being part of a larger network. Sandy 

was the motive for which organizations felt such need, and eventually the network 

expanded.  

Among the interviewees, there is a general sense that having collaborations with 

other organizations was useful for many purposes. Besides obtaining resources, many 

mentioned the ability of having significant players; the opportunity of relying on 

external expertise and knowledge, as one program manager explained:  

“Having them [other organizations] come to our clinics and take cases was 
extremely important because insurance and especially flood insurance is really 
complicated, and it helps to have someone with a little bit of experience. Same 
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thing with some attorneys who had experience in construction law; they helped 
us with some of our contractor dispute cases.” 

 

There is also a sense that having good and solid relationships is possible through 

effective communication among organizations – although some respondents mentioned 

that there was no communication at all. Furthermore, the willingness of providing 

volunteers to other organizations was another reason that allowed nonprofits to join 

networks.  

Good relationships were built on the opportunity of pulling together and making 

the difference; and sometimes, as an executive director mentioned, good relationships 

and networks were in place prior Sandy. Among those that mentioned being part of 

networks or having collaborations in place, one representative pointed out that some 

long-term recovery groups were facilitators of their own committees, working together 

to “foster organizations in the community to come together”. Networks create 

opportunities for organizations to connect with diverse parts of the State and reach out 

easily survivors in areas that were not served by some organizations or were not able to 

receive appropriate assistance; so, having a network helped some nonprofits to be better 

able to provide support to survivors, as this program manager explained: 

“a lot of the clients that we were getting calls from were down the shore, they 
were in Monmouth and Ocean County, in Atlantic County and so most of our 
volunteers are up here; and so being able to reach a number of attorneys 
throughout the state was really helpful, because we can find attorneys in the 
central or southern part of the state who might be able to help or to go to clinics 
in Monmouth or Ocean County [...] one of the most important things for us was 
being able to connect with attorneys who had experience in particular areas of 
law that aren’t typically considered pro-bono or public interest; so insurance for 
example, we connected with the insurance group” 



 99 

 
There are cases where organizations did not play a significant role in advocacy. 

Among interviewees, an executive director of a faith-based organization recalled that 

they did not take part actively in advocacy work but recognized that the broader network 

of organizations in which they were involved took a greater part in advocacy or public 

policy issues. In fact, he/she mentioned that it was central to the established long-term 

recovery groups (generally formed by several organizations) to advocate on behalf of 

survivors. 

Having showed that networks and coalitions are important for organizations, 

coalition building (Casey, 2011) is a major advocacy strategy that emerged from the 

study. Organizations that joined large networks, do so to expand their ability to access 

resources (Alexander, 2000; Pekkanenet al.,2014) or increase visibility (Reitan, 1998; 

Kramer, 2000; cited in Pekkanen et al., 2014).  From an advocacy standpoint, 

organizations that join large networks can have a significant weight when it comes to 

raising voices and representing the interests of clients, in this case Sandy survivors.  

The organizations interviewed during the study acknowledged that they were 

eager to create solid connections, but very few recognized the values of coalitions in 

advocacy. A program manager was pointing out that, although the organization was 

expanding by connecting with others, the central focus of this expansion was the need 

to create a valuable connection with those organizations that are experts in the field of 

advocacy. Thus, not all the organizations are advocacy nonprofit and need to solidify 

collaborations with those with expertise and knowledge. Building coalitions for 
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advocacy does not appear to be handy, especially when organizations are not well-

coordinated. As an executive director was explaining:  

“the message has to be coordinated; it's so complex - there are thousands of 
reasons to advocate on behalf of the disaster survivor, and if we're not messaging 
it properly and in a coordinate way, it's going to be really hard” 

 
Although coordination is complex, it is also the key for being effective in 

addressing a clear message, as the executive director kept acknowledging:  

“that's why the coordination is so important…we were working with that 
advocacy group and we're discussing the issues; if I can discuss with that…. 
because that's the function that they play and it's a vital role, and we all can be 
playing that role, you know, just through basic logistics, but because we're 
serving homeowners in different ways - but if we can all get together, we can 
talk with this advocacy group and let them know what we're seeing on the 
ground and we can decide about the message, and that can be effective.” 

 
Coalition, as a key strategy, was also embedded in other advocacy strategies. 

For example, during public hearings before senate commissions; when submitting 

comments for changing the DCA’s action plan; when organizing public meetings with 

communities, organizations relied on the strength of a large network of actors. The 

importance of advocating in coalitions was acknowledged by few organizations, 

although several coalitions targeted State government and administration for tackling 

the many issues that were undermining the recovery process.  

 By and large, a majority of interviewees agreed that having collaborations, 

coalitions or being part of a network was extremely important and useful for multiple 

reasons. Some mentioned that they were constantly working together to share resources 

and knowledge; and constantly looking for partners. Some were formalizing coalitions 



 101 

for future necessities. Working together was also a way of helping survivors and 

organizations themselves.  

If on one side, organizations displayed interests in forming networks and 

coalitions; on the other side, there are organizations that were not involved in networks. 

From the interviews came out that some organizations preferred to work separately and 

carry out their own projects. It can be a matter of competition, whereas an organization 

thinks that being alone can bring better results. In addition to this, survey participants 

were asked whether they were competing and, if they were, they were asked to give the 

reason. 

Table 10. Reasons for competition among nonprofit organizations 
Competition # % 
Developing program/services 1 1.9 

Differences in positions on issues 1 1.9 

Obtaining fiscal resources 9 17.3 

Obtaining fiscal resources, developing program/services 1 1.9 

Obtaining fiscal resources, recruiting members/staff/volunteers 5 9.6 

Obtaining fiscal resources, recruiting members/staff/volunteers, 
developing program/services 

4 7.7 

Obtaining fiscal resources, recruiting members/staff/volunteers, 
developing program/services, differences in positions on issues 

7 13.5 

We do not compete with any other organizations 6 11.5 

No response 18 34.6 

Total 52 100.0 
 

It is quite clear that resources are a matter of competition; in fact, cumulatively, 

59% (n=31) of respondents included “obtaining resources” as the primary reason of 
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competition. Although some nonprofit might not compete, an open-ended question 

revealed that: 

“We compete with non-profits as any of us do for grants and public awareness. 
We do not openly compete.” 

 
Nonprofit might not compete on services or programs, but they do if they want to secure 

funds (see table 10). In fact, during the interviews, only one executive director argued 

that there was competition among nonprofits: 

“There's competition - the competition for funding among nonprofits is 
definitely a problem, because what it means is people don't work together as 
well as they should because they want their organization to look like they're in 
the lead so they get the money.” 
 

 
And more: 
 

“These case managers are great because they're like a traffic cop, right? But 
somebody has to pay, hire, train, support them, right? Sometimes it happens, 
sometimes it doesn't happen, and again, one of the reasons it doesn't happen as 
well as it should be that organizations are competing instead of cooperating, so 
[organizations] were, like, "Oh, I want to work with you, but behind each other's 
backs, we're going to the Robin Hood foundation saying, 'You should fund me, 
not them” 

 
The executive director was also explaining that s/he proposed to another nonprofit to 

join his/her organization, because there was no need to establish a new organization, 

with the result of duplicating services.  

Uncovering social capital 

As introduced at the beginning, one interesting aspect of the study that emerged 

during the analysis is the presence of social capital. Although there is no research 
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question that addresses aspects of social capital, this study will try to describe the 

presence of social capital and in what forms it emerged. Data on social capital were not 

collected as part of this study and the following discussion is based on personal 

assumptions.  

The “secondary” findings confirm that networks of organizations generate a 

certain level of social capital. As mentioned in the introduction, linking social capital 

and bridging social capital are the two forms that recurrently appear in the study. Proof 

of linking social capital lies in the making of connections between organizations and 

policymakers. In fact, as it will be shown in Chapter 8, which looks entirely at the 

political dimension of Hurricane Sandy, several organizations were strengthening 

connections with politicians at both Federal and State level, advocating for better 

policies and a faster recovery, being also a mediating structure for their communities 

(Berger & Neuhaus, 1977). Despite the fact that the data collected was not intended to 

measure linking social capital, it is possible to argue that it can foster engagement in 

advocacy.  

Bridging social capital is the second form of social capital that is created. 

Looking at the available data, both qualitative and quantitative, organizations did form 

and rely upon networks and coalitions, for several reasons. First, organizations 

established relationships where there was little expertise and knowledge, as it is possible 

to read in this chapter. Second, cooperation and coordination of activities was carried 

out through joint committees, namely long-term recovery groups. Third, organizations 

established networks and coalitions, either formal or informal, for an easy access and 
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mobilization of resources (Lin, 2001). Lastly, nonprofits committed to sustain networks 

for an easier access to the political and bureaucratic sphere, addressing through 

advocacy critical aspects of the recovery process. Other examples of generation of social 

capital are the several community events organizations organized for raising awareness, 

both for community themselves and for policymakers. Through events, organizations 

could connect survivors to policymakers, inviting them to act quickly for a speedy 

recovery. Nonprofits that are “community organizing” organizations are generators of 

social capital where trust and social cohesion is built (Aldrich, 2010; Aldrich & Meyer, 

2015).  

 

 

 

Figure 6. Models of social capital 
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Figure 7. Bridging social capital 

 If in many cases social capital is created by organizations by forming and 

sustaining networks and coalition, there are examples of degradation of social capital. 

The study revealed that among organizations, competition was present (see table 10) 

and it is possible to argue that competition does not facilitate the creation of social 

capital for a couple of reasons. First, organizations might tend to establish leading roles, 

with the result of excluding small nonprofits, that in turn might leave the scene and do 

not accomplish their mission; second, organizations that compete over services and 

programs do not strengthen those services but make them weaker because of the 

multitude of programs financed by smaller pots of funds that are not entirely beneficial 

to the communities. It is possible to affirm that organizations that compete over 

resources or present differences in views on particular issues are detrimental to the 

generation of social capital.  
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Conclusions 

This chapter looked specifically at a particular arrangement upon which 

organizations can rely when participating in advocacy. Networks and coalitions are 

essential for accessing resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Both Resource 

Mobilization Theory and Resource Dependence Theory address propositions about 

membership in networks, coalitions or inter organizational connections. RDT holds that 

organizations will rely on larger networks to influence policy change or access 

resources; RMT, instead, holds that collaboration among organizations facilitates 

advocacy; and knowledge and expertise are essential resources for developing inter 

organizational connections.  

 Previous research has extensively examined how government and private 

funding influence participation in advocacy, producing sometimes contrasting results 

(Bass et al., 2007; Chaves et al., 2004; Child & Gronbjerg, 2007; Donaldson, 2008; Guo 

& Saxton, 2010; Kimberlin, 2010; Mosley, 2011; Schmid et al., 2008). Relatively few 

studies have addressed the importance of networks and coalitions. Some findings from 

this study confirm what the theoretical propositions argue.  

 From an RMT standpoint, this study found that organizations were building 

interorganizational collaborations in order to gain knowledge and expertise. Managers 

recognized that, whereas organizations lacked in such resources, they were looking for 

partners for acquiring such essential skills. Moreover, in terms of collaborations, 

organizations acknowledged that strengthening collaborations was essential for 

engaging in advocacy. 
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 Besides Resource Mobilization Theory, also Resource Dependence Theory 

addresses propositions on networks and coalitions. The first proposition holds that 

organizations will rely on larger networks to influence policy change; this is confirmed 

by findings that show that organizations did work together to address critical issues; in 

some instances, there was willingness to join such networks to contribute in influencing 

policy change.  

 The literature presents contrasting findings regarding taking part in 

coalitions/networks, or solidifying collaborations. Salamon and Geller (2008) found that 

reliance on coalitions is a factor for not engaging in advocacy, opposed to what 

Donaldson  (2008) and Onyx et al. (2010) showed where membership in 

coalitions/networks fosters participation in advocacy. In addition, Mosley (2010) did 

not just find that interorganizational collaborations may increase participation, but also 

allow organizations to learn about advocacy. Findings from this study do not support 

the former, while they aligned with the latter three. In fact, data show that organizations 

consider coalitions, or networks, as a platform that enhances engagement; moreover, 

being part of a network allows organizations to address more easily specific issues with 

administrators and legislators. Small nonprofits took advantage of being part of 

networks because of the ability to increase their role in advocacy. Learning wise, 

nonprofits in this study recognized that whereas they did not have knowledge and 

expertise, thanks to being part of networks, they could gain the required knowledge for 

carrying out advocacy.  
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 Besides participation in advocacy, according to the data (tables7 and 9), 

organizations collaborate, formally or informally, for accessing, sharing or increasing 

resources, as the RDT predicts. On the other side, organizations might not join coalitions 

and networks. This study found evidence that nonprofits do not join networks because 

they have enough resources to perform their job by themselves, or because they need 

technical assistance or the capacity to do so.  

  Opposed to collaboration in networks and coalitions is competition. Previous 

research found that under conditions of competition for funding, nonprofit invest 

resources in advocacy (Neumayr et al., 2015). Findings from this study present limited 

evidence that organizations invested in advocacy for funding, but data show that there 

is competition among organizations for resources (table 10), either human or financial, 

or for providing services. The study could not find if, for increasing resource, 

organizations undertook more advocacies. Moreover, this finding aligns with what was 

found by Ljubownikow and Crotty (2015).  

Overall, the study did find supporting evidence that in the context of Hurricane 

Sandy, and consistent with Resource Dependence Theory and Resource Mobilization 

Theory, organizations formed and relied on coalitions/networks or strengthened 

interorganizational collaborations for either resources or advocacy. Moreover, 

secondary findings addressed the domain of social capital.  
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Chapter 7 

FUNDING ADVOCACY AND ADVOCACY FOR FUNDING 

 
 Nonprofit organizations cannot carry out their activities if they don’t receive 

appropriate financial resources. Securing funds is critical either for providing daily 

services or, as in this case, undertaking advocacy activities. This chapter focuses on 

nonprofits’ ability to receive funds from external sources and ways of using them. 

Central to this chapter is the use of public and private funds for supporting advocacy 

activities in the realm of disaster recovery after Hurricane Sandy.  

The present chapter will try to answer three main research questions: 1) Did 

public funding, if any received, increase or decrease advocacy activities? 2) How did 

public funds affect the choice of advocacy activities and strategies? 3) What are the 

organizations’ perceptions when receiving public money? Although the research 

questions are mostly directed to understand the effects of public funding, the study 

grasped more than was asked, since as it will be shown, many of the interviewed 

organizations did not receive public funds, but mostly relied on donations and funds 

coming from private sources; it will be added to the study how and to what extent 

organizations used funds coming from private sources for advocacy and other purposes.  

The three research questions that build this chapter are at the core of the 

advocacy literature. As already mentioned, funding is essential but, in some cases, 

receiving funds is considered as a deterrent to advocacy practice. Research has shown 

that there are contrasting results when analyzing the effects of either public or private 
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funding. Some have argued that public funding decreases nonprofits’ involvement in 

advocacy (Child &Grønbjerg, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010; J. Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; 

Salamon & Geller, 2008; Schmid et al., 2008); while, others have shown that the 

increase in government funding leads to an increase in advocacy (Guo & Zhang, 2014; 

Mosley, 2010, 2012; Salamon, 2002).Organizations also look at private giving. In their 

study, Verschuere & De Corte (2013) analyzed to what extent nonprofit, reliant on 

private funds, engage in advocacy. Their study shows that the more private giving 

organizations receive, the more advocacies they undertake. As Ljubownikow and Crotty 

argued (2015), a possible reason stems from the fact that nonprofit organizations do not 

fear any retaliation if funds are coming from private sources instead of the government.  

The present chapter is organized as follow: first, it shows the diversity of 

financial resources available to the organizations. Second, it presents how those 

resources were used, whether for advocacy or other services. Third, it shows the impact 

of either public or private funding on advocacy activities by grasping what interviewed 

organizations reported. Finally, it will discuss the findings based on what the advocacy 

literature and the theory claims, as well as where results confirm or disprove those 

theories.  

Diversity of sources of funding 

Nonprofit organizations were asked to provide information about their annual 

operating budget, and the amount of private and government funding. Survey results 

about financial resources are shown in table 11,12 and 13. Table 11 shows the annual 
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operating budget for every organization. Twenty-nine organizations fall into a range of 

$5,000 and $100,000 annually; considering the range of budgets, the majority of these 

organizations are likely to be small/medium size. Only eight out of fifty-three have an 

annual operating budget greater than $5,000,000. Only four did not share such 

information.  

 

Table 11. Annual operating budgets   
Annual operating budget # % 
 No response 5 9.4 
$1 - $5,000 1 1.9 
$5,001 - $25,000 14 26.4 
$25,001 - $100,000 15 28.3 
$100,001 - $1,000,000 5 9.4 
$1,000,001 - $5,000,000 1 1.9 
Greater than $5,000,000 8 15.1 
I do not wish to share 4 7.5 
Total 53 100.0 

 
 

Organizations rely on diverse types of funding in order to be able to provide 

services, run projects, and as some interviewees mentioned, maintain and hire new staff. 

Table 4 provides an overview of government funding, while Table 5 provides data about 

private donations. 

Table 12. Government funding   
Government funding # % 
No government funding 18 33.3 
$1 - $1,000 1 1.9 
$1,001 - $5,000 1 1.9 
$5,001 - $25,000 4 7.4 
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$50,001 - $100,000 4 7.4 
$100,001 - $1,000,000 5 9.3 
$1,000,000 - $5,000,000 5 9.3 
No response 16 29.6 
Total 54 100.0 

 
Eighteen respondents mentioned that they do not receive government funds; 

only five organizations reported funding between $1,000,000 and $5,000,000. Some 

organizations did not respond (n=16) 

Private funding (table 13) is sometimes a main source of revenue for nonprofits. 

It includes private donors, foundations, or fundraising events. The survey also asked to 

report the amount of private funding they receive. Nineteen organizations did not 

respond, meaning that they could possibly not remember, or they did not want to share. 

A small number of them (n=6) receive consistent amount of private money.  

Table 13. Private funding   
Private funding # % 
No annual budget 11 20.4 
$5,001 - $25,000 4 7.4 
$25,001 - $50,000 3 5.6 
$50,001 - $100,000 5 9.3 
$100,001 - $1,000,000 6 11.1 
$1,000,001 - $5,000,000 6 11.1 
No response 19 35.2 
Total 54 100.0 

 
 

Sources of funding are diverse. Organizations do not rely only on the two main 

streams of revenue. The following chart (figure 8) shows the different types of sources 
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and to what extent (in percentages) these sources of funding contribute in sustaining 

organizations’ activities.   

 

Figure 8. Differentiation of sources of funding 
 

Organizations responding to the survey were asked to provide percentages of 

their different streams of money; responses had to total of 100%. From the graph, it is 

clear that there are other two major sources besides individual donors and government 

funding. For a general overview, each source of funding is here explained including the 

maximum and minimum percentage organizations indicated: 

• Membership dues: 26 organizations do not receive membership dues, while for 

only 1, they constitute 50% of their revenue. 
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• Individual donors: this varies among organizations; 7 organizations do not 

receive individual donations and only 1 obtains 100% of their budget from 

individual donations.  

• Government funding: 16 organizations do not receive government funds, while 

for only 3 organizations government funding makes up 90% of their budget. 

• Foundations funding: 39 organizations reported this type of source: only 14 

organizations do not receive money from foundations, and for only 1, this source 

constitutes 88% of their budget. 

• Fundraising: 14 organizations do not build the revenue on this technique, while 

it is only for 1 organization that this brings 95% of the budget. 

• Legal settlements: those who responded (n=27) do not have revenue from legal 

settlements, but 1 organization obtains 10% for the budget 

• Services: some organizations have a part of their budget coming from services 

(n=23); for 1 organization, it is 90% of the budget. 

• Sale of merchandise: majority of organizations (n=26) do not raise money by 

selling, and for only 1, this makes up 20% of the revenue.  

The “other” section included lending income; homeowner contributions; private 

foundations; investments and government contracts.  

A question that was included into the survey asked what percentage of the 

organizational budget was used for advocacy activities. The survey reported interesting 
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data about the organizational budget specifically spent in advocating for disaster 

recovery policies.  

 

Figure 9. Budget spent in advocating for disaster recovery 
 

Figure 9 shows how much of the budget organizations spent for advocacy. 

Although organizations were receiving financial resources, majority did not devote any 

part of their budget to advocacy; in fact, surprisingly, 25 organizations reported that any 

part of their budget is spent for advocacy activities. Only 3 organizations devoted 

between the 60% and the 75% of their organizational budget. This highlights two 

aspects: it is either that some organizations are able to advocate without spending any 

part of their budget (using social media and IT solutions that do not generally require 

any subscription for spreading the message, i.e. Facebook, Twitter, Instagram), or 
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perhaps they do not advocate at all. This is also supported by a study conducted by Child 

& Grønbjerg(2007). 

Between public and private 

Deepening the discussion on the streams of funding, the study collected 

interviews from several organizations that either received public or private funds, 

bringing to light organizational perspectives of using those types of funds, and whether 

using those funds limits or fosters their engagement in advocacy. In addition, because 

the study is framed within a disaster context, this research also highlights to what extent 

the disaster created the conditions for which organizations witnessed an increase or 

decrease in fluxes of money coming from foundations, communities or federal and state 

agencies.  

After Hurricane Sandy, nonprofit organizations found themselves in need of 

supporting the affected communities of New Jersey. Being funded was considered by 

all the organizations as vital, because they could have covered a broader span of time 

during which they would have been able to provide critical services. The majority of 

organizations agreed that funds were a necessary asset for their work. According to the 

organizations, funds comprised private donations (big donors, events, foundations) and 

governmental funds and grants. Documents analyzed for this study, in fact, show that in 

several cases, some organizations demanded funds at both federal and state level, 

demonstrating that there was a gap in the way resources were allocated and distributed:  
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 “our advocacy work was different in the sense that the Sandy funding at the 
federal level, would have already been decided, but the distribution of state level 
had not” 

 
One organization in advocating for funding could take the advantage in raising 

awareness that more funds were required particularly for special issues, like mental 

health; special housing; special needs, or economic support multi-family housing and 

renters.  

Without funds, nonprofit organizations cannot accomplish their mission. Funds 

help them provide basic services to communities or reinforce their organizational 

structures by hiring staff. The study found that funding was a very common objective 

of advocacy among the interviewees and the surveyed organizations. Some interviewees 

stated that they advocated for funds directly from funders by presenting their case and 

obtaining resources; and two in particular stated: 

“we could keep showing the funders that there was still a need for this work, and 
that we were just handling so many cases and so we continued to get funding for 
the next several years” 
 
“an advocacy standpoint was to inform the funders about - you know - how 
would be the best - you know - to try to educate our funders about the fact that 
this is going to be a disaster that will probably be five to ten years in the recovery 
phase - you know - and so we need to make sure that there are funds” 
 
 
Switching the discussion to the public side of money, after a disaster, 

government entities allocate resources for disaster response operations and disaster 

recovery programs. In interviewing several nonprofit managers, it came out that few 

could receive certain amounts of government funds, but among interviewees, the 

majority indicated that they never received either federal or any other type of 
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government grant. Those organizations that received some type of government grant 

explained what type of grant they got and how they used it.  

One organization stated that they received a conspicuous amount of money from 

FEMA, for which the organization could provide assistance to clients and expand their 

organizational structure and geographic coverage throughout New Jersey:  

“We were awarded the FEMA contract after the declaration of the disaster by 
President Obama, which was accepted with the state of New Jersey and of course 
under Governor Chris Christie at the time. We were awarded I believe 
approximately 11 million dollars, […] to provide assistance for educational 
piece, which would have fell under how clients learned about what services were 
provided, and available for them to either demolish their homes, reconstruct their 
homes, or gain services where they can get loans to reconstruct their homes. 
Under that FEMA grant, we were able to support I believe 53 case managers 
across the state of New Jersey” 
 

Although this grant allowed this organization to expand the structure and reinforce their 

services, it indirectly provided an economic base for conducting advocacy. Recalling 

Casey (2011), education is a form of advocacy, and in this case the “educational piece” 

referred by the interviewee (and supported by a probing question) refers to the 

preparation, organization and distribution of informative material to clients to let them 

know how to access services, receive financial support and general assistance.  

Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs) were also granted to 

organizations. One interviewee mentioned that they received this type of grant, along 

with other two organizations in New Jersey. The money was entirely used for supporting 

Sandy survivors. CDBG grants are not the only source of money this organizations can 

count on, since, as the program manger explained, typically they receive grants from 

the State of New Jersey and the NJ Department of Mental Health for carrying out other 
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projects, typically throughout the year; in addition to this, another project manager 

enlisted also grants from the U.S. Department of Education, but with no specific 

reference to Hurricane Sandy. 

Other organizations received some State and County grants: some came down 

from the New Jersey Department of Human Services as well as State of New Jersey in 

general. Those grants for some nonprofits served as a source of financial assistance for 

homeowners and renters. There was also some confusion over the terms differentiating 

the grants that some organizations received. One program manager was explaining that 

two grants, namely SHRAP, had different scope. The Sandy Homeowner and Renter 

Assistance Program was designed to support families and individuals with expenses for 

housing, while the Sandy Home Repair & Advocacy Program was established to provide 

help to seniors and individuals with disabilities whose homes were damaged by 

Hurricane Sandy. These funds were provided by the Dept. of Human Services, to a 

maximum of $5,000. Previous studies have shown that reliance on public funds does 

not produce the same results for understanding the engagement in advocacy. Thus, it is 

not possible to conclude that those grants either impeded or fostered an engagement in 

advocacy; nonetheless it is possible to recognize that several organizations relied on 

public funds more for providing services than undertaking advocacy (Child 

&Grønbjerg, 2007).  

Besides public funds, it was extremely important for organizations that worked 

after Hurricane Sandy to find other ways of raising money: private funds were 

substantial and common among the interviewed organizations. With these streams of 
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money coming from private sources, organizations could keep providing recovery 

services. Private funding allowed some organizations to maintain organizational and 

staffing costs, as opposed to provide economic support to survivors. One program 

manager explained: 

“the funds that we received from private foundations were mostly directed 
towards salaries for the people who were working on the program. We also 
ended up getting some additional funding to hire an outreach coordinator who 
was stationed in the southern part of the state and basically would hold office 
hours, regularly each week, so that we could have a presence in the south just to 
make sure that clients were getting to speak to someone face to face. So, she 
worked remotely a couple of years and was doing intakes and collecting 
documents in there. But most of the funds were used for the staff people who 
were running the program because”  

 
This is not the only organization that used totally, or just in part, private funds 

to support organizational costs. Moreover, another executive director mentioned that the 

money they received from a foundation was meant only for organizational purposes: 

“we were fortunate that the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation approached us 
[...] they're based here in New Jersey though and so they wanted to fund Sandy 
recovery [...] they wanted to do it from an organizational standpoint, as opposed 
to funding you know long term recovery and rebuilding homes; they wanted to 
sort of support the infrastructure and so they provided us with over half a 
million-dollar grant to support our work for really for four years post Sandy” 
 

And in fact, another CEO explained how sometimes the money was used: 
 

“So, you have that. Then you have all the money that gets raised with the 
concerts and the good people, right? You have all that money, and some of that 
trickles down to the survivors. A lot of it doesn't. A lot of it goes into the 
infrastructure of these nonprofits that are underfunded”  

 
During Hurricane Sandy recovery, private donations came from several big 

donors. The 12.12.12 Concert, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, the Robin Hood 

Foundation and the Hurricane Sandy New Jersey Relief Fund (HSNJRF), led by Mary 
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Pat Christie, Gov. Christie’s wife. Along with these major donors, nonprofits’ managers 

also mentioned that in some cases, the money came from large national organizations 

and churches. Majority of interviewees reported that they received grants and donations 

from these donors. Grants were substantial and consisted sometimes of tranches, or 

project funding.  

Among the organizations that agreed to release financial reports, some received 

money for over $600,000, up to $1.75 million. Both the HSNJRF and the Robin Hood 

Foundation, for accountability purposes, released a final report with the summary of 

organizations to which they granted money. From the HSNJRF’s report comes out that 

a large portion of funds went into housing projects.  

Generally, foundations and large philanthropic organizations that distribute 

money to other nonprofits can regulate the way money was allocated and for what 

project it can be spent. For nonprofit organizations, this can a substantial source of 

revenue (Salamon, 2011).  

After Hurricane Sandy, the aforementioned major private foundations, posed 

restrictions on how money was used. At least four organizations’ representatives stated 

that they could not use any part of those grants for advocacy activities. For private funds 

to be used, organizations had to comply with foundations’ guidelines, as explained by 

some executive directors: 

“Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, actually had us go through a training and 
really talk about like they're very, and not that they're anti-advocacy, but they 
really have a strong... they're very concerned about kind of crossing that line and 
so they had very strong policies about how that money was spent and you know 
they don't know certainly, not lobbying [...] I was very careful in my…the way 
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that they defined the funding and what we could do, we could not utilize any of 
the funds to affect legislation. Or I think it was legislation, not necessarily policy 
change, but legislation” 
 

And moreover:  
 
“most of the grants did not allow for money to be spent on advocacy. So, we 
would use our…So, say I have to go down to D.C., I was testifying down in 
D.C., so we used our general fund money, but as far as grants I will tell you, like 
Robin Hood is adamant about their money going to just Sandy services. So, there 
was not a large pool of money for advocacy” 

 
This is consistent with other studies (Bass et al., 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010) 

where evidence showed that streams of money coming from private foundations reduce 

organizations’ ability to undertake advocacy. 

While for some organizations, it was relatively easy to access private funds from 

foundations with all the limitations posed to comply with, for others, it seemed an 

obstacle. In fact, a director explained what they experienced when applying for grants: 

“So, Robin Hood was like, "We're not gonna give you guys money because, A, 
you're not helping the poor and the homeless and the ranchers who don't have 
insurance. You just help the people who have insurance, that have some. Sorry, 
we don't fund that. We'll fund legal services […] because on paper, they help the 
poor, the homeless, the ranchers." In reality, the legal aid people were saying 
they were helping the people that needed insurance help, but they really were 
mostly doing intake and look like they were helping those people, but they didn't 
have the expertise” 

 
It seems that in some cases, funders did not have a clear idea of what organizations 

usually do for helping survivors.  

It is extremely clear that private donations provided a substantial source of 

funding. Whereas organizations were not able to get funds from large donors, some 

organizations interviewed acknowledged that they received generous amounts of money 



 123 

from private donations, usually individuals that sent checks or money transfers to 

organizations’ accounts. One large organization stated that it received a total amount of 

$500,000 in donations. However, during an interview with a president of a faith-based 

organization, s/he reported that several organizations received very small amounts of 

money and their services would have stopped very soon.  

Organizations can also self-organize for satisfying their financial needs. Besides 

receiving grants from foundations, some interviewees mentioned that they could raise 

money through fundraising activities. Nonprofits organized themselves to collect 

money for their necessities. An interesting aspect of raising money lies in the fact that, 

as a director mentioned, the organization felt much more freedom in using money raised 

by themselves, than being reliant on private foundations: 

“We used the money for whatever we wanted [...] most of our funding in the 
first year came from like grassroots donations, and like fundraisers and support, 
so our members were able to kind of decide where the resources were best 
spent[...] so unlike service organizations, we didn't get big chunks of money, 
that somebody told us we had to use this way; we had to raise our own money, 
and that's why there was a very much of it but, we could use it however we 
wanted, and I think we made the right decision” 
 
What the above executive director mentioned is in sharp contrast to what some 

organizations reported when dealing with money that came from the big donors. The 

study also shows that nonprofits found critical barriers that affected their ability to use 

private funds for advocacy activities, especially those coming from foundations. 
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Hurricane Sandy’s impact on funding 

One of the research questions that drives this study asks: What was Hurricane 

Sandy impact on resources? This paragraph will specifically focus on financial 

resources that organizations received for either organizational purposes or advocacy. 

Nonprofit organizations experienced different impacts due to Hurricane Sandy. 

Predominantly, majority of organizations received more financial resources than before. 

Resources, as already explained came from donors, foundations and public grants. But 

the amount they received was consistently bigger than the typical amount of money they 

could get. One large faith-based organization mentioned that they could raise $2.6 

million dollars; another organization, on the other hand, saw its annual budget growing 

from $250,000 to $750,000. Some received multiple small grants; others had the 

opportunity to have their grants extended because of the burden posed by Sandy. 

Incoming resources were the primary reason for which a majority of interviewed 

organizations could increase the staff size. One executive director explained that it was 

possible to hire external experts that could manage recovery programs with extensive 

knowledge of the RREM program and insurance. Another director recalled his/her 

organization’s experience: 

“before Sandy came around, the 10 years prior to that, we didn't have any money 
for anything. Sandy brought a lot of money into the field. It increased our 
resources substantially, like several folds, and increased our staffing. We had a 
position created for it. We had three consultants paid to go out and do outreach 
in addition to some other part-time staff. I would say now it's much less, but 
from about a year and a half ago to the preceding two or three years, it was a 
huge chunk of what we were doing. It really increased our resources and our 
staff” 
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Many others recalled that hiring professional fulltime staff was essentially 

common among nonprofits because of the increased workload and number of clients to 

serve. The disaster project manager of a faith-based organization mentioned that it did 

something unusual: 

“This is an unusual thing, to have a regional approach, but the bottom line is 
when we see that there's going to be a major disaster, which means that there's 
going to be a lot of moving parts, multiple programs, heavily funded, then 
typically what we do is, we get the […] to actually hire a coordinator for those 
positions to run that program. In this case, I was hired here [...] and so, I 
technically still am on staff here, where my job was to coordinate their diocesan 
approach post-Sandy. 
 
When in need of disaster coordinators, this organization hires only with the 

purpose of having expert staff running disaster projects.  

Advocacy for funding 

The aftermath of Hurricane Sandy demanded more resources necessary for the 

recovery process. Some organizations were involved in advocating for more funding, 

and several interviewees confirmed that they were able to receive more resources. One 

interviewee was recalling that there was the need of $10 million for fair housing, and 

eventually, as the interviewee mentioned “we got what we needed”. 

While on one hand, organizations advocated for funds to be directly devoted to 

communities, some organizations were looking at financial resources for their 

organizational purposes, in order to make sure they could keep working in providing 

help to communities. A respondent reported that they could get additional funding for 

building six hundred homes; others made just a general mention of more money coming 
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for the recovery process. One interviewee instead explained that the additional money 

the organization was able to receive was for meeting needs of both community and the 

organization itself: 

“I think - the disaster case management coordination that was done and the 
consistent mentoring in training, ended up helping out the county and internally 
tremendously being able to facilitate 7 million dollars at an unmet needs table, 
that was great bringing in an expert to help us understand the state program that 
was certainly outside of the box thinking, and then our NFIP initiative which has 
really put us on the map and that is going to be, what we do the moving forward” 
 
The outcome of receiving more money was the result of a concerted effort 

among other organizations that worked together to establish the Long-Term Recovery 

Groups, with the aim of delivering assistance to communities. As another director 

mentioned, a lot of advocacy work was done by the LTRGs that were working closely 

with Federal and State Agencies.  

Nonprofit organizations recognize that they need to establish relationships with 

personalities that have power or are in charge, as in this case, with the recovery process. 

However, during the interviews, it was possible to witness that some organizations 

feared raising their voices against public officials. Generally, public speaking can be 

dangerous and threaten their capacity to serve, as a program manager explains: 

“I want to work with the state and so I am afraid that, if I publicly speak out 
against the state, that my ability to serve people who are impacted by disaster, is 
going to be diminished, and so it's not going to help them ultimately. And so, 
our goal is to ultimately help homeowners […]I stick my neck out on a line and 
you know and calling attention to what the state is doing wrong and impacting 
my ability to work with them, is going to be, you know, is going to diminish; so 
it's more I think it's more about money […] you don’t want to endanger the good 
work you are trying to do, and you are doing it, by saying the state is “what they 
are doing…this is insane” we would say it amongst ourselves, but you can't go 
out, you can’t call the local newspapers and do that…” 
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When the stakes are high and revolve around money for providing services, 

organizations have the feeling that speaking against public agencies or government 

bodies can undermine their ability to receive funding and so lesser opportunities in 

providing services for homeowners.   

When funds are necessary and survivors need to access resources, disaster case 

management is an advocacy activity organization undertake. As Stough and Sharp 

(2010) point out, “case management is a practice used to connect individuals to needed 

resources and services such as housing, employment, and transportation. Advocacy in 

case management is essential for providing such services to meet individuals’ needs 

(Case Management Society of America, 2016). For years, case management has been 

central to many large disaster relief organizations to provide assistance after major 

disasters (Stough et al., 2010). 

Disaster case management after Hurricane Sandy was the most prominent 

advocacy activity nonprofit organizations undertook to help New Jersians access 

resources. The survey highlighted four major sectors of involvement for nonprofits: 1) 

housing recovery (rebuild and repairs); 2) financial assistance; 3) essential needs; 4) 

unmet needs.  

According to some interviewees, disaster case management had a high demand 

of resources and staff. In fact, some mentioned that funding was essential for keeping 

operations running smoothly by increasing the number of case managers. With FEMA’s 

grants, one organization could deploy 53 case managers across the State of New Jersey. 
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Sometimes, organizations were also able to manage large amount of money for the 

unmet needs, mostly coming from private donations.  

Not all the organizations had an established case management program. Whereas 

this was felt as a necessary means for helping clients, case management was strongly 

requested as the only way to make sure survivors could receive appropriate assistance. 

In fact, one executive director pointed out: 

“We advocated very strongly to have ... because the more we got into it, we 
realized that case management was really the key to the whole operation. If 
clients didn't have a case manager to follow them through all of these various 
steps, they would just get lost in the process, and so the case management was 
really key. And it took some advocacy with [other organization]; they got a huge 
grant from the state to do case management. I think it was federal funding, but 
it was for case management, and we had to really tap dance to get them to agree 
to have their case managers work through us because they wanted to do their 
own, but we had money to give out to the clients. They didn't have the money, 
so we had the money so that's why we wanted their case managers to work with 
us. And then throughout our unmet needs table, we could allocate the funds to 
the clients” 

 
What the executive director mentioned also depicts another aspect of what 

revolves around case management with both funding and running services. First, in 

terms of funding, some organizations received specific case management grants, which 

means those grants were aimed to increase organizational capacity by hiring case 

managers; those grants were not designated as financial support for clients. Second, 

some organizations did not have case managers, but had financial resources to distribute 

to clients. Coordination and sharing of resources were key factors for achieving greater 

results. Moreover, one program manager acknowledged that disaster case management 

was not performed in a uniform way; case managers were coming from other large 
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organizations, with possibly different procedures; so, coordination was fundamental for 

creating uniformity of procedures for effectively carrying out case management 

services.  

Overall, organizations sought to obtain financial resources for expanding their 

organizational capacities, by hiring knowledgeable staff and help more effectively 

clients. Because of the ability of forming networks, organizations were increasing their 

capacity to carry out case management. Disaster case managers had incentives for 

advocating for disaster-related resources (Stough et al., 2010). As one executive director 

mentioned, “[case management] would be the key to getting anything”. 

 

 

 

 

Conclusions 

Understanding how funding affects advocacy and political participation has 

been extensively at the core of the nonprofit literature. Funds, both public and private, 

have been studied as a motivation or barrier to the advocacy activity. 

Resource Dependence Theory is the principal theoretical framework that helps 

explain the relationship between the type of funds an organization receives and the 

involvement in advocacy, and predicts how environmental incentives influence 
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participation in advocacy: this includes the perception of policies affecting 

organizations negatively (Mosley, 2010). 

The study posed three research questions about government funding. Two of 

the three research questions went almost totally unanswered, since majority of the 

organizations did not receive government funding. Previous studies tried to explain 

this relationship, sometimes presenting findings that are strikingly discordant or 

ambiguous (Neumayr et al., 2015). 

Consistent with prior research (Child & Gronbjerg, 2007), the few 

organizations that received some sort of government funding used them toward 

organizational costs – that also increased the organizational structures - and service 

provision for the affected communities, because most of the grants do not allow any 

expense on advocacy. However, one organization did use part of government grants 

exclusively for public education, which, in the context of this study, is considered 

educational advocacy. Educational advocacy is a form of advocacy that is not impeded 

by the IRS regulation, as opposed to a more direct political participation aimed to 

affect policymaking.  

This study presents, although with limited evidence, that in some cases, 

government funds changed organizations’ behavior toward advocacy (RQ5). In fact, 

as it was shown in one case, there is a tendency of avoiding advocacy for the fear of 

jeopardizing organizations’ ability to receive funds for self-interests (organizational 

costs) and reduce organizations’ capacity to serve communities. This finding, although 

restricted to one case, does not align with previous research (Mosley, 2010, 2012) that 
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shows that government funding provides incentives to advocate. Nevertheless, this 

finding can, to a certain extent, align with previous research that shows that receiving 

public funding does decrease nonprofits involvement in advocacy (Child &Grønbjerg, 

2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010; J. Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Salamon & Geller, 2008; 

Schmid et al., 2008).  

 Scholars have also demonstrated that an increase in government funding leads 

to an increase in advocacy (Guo & Zhang, 2014; Mosley, 2010, 2012; Salamon, 2002). 

The explanation that, with a substantial stream of money from the government, 

nonprofits can be more active in advocacy, has been explained by Mosley (2012): 

nonprofits managers advocate to keep getting funded and for strengthening relationships 

with policymakers. This research showed that in some cases nonprofit managers needed 

to establish relationships in order to access resources.  

 The study on nonprofit advocacy after Hurricane Sandy shows another 

interesting finding consistent with prior research. Guo and Zhang (2014), Child and 

Grøenberg (2007) and Salamon and Geller (2008)  found that a considerable number 

of organizations do not devote financial resources to advocacy. In fact, in the case of 

Hurricane Sandy, organizations (n=25) did not devote any part of their operational 

budget for advocacy.  

Although the main hypothesis of Resource Dependence Theory predicts how 

government funding affects organizations’ behavior, scholars expanded the theory by 

including – very marginally - how private giving affects advocacy. Notwithstanding 

private giving emerged as a form of financial support for organizations that was not 
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addressed by the research questions. The study also investigated how this form of 

support affected organizations. Verschuere & De Corte (2013) tested the Resource 

Dependence Theory and found that the more private giving organizations receive, the 

more advocacy they are engaged in. One possible reason is that relying on private 

money, nonprofits do not fear any retaliation from the government (Ljubownikow & 

Crotty, 2015). In fact, an interesting finding that came out from this study contrasts 

with what Verschuere and Da Corte (2013) found. Donors’ perceptions about how 

nonprofits would have used the money and “crossing certain line” affected nonprofit 

funding and their engagement in advocacy. Organizations receiving conspicuous 

amounts of money from foundations found barriers in using such resources for 

advocacy as the donors put firm restrictions on their use. The grants only allowed 

organizations to sustain their organizational costs. This finding only applies to big 

donors or foundations; those organizations that could raise their own money, had much 

more freedom in using their funds for advocacy.  

In addition to this, because of the nature of the data collected through the 

survey and interviews, the study cannot substantiate any claim about how receiving 

private funds influenced participation in advocacy; whether increased or decreased. It 

is not possible to measure, in terms of percentage or temporal dimension the extent of 

engagement in advocacy.  

 Types of funding affect the choice of strategies. Mosley (2011) tested RDT to 

correlate the choice of tactic to the type of stream of revenue. Results show that 

organizations rely more on insider tactics (working closely with policymakers). 
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Although in this study organizations relied more on private funds than public funds, 

it does present evidence that some organizations looked for political connections to 

secure public funds for disaster recovery (see chapter 9). 
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Chapter 8 

POLITICS AND BUREAUCRACY OF HURRICANE SANDY 

Introduction 

Disasters and political systems are inherently intertwined with a reciprocal 

influence. Disasters put pressure on politics by urging political actors to decide what 

actions to undertake and resources to allocate. In turn, politics play a prominent role in 

the disaster context: political actors shape the debate before and after disasters. They 

decide how to implement policies, how and with what timing to deliver assistance; and 

how much assistance, for example, for the allocation of resources for immediate needs 

(Congressional Research Service, 2013; GovTrack.us, 2013a). Those political decisions 

and actions can affect the speed of response and recovery operations, making a disaster 

even worse. The ultimate recipients of those decisions are the communities affected by 

disasters. Nonprofit organizations are affected by those decisions as well. They 

recognize that funds allocated, and the continuous need of financial resources for 

communities are essential. Without those resources, neither organizations nor 

communities can make any significant progress in recovering.  

The political ground can become highly contested, and nonprofit organizations 

can mobilize against a particular political decision or policy; or support political actors 

in addressing communities’ needs. Drawing from the Political Opportunity Structure 

Theory (Tarrow, 1999), which mainly explains mobilization of social movements, and 

applied to nonprofit organizations (Mosley, 2011), the engagement in advocacy 
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activities is influenced by several factors. Predominant factors are the nature of the 

political context; the openness of the public sphere and decision-making; the capacity 

of a political system to effectively meet demands; and the openness of the elites to let 

nonprofits participate in the policy arena. Nonprofit organizations might feel a 

constriction of their social space, when regulations limit their ability to participate in 

the public sphere (Ljubownikow & Crotty, 2015) 

Based on these factors, organizations will shape the advocacy strategies and 

tactics. In a closed political environment, with less opportunities to access decision-

making or policy-making, nonprofits would choose to confront the elites by releasing 

reports, educating communities, and protesting or boycotting (Mosley, 2011). In a more 

open context, where access to policymakers is easier, nonprofit organizations will tend 

to adopt strategies that allow them to build relationships with politicians; for example 

public hearings, policy recommendations or participating in governmental commissions 

(Mosley, 2011).  

The focus of this chapter is to present political events that happened after 

Hurricane Sandy; how nonprofit organizations perceived those political facts, and to 

what extent perceptions of the political climate led to advocacy. The chapter seeks to 

answer two research questions: 1) how did the political environment create conditions 

for advocacy; 2) how did the political environment influence the use of advocacy 

activities and tactics?  

Data collected include articles from newspapers, government documents, and 

nonpartisan research reports. These data were utilized to reconstruct a sequence of 
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events. Moreover, several facts reported here are based on what nonprofit 

representatives personally experienced during that time. In some cases, by relying on 

subjective experiences, perceptions and point of views, it might be difficult to provide 

supporting evidence. In some instances, statements cannot be proved with factual or 

objective evidence.  

By and large, this chapter will show whether elements of the political climate 

affected to a certain extent the engagement in advocacy and the adoption of specific 

activities. In addition, the next chapter, which looks more specifically at advocacy 

strategies, will link back to some elements described in the following paragraphs.  

Political facts after Hurricane Sandy 

Hurricane Sandy made landfall on October 29, 2012, and even before it was seen 

as a devastating event that would have brought extensive damage to New Jersey and 

New York, it was already building the ground for political debate. This chapter will 

describe in a general manner the political climate around Hurricane Sandy and to what 

extent aspects of it influenced the recovery process. It will be built on documents, mostly 

news media, trying to report a very nonpartisan view of the events. Also, it will present 

elements of the political climate mostly at the state level, describing nonprofits’ 

perceptions and how they were influenced by politics and bureaucratic affairs in their 

involvement in the recovery process.  

President Obama, on October 28, was holding a press conference at the FEMA 

headquarters, backed by the former FEMA’s Administrator Craig Fugate. During the 

press conference (Compton, 2012), President Obama was emphasizing the 
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prepositioning of resources and the activation of all the agencies in order to be ready to 

respond; a fact that somehow triggered some political sentiment against this move. In 

fact, in an interview released to Politico, Mr. Brown, the former FEMA Administrator,  

was alluding to the response, as a matter of interest in the upcoming presidential 

elections. The same Mr. Brown, in an interview for Westworld’s journalist Sam Levin, 

stated: 

"My guess is, he wants to get ahead of it -- he doesn't want anybody to accuse 
him of not being on top of it or not paying attention or playing politics in the 
middle of it," he says. "He probably figured Sunday was a good day to do a press 
conference." (Levin, 2012) 
 

And added then to another interview: 
 

“In the political context of being asked about whether [Sandy] would have an 
impact on the presidential campaign, at some point someone’s going to raise a 
comparison between how fast you want to get out in front of one story and not 
another story,” (Cervantes, 2012) 

 
These statements of course raised much debate among politics experts, to the 

extent that Obama’s aide Jennifer Psaki, former White House Spokesperson, replied in 

support of the President, picturing Brown as somebody with low credentials (Glueck, 

2012b) 

Sandy was just a perfect storm; making landfall a few days ahead the presidential 

elections would have raised much discussion, polarizing views of whether politicians 

and policymakers would have been affected by either Sandy alone or the effects of 

Sandy over the elections. Disasters and politics, especially when these events happen 

during elections time, are deeply intertwined to the extent that politicians can be praised 

or punished for their response to such events (Gasper & Reeves, 2011). 
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Elections were just a week away from Hurricane Sandy. President Obama had 

signed an emergency declaration the day before Sandy made landfall (FEMA, 2013a), 

and on October 30th Obama signed a Major Disaster Declaration. However, Hurricane 

Sandy was more than just declaring a state of disaster. It was a matter of elections, 

delivery of assistance and political decisions about the allocation of funds for the 

response. And politics also entered the arena at the State level, where some events had 

an impact on the overall political campaign.  

Elections were the big moment. Political strategists were arguing who would 

have benefitted from this storm. Simply put, who would Sandy help to become the next 

President. Mr. Barack Obama was running for his second term, and Mr. Mitt Romney 

was running as the GOP nominee for President. Not surprisingly, parties’ supporters 

were already showing much political passion when it came to debate whether Mr. 

Obama would have been reconfirmed. A harsh opponent to President Obama was Rudy 

Giuliani, former New York City Mayor, criticizing him for campaigning in Nevada after 

Sandy had made landfall (Gold, 2012) and for the FEMA response depicted as bad as 

in Katrina (Glueck, 2012a). While many of the GOP criticized Obama in the immediate 

aftermath and few weeks later, supporters recognized that he already had the ability to 

handle natural disasters.  

The two Presidential candidates were, to a certain extent, still campaigning even 

if in some cases there was less pressure on the campaign and much more emphasis on 

Hurricane Sandy impact; or using Sandy as a campaign strategy.  In fact, Mr. Romney 

used a storm relief event in Ohio as a campaigning strategy (Everett, 2012) and 
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President Obama in a teleconference was setting priorities in getting resources quickly. 

Strategists also saw Romney’s pitfall in not addressing economic issues as opposed to 

Obama being favored by Hurricane Sandy.  

While State Governors were working to make sure that every resource was 

deployed and coordination was efficiently going on, President Obama appeared at the 

American Red Cross National Headquarters in Washington, DC and remarked his 

political will to let agencies do everything in their capacity to respond and assist 

communities (Epstein, 2012).  

Political relationships shaped also the scene in what was depicted as a “love 

affair” (Epstein & Gerstein, 2012). While the GOP was raising opposition and critiques 

to the President, Governor Chris Christie, former New Jersey Governor, in a press 

conference publicly thanked, praised and hugged President Obama, showing extreme 

gratitude for his immense support to New Jersey State. President Obama did the same 

with Mr. Christie, recognizing his strong leadership in handling the situation. This in 

turn created harsh critiques within the GOP party, to the extent that the Republican party 

accused him as the cause of loss of the Presidential elections (Halbfinger, 2012). 

Confrontation among political parties did not cease with the elections’ results, but rather 

was predominant also during the following days, when the Federal Government was 

called to allocate resources for the relief phase.  

On January 4th 2013, the House and Senate passed H.R. 41 for the first allotment 

of $9.7 billion for the National Flood Insurance Program (Congressional Research 

Service, 2013). However, what raised much debate among the political parties was the 
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second allowance of financial resources for Sandy relief, called by many “the Sandy 

bill”. 

On January 4th 2013, the bill was introduced and on January 29, it was signed 

by President Obama as H.R. 152, 113th Congress (GovTrack.us, 2013a).The House 

Appropriation Committee designated $17 billion for immediate and critical needs and 

allotted $33 billion for long-term recovery efforts and infrastructure improvement 

(Congressional Research Service, 2013). What was surprising is the time between 

Hurricane Sandy and the signed version of the bill. Even if many called for a bipartisan 

effort in voting, the bill received much opposition by the Republican party to the extent 

the Democratic party, and even some Republicans, criticized the GOP for stalling on 

the vote. Governor Christie was vociferous against the House Speaker Boehner (R-

Ohio). for his decision of not taking the vote (Madison, 2013b).  

According to news media, the reason why the House Speaker was holding on 

the vote is that FEMA gave assurance that were sufficient funds available for disaster 

relief (Madison, 2013a). During an interview with a nonprofit executive director, and 

discussing about the passage of the bill, it came out that much of the discussion was 

over the funding to New Jersey and the other affected states. Supposedly, some of those 

states that were not affected by the Hurricane did not vote for the relief bill. The same 

Texas, Florida and the Carolinas put a “Nay” on the definitive version of the bill. In 

turn, this created much friction also, between Christie and Ted Cruz (R-Texas). 

According to the media, Ted Cruz explained that he did not support the bill because 

there were several provisions unrelated to Sandy aid (Kessler, 2017; Shapiro, 2017). 
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Politics play a significant role when it comes down to delivering assistance to 

communities affected by disasters. Politicians have stakes in passing or not, a bill or 

finding flaws into the bills. However, the time the Congress took to approve the final 

bill slowed down the relief process and eventually the initial recovery phase.  

The following paragraphs will describe the nonprofits’ perceptions of the 

political climate during the recovery phase, and to what extent those perceptions shaped 

their advocacy strategy and capability. In addition, it will present the major policy issues 

that organizations confronted when helping survivors.  

Nonprofits’ perceptions of the political climate 

The political climate surrounding Hurricane Sandy had an impact on nonprofit 

organizations working in the recovery phase. Nonprofit organizations have the ability 

to assess the political environment in which they operate (Jill Nicholson-Crotty, 2007) 

that subsequently shape their motivations and strategies for advocacy.  

Elements of the political climate are drawn from the multitude of experiences 

organizations’ representatives had and the relationships with elected officials and 

administrators. These elements include openness of the Government; weakness of 

authorities; salience of the issue; and policy issues identified throughout the time. 

The survey collected responses that depicted two elements: 1) nonprofits’ 

perceptions of policymaker’s receptiveness; 2) the extent to which policymakers were 

in contact with organizations. In addition, open-ended questions left space to 
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organizations for sharing particular moments during which they experienced 

collaboration or conflict. 

Table 14. Officials' attitudes towards organizations   
Officials' attitudes towards organizations # % 
Not really interested in hearing our views 3 7.89% 
Sometimes interested in what we have to say 9 23.68% 
Usually interested in what we have to say 5 13.16% 
Interested in what we have to say and interested in actively 
working with us to achieve a common goal 

14 36.84% 

Our organization does not deal with government officials 2 5.26% 
Other (please specify) 5 13.16% 
I do not wish to share 0 0.00% 
Total 38 100.00% 
Note: Q5.2 Appendix E   
 

Out of 38 respondents, few mentioned that government officials were not 

interested in their views (7.89%, n=3). A 23.68% of respondents (n=9) report that 

officials are sometimes interested in their views; only 5 respondents reported that 

officials are usually interested in what organizations have to say; 36.84% of respondents 

(n=14) report that officials are interested in what they say and are actively working with 

them to achieve a common goal. Two organizations mentioned that they do not deal 

with government officials.  

Important to organizations is the ability to establish a contact with government 

officials. The theory of Political Opportunity Structure holds that access to the public 

sphere, and the openness of the political elites and having allies, allow organizations to 

convey the message directly to those who hold power by directly working and 

supporting decision- and policy making (Jenkins, 1985; Mosley, 2010). 
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Organizations were also asked to what extent government officials took 

initiative in making a contact with them (Q.1Appendix E) 

Table 15. Contacts with public officials   
Government officials approaching organizations # % 
Never 9 24.32% 
1-3 times/year 10 27.03% 
4-6 times/year 4 10.81% 
6-12 times/year 7 18.92% 
More than 12 times/year 6 16.22% 
I do not wish to share 1 2.70% 
Total 37 100.00% 
Note: Q 5.1 Appendix E   

 
 

Among the 37 organizations that responded to this question, 24.32% of 

respondents (n=9) said that they never had contact with officials; 27.03% reported 

between 1 and 3 times per year (n=10); 10.81% of respondents (n=4) instead mentioned 

between 4 and 6 times per year; 18.92% reported between 6 and 12 times per year (n=7); 

16.22% of respondents (n=6) reported that officials made contact more than 12 times 

per year. Although there is a high percentage of respondents that claimed that public 

officials were generally interested in what organizations had to say, it is evident that 

contacts were rather scant, with 19 organizations mentioning that contacts happened 

between never and 1 to 3 times per year. This aspect can, to a certain extent, show that 

several organizations might have found little openness from government officials.  

In addition to these two questions, survey respondents were asked to what extent 

they agreed or disagreed with the following statement: “Public officials have been 

taking a more active role in undertaking actions (e.g. Policymaking, funding) in order 

to foster the recovery of communities after Hurricane Sandy” (Q.6.3 Appendix E) 
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Table 16. Officials’ proactivity 
Public officials’ proactivity after Hurricane Sandy % # 
Strongly agree 10.53% 4 
Agree 44.74% 17 
Neither agree nor disagree 31.58% 12 
Disagree 7.89% 3 
Strongly disagree 5.26% 2 
Total 100% 38 

 

This question highlights organizations’ perspective of public officials’ 

responsiveness to Hurricane Sandy recovery. Cumulatively, 21 organizations out of 38 

had a positive perception that public officials were proactive in the recovery phase 

(strongly agree, 10.53% n=4; agree, 44.74% n=17). A number of 12 organizations 

responded in a neutral manner and, overall, only 5 organizations saw the government 

officials as being not proactive (disagree, 7.89% n=3; strongly disagree, 5.26% n=2). 

A peculiarity that is not depicted in the survey is the multitude of nuances of 

organizational perspectives on the political climate. Some organizations recognized that 

there was a bipartisan willingness to help that eventually ended up in passing the Sandy 

bill and other governmental resolutions. In fact, as already mentioned, the passage of 

the bill took 91 days, with a certain impact on the ability for some agencies to quickly 

respond to the disaster. A CEO from a local organization expresses his/her perceptions 

about the role politics played in the recovery phase: 

“It took a long time for Congress, again it was an election year, and the 
Republicans and the Democrats, and there were Republicans who didn't want to 
give funding to Hurricane Sandy affected areas because of all of the Senators 
are Democrats, and so the Senators from New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut had to do a lot of advocating for the people in their states. And 
Governor Christie also was advocating. He's a Republican, but he was a strong 
advocate with the federal government. [...] Definitely politics played into that 
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part of it. It took a long time to get approval from Congress. I think they finally 
approved 67 or 69 million dollars, but it was a long time coming.” 
 
Although this represents a personal perception, it highlights an import point. 

First, it points out how politics came into the scene, by shaping the disaster context: in 

this case deciding over the allocation of resources. Second, the length of the process 

(both perceived by the manager, but also supported by documents) somehow depicts a 

situation in which, because of the political debate, the political system did not 

effectively meet demands. In fact, when it comes to distribute money to communities to 

help them recover, different political views have a direct impact on the allocation of 

resources. One executive director acknowledged that the political environment is 

imbued with rhetoric and politicians have their own interests: 

“You've got some of these Republicans saying, "No free lunch and FEMA's got 
to stop giving away money," and then you've got the coastal legislators saying, 
"Oh, but I need to bring home the money to my district." There's just a lot. It's 
just a lot, but there are a lot of ideologies who don't believe in, or at least they 
say they don't believe in, you know, Medicare and the food stamp program and 
unemployment. There are these Republicans that are, like, you know, "People 
need to stand on their own two feet" and all this stuff. It's just rhetoric because 
when a disaster hits their community, they're like, "Where's the money? Where's 
the money?" 

 
Although this statement represents a personal opinion, and it is not possible to 

provide supporting evidence for certain part of the claim, it presents a significant 

element: the theory of Political Opportunity Structures emphasizes that organizations 

also recognize that the presence of certain ideologies has the ability to influence political 

actions, as in this case, the allocation of resources for disaster recovery.  
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During the interviews, organizations showed different perceptions of the overall 

political climate. For simplicity, it will be described as positive when organizations felt 

that politicians and public officials in general were eager to support the organizations 

and work to meet demands; or shaped by good relationships with organizations. As for 

negative, it will be described as a closed environment, with difficult access to political 

sphere, with fewer good relationships.  

Perceptions of positive and negative political climate 

Among the many elements that the theory of Political Opportunity Structure 

emphasizes, stands the openness of elites and authorities when it comes to addressing 

specific issues. Openness can be described as having good relationships with political 

spheres, or easy access to political power to reach a specific goal.  

Although some organizations acknowledged that there were some episodes that 

were not particularly positive during the first month of the recovery phase, the majority 

of interviewees mentioned that they could build good relationships with both federal 

and state governments’’ representatives. This, for some organizations, was extremely 

important, because, as a CEO explained, in many cases, having good relationships 

would have had politicians listen to organizations:  

“We had good relationships. We also, I think, because of what we were doing, 
we had respect that when we came to the state, the people at the state especially, 
they knew that we had ... they had come to visit and they saw what we were 
doing, and I think they had a good deal of respect for the way that we had formed 
this organization out of nothing very quickly and were really providing services 
to clients. So, when we said they were doing things inappropriately or their 
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regulations were not easy to follow or whatever, they trusted that we knew what 
we were talking about” 
 
These good relationships were extremely helpful to this organization because 

they eventually could build trust and open a path to address the causes organizations 

were advocating for. Nevertheless, good relationships can give organizations a better 

appearance. In fact, an executive director pointed out that having good relationships 

with politicians was essential in making sure that public officials would not have looked 

at the organizations as the enemy: 

“my relationships with them were good because, I came at it trying to show that 
I was not there to be their enemy” 
 

 Good relationships were built with both political parties. It is evident from the 

interviews that for some of both Republicans and Democrats, it was extremely important 

that communities could receive the most help. In fact, organizations that acknowledged 

this, mentioned many times that Senators Menendez and Booker and Congressman 

McArthur were the most engaged with their communities, and actively worked with 

nonprofits.  

For some organizations, having acquaintances in key positions is essential; 

organizations can easily access the polity and request to address necessities, especially 

when elected officials are supportive. In fact, an executive director recalled the 

relationships s/he had with Senator Sweeney:  

“and then of course Senator Sweeney, who is the Senate Speaker, we have a 
relationship with his office because if anything is going to go before the Senate, 
he needs to make it, so - I mean - he's generally been really supportive of Sandy 
related legislation, he has really pushed a bunch of it in the past, and his office 
has been pretty stellar terms of moving stuff forward” 
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As it will be described in the following chapter, the opportunity of having good 

relationships in some cases influenced the adoption of advocacy strategies and tactics. 

Hurricane Sandy also provided the opportunity for some organizations to strengthen 

already existing relationships, recognizing that in some cases, organizations need 

political connections to advance a certain cause, as a CEO explained: 

“We came out of it with much stronger relationships than we had had in the past, 
because in the past, at least for the Senators and Congressmen, we didn't really 
have that much of a need to be in touch with them. We just did our own little 
thing here in Bergen Country, but with Hurricane Sandy, it was a much bigger 
cause. And so, they came and they visited, and they really respected what we 
were doing, and they invited us when they had press conferences in other parts 
of the state. They'd cite what a good job we were doing in Bergen County and 
things like that” 

 
Among the organizations that recognized that the good political climate was 

shaped by having good relationships with key representatives, some acknowledged that 

they felt the openness of those political representatives that were willing to work with 

nonprofits. One interviewee mentioned that politicians were very eager to help. Also, a 

key aspect that shaped this openness was recalled by an executive director, claiming 

that some politicians were more interested in data presented by her/his organization 

rather than other agencies; as s/he mentioned: 

“I think I became a rare commodity in Washington. I didn't have to fight to get 
my way into these meetings they were inviting me, because as the one politician 
told me, I have the only neutral data and the Sandy review process meeting all 
of the other information was inside of FEMA, inside insurance companies, or 
inside of the lawyers” 

 
Openness was revealed also by understanding how politicians valued 

organizations. It was also frequent to hear from nonprofit managers that they were 
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invited to political speeches or hearings and praised, because of the data and documents 

organizations collected. This highlights a critical aspect of political openness and how 

this shaped the way some organizations were advocating. Because of the openness 

presented, nonprofits did not feel the necessity to confront elected officials, but rather 

acted in a softer way by releasing data and reports.  

Overall, a majority of organizations interviewed expressed positive views and 

perceptions about the political climate surrounding Hurricane Sandy. But some 

perceived the political ground as quite different. First of all, some organizations 

mentioned that they did not have relationships with politicians or did not have pre-

existing relationships. In fact, one interviewee, describing the relationship with the State 

Government, acknowledged that it was hard to establish a relationship: 

“we never have a relationship with the Christie administration; we tried and they 
kind of turned us down so we just took them on in the public arena” 
 
Clearly, not having relationships or finding barriers in accessing the political 

elites is a motive for certain organizations, like this one, to engage in confrontation or 

protest in order to have the public officials listen to the organization.  

Challenges came when it was time to deal with the State administration and 

politicians. Among the organizations that perceived a negative political climate, there 

is a common theme that emerges from the interviews. State administration and political 

leadership were the harshest to connect with. One organization mentioned that the State 

ignored comments and proposals they were making and made things harder when it 
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came to submit documents (see Chapter 9). Another interviewee commented that 

nobody at the State level wanted to discuss certain aspects of the recovery program:  

“there are individuals, I think at the state, who did not want to discuss their 
program, and did not want to admit that there were any problems with their 
program and were willing to listen to what we had to say” 
 
An executive director precisely also mentioned that the State administration was 

taking an arrogant attitude toward the organizations, especially when the administration 

had to find solutions for helping survivors. The director explained: 

“They thought they knew everything, and they didn't know everything. They 
didn't know how it was impacting the clients, and that was what we kept telling 
them. You can't do that to people. They won't be able to understand what you 
want” 
 
This attitude of superiority was felt by another organization that perceived the 

State did not need help from those organizations that were trying to work with them and 

helping their communities: 

“In New Jersey you had an administration who felt no need whatsoever to 
cooperate with either the private or non-profit sectors. They thought they had it 
all going on. They did not want to hear from us” 

 
An interesting aspect that an organization pointed out is that it’s a matter of timing. The 

time shaped attitudes, as this director explained: 

“It also is timing. I'd say zero to like one month, really easyto get in touch with 
everybody. Meaning that they may not be available for you, they may be fielding 
100 calls, 1,000 calls, but they want to know what's going on. They want to know 
who's doing what, they want to know where resources are, they want to know 
what's going on. Right? It's super easy. Everybody's super open. Then you start 
narrowing it down and they start picking and choosing who they're going to work 
with and what they're going to do” 
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Politicians change their behavior, shifting from an absolute openness to being 

more selective with organizations that they are going to work with. And the same 

executive director perceived that a change in administration, either political or 

bureaucratic, makes things tougher for organizations. As s/he explained in her/his own 

words, the political climate was both protective and in some instances territorial: 

“For us, and the way that we operate, again, it was a new mayor that was putting 
new people in new roles, working with other organizations and other people that 
had worked with the previous mayor and the previous Office of Emergency 
Management. For the first couple of days, couple of weeks, even months, there 
was a lot of organizing, and running around, and trying to figure things out, and 
people saying, "I'm in charge. I'm the one in charge. I'm the one you should be 
speaking with, not this one. That's not the plan anymore." People saying, "Great. 
What's the plan?"  
 

And more: 
 

“a local leader becoming overwhelmed, or a leader in general becoming very 
territorial. I would say that not following the previous plan that was implemented 
was a good example of being territorial. This is my administration, it's going to 
be my way or the highway, and I'm going to do it this way, despite the fact you're 
in the middle of a disaster and you have a good plan in front of you, and you 
totally abandon it. It has to be my plan. It's my administration, it has to be my 
plan” 

 
Perceptions of the political climate were remarkably different among the 

nonprofit organizations. Some recognized that good relationships shaped a positive and 

open political environment, allowing nonprofits to have strong connections with 

politicians and have in some cases the opportunity to address causes they were working 

for. On the other hand, some organizations had totally different views, especially for 

what concern the State administration. Some of the organizations that felt a negative 
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political climate were, to a certain extent, influenced by this closure that eventually it 

became a motive for undertaking some advocacy strategy.  

Working with bureaucrats 

In the recovery phase, much of the work is done by bureaucratic agencies that 

have structures and resources to handle the whole process. After a disaster, federal 

agencies like FEMA, state and local agencies perform a concerted work in order to 

respond and provide material and financial assistance to help communities rebuild. The 

Federal Emergency Management Agency provides an overview of how the Individual 

Assistance (IA) is provided. The document, called Sequence of Delivery (FEMA, 

2018b), shows the temporal stages in which designated actors jump in and play their 

key roles. 
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Figure 10. FEMA sequence of delivery 

Voluntary agencies or nonprofit organizations are at the beginning and the end 

of the chain and keep working throughout the entire process. For this reason, they 
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confront also bureaucratic structures that have authority and power. In working with 

bureaucracies, organizations might face challenges; for example, agencies might 

perceive nonprofits as watchdogs and refuse to work with them; or, conversely, agencies 

that already have agreements with nonprofits, rely on their valuable support. In any case, 

nonprofit agencies can perceive openness or closeness from the bureaucratic agencies 

as well. 

Same as the perceptions about the overall political climate, nonprofits also had 

different perceptions about the willingness of agencies to work with them. Among the 

organizations that mentioned good working relationships with agencies, many cited 

FEMA as the agency that showed particular openness with nonprofits. In fact, one 

interviewee mentioned that the organization had good relationships with FEMA and it 

was easy to work with them. Good relationships formed also when an organization was 

selected as a recipient of a FEMA grant. In fact, the program manager reported that, 

because of that contract, they had the ability to establish a good rapport. Another 

organization, that kept discussion more on the general aspect rather than expressing 

which agency they worked better with, mentioned that the disaster itself was a good 

occasion to form relationships with agencies.  

Besides FEMA and other federal agencies, other actors play key roles in a 

disaster context. A multitude of State agencies, county and city governments run 

operations to restore normalcy. Some organizations that mentioned positively the 

relationships with local agencies, acknowledged that some State agencies and local 

emergency management offices were among the entities that collaborated the most. A 
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program manager, in fact mentioned that sometimes agencies were looking for some 

advice:  

“we have really strong relationships with emergency management and 
governor's office of volunteerism and human services all those departments that 
we work with regularly - they seek our advice” 

 
Another case shows how sometimes the work of nonprofit is highly valued by mayors 

and city councils to the extent that the local governments were relying on organizations 

to help communities recover. Two program managers expressed that: 

“The towns were totally our best friends. They loved us. The county, as well. 
They saw us as very useful. The people, their clients, I mean, people would walk 
into Borough Hall and say, "Help, help, I need help" right? "My house, my 
insurance" or whatever's going on and all they had to do was say, "Go and talk 
to the VOAD or LTRG" or whatever we were called. […] So that was really 
good for them. They were able to refer, you know, even from like day one, they 
were totally supportive of us. No problems with... [...] County, same thing. They 
just were our partners.” 
 

“I would say, almost without exception, almost, your local mayors, and your city 
councils, and your city managers; those were the key folks. Those were the 
people that really cared, because they wanted their communities to recover. My 
interaction with them was almost to a T, once they figured out who you were 
and you were doing some good, they were all about collaboration and working 
together, because they weren't getting an answer or solutions from the 
government” 

 
For an organization working in disaster relief, it was very common to work with 

local emergency managers and most importantly, their good relationships were based 

on strong communication.  

Conversely to the good relationships some organizations could build with 

FEMA, or State agencies and local governments, some other representatives expressed 

negative views and negative experiences throughout the time. One organization 
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mentioned that FEMA was a difficult agency, also because of previous experiences with 

the agency; and so, the president describes his/her experience: 

“particularly FEMA… that they were kind of a pick, difficult…. And, we did 
not expect to be collaborative with them because we had experiences with them 
before. [...] I was a little bit surprised that they had people out as quickly as they 
did, so they did exceed our expectations in terms sending people pretty quickly 
[...] FEMA was there relatively early…but we didn’t really have any exchanges 
with FEMA. We were comparing notes with FEMA…. They didn’t compare 
notes with us” 
 
Transitioning from federal agencies to state agencies, several organizations 

acknowledged that some state agencies did not want to collaborate with nonprofit 

organizations. A disaster program manager said that some agencies dealing with the 

recovery program did not want share information with organizations that were running 

disaster case management for survivors. An organization also mentioned that some 

agencies did not want to release information about funds for the recovery: 

“When we started to talk about general advocacy and general issues with the 
grant with State funds or Federal funds that's where I think you know there was 
a lot of pushback and less willingness to discuss policy” 

 
 

In general, organizations that experienced a negative climate, also in relation to 

agencies, acknowledged that the main cause of absence of relationships with some 

agencies was the lack of willingness of working with nonprofits and the lack of 

willingness of sharing information with the same organizations.  
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Governor Christie, the State Administration and the Division of Community Affairs 

Governor Christie was the prominent political figure during the Sandy recovery. 

Since the very first days after Sandy had made landfall, Christie was all about recovery 

and careless about politics: “I don’t give a damn about Election Day. It doesn’t matter 

a lick to me at the moment. I’ve got bigger fish to fry’ (Restuccia, 2012) 

Gov. Christie, as mentioned, received praise from President Obama, to the extent 

that this raised opposition within his political party. Although he was completely 

devoted to making sure New Jersey could recover quickly, his political zeal was evident 

when he vociferously opposed and pushed back criticism from his party, and against the 

voting preferences of his party fellows when the Congress had to pass the Sandy relief 

bill. Overall, Gov. Christie had a constant high popular support after Sandy also for his 

statements against his political party (Bates, 2016). Several Monmouth University and 

Asbury Park Press’s polls distributed to New Jersey residents, including those in the 

hardest hit areas, and released for several months after December 2012 show that 

popular support to Christie was generally high with some slight variations in preferences 

about his gubernatorial performance.  

A drop in preferences came out after the Bridgewater scandal (Monmouth 

Univeristy & Asbury Park Press, 2014). Although the New Jersey residents had a quite 

generous attitude toward Gov. Christie, trends in support for recovery efforts went on a 

roller coaster. In fact, Monmouth University showed that in February 2013, 77% of 

interviewed residents claimed that they fully recovered (Monmouth Univeristy & 

Asbury Park Press, 2013) but after two years, substantial disapproval of the recovery 
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efforts was reported among the residents in the hardest hit areas (Monmouth University 

& Asbury Park Press, 2015). 

In discussing how visible Gov. Christie was during the first time of Sandy 

recovery, some interviewees claimed that he seemed less interested in politics and more 

concerned with the recovery. And leadership was a key factor in this: 

“The few weeks, maybe the first couple months after the storm, I think that if 
you had polled most people ... which they did ... and they said, "How do you feel 
about his leadership in this crisis," they gave him high marks. He was very 
visible. Maybe to his detriment, he hugged Barack Obama on the beach, but 
there was this sense of leadership and this great expectation. I understand the 
Stronger Than the Storm campaign, I understand We're Open, because tourism 
was - I think - our fourth largest industry or whatever and that was coming up, 
so I think tremendous leadership and really being out there, and that was good” 

 
Some other organizations recognized that he was, at the beginning very 

supportive of the recovery efforts, depicting him as a good advocate for New Jersey, 

making sure he could get the appropriate resources for residents. One executive director 

was recalling a moment when Gov. Christie was touring the affected areas: 

“Governor Christie, at least as far as we were concerned, he was very supportive. 
He came up to Moonachie and Little Ferry a couple of times. They're funny, he 
came one day and gave a talk and had a press conference at Little Ferry, and 
Moonachie was really pissed because he didn't come there. They're literally 
across the street from each other. So, he came back the next week and did a 
speech in Moonachie and everything was fine. He was, right after the hurricane, 
he was great. He was the best supporter and really advocated for Congress to 
come through with funding and working with Obama” 

 
As the unpopularity of Gov. Christie began to grow among residents, also some 

organizations that were interviewed recognized that Gov Christies’ support dropped. In 

fact, an executive director pointed out: 
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“even by the first anniversary, things started sliding downhill and then - I don't 
remember when Bridge gate was, if that was 2014, 2015 but the Hurricane Sandy 
response and then Bridge gate. It was like, forget it. But I mean, he just messed 
up a lot of stuff. It's not controversial to say that he was not a popular governor. 
There was a lot of major things that he pissed people off about” 

 
An executive director that mentioned some predilection for Gov. Christie 

recognized his change in behavior eventually became detrimental for the whole 

situation. Unpopularity came also when Christie was blamed for using Sandy money for 

projects that were not contemplated in the large recovery operations; as for example $25 

million for advertising tourism on the Jersey shore or the $10 million for a senior 

residence in an area unaffected by Sandy (Tanfani, 2014). Questioning came also when 

the $68 million contract signed with HGI, hired by the State administration (Department 

of Treasury NJ, 2017), was terminated after almost a year with a final compensation to 

HGI (Hammerman & Gainer LLC) of $9 million.  

Not all the organizations interviewed expressed opinions on Christie, whether 

he was a good leader or how he managed the recovery efforts. Christie was harshly 

confronted on the streets by several protesters; in a YouTube video, some strong 

critiques came from two organizations’ representatives that went after him in a public 

meeting in Seaside Heights, vividly protesting and questioning him about the progress 

of recovery. 

Gov. Christie was one piece of a lager puzzle. The State of New Jersey managed 

the recovery process through different agencies, coordinating the various bureaucratic 

aspects. Key players were the Office of Emergency Management, the Department of 

Environmental Protection and the Division of Community Affairs DCA (Bates, 2016). 
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The DCA was the agency mandated for coordinating the recovery program called 

Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, Elevation, and Mitigation (RREM), managing CDBG-

D funds allocated by HUD.  The DCA also was responsible for drafting and enacting 

the Action plan (Department of Community Affairs NJ, 2018a).  

Some organizations that were helping survivors were not enthusiastic about the 

DCA, its personnel and performance. First of all, experience was a major factor for the 

success of the recovery program. According to some organizations, DCA did not have 

trained and skilled personnel able to run the program. An executive director further 

described: 

“They thought that they knew how to repair houses. They don't know how to 
repair houses. They don't know how to build to flood standards. They don't know 
any of that. They don't have that experience. All we needed, they had $150,000 
grant for people. You had people who couldn't come home because they needed 
a $5,000 furnace. That was really stupid. If we couldn't put the money together, 
you know, they were sitting on a billion plus dollars. They needed to have, like, 
tiered programs and give the money to people on the ground because they really 
know how to spend it - the RREM program was what they didn't have experience 
with” 

 
For managing a large recovery program as RREM, it is a top priority for an 

agency to have expert personnel that have solid skills and knowledge of planning and 

recovery. According to a nonprofit manager, DCA’s management of the program did 

not meet the expectations: 

“When we contrast that with the community block grant piece, which the lead 
agency was the DCA, the DCA was adamant from day one that they didn't need 
our help. The history of that was, though, as that program progressed or did not 
progress ... for instance, the RREM program, by the end of year one, they had 
not hit any of their targets. They hadn't spent their money. They had a deplorable 
record in getting people home” 
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Arguably, DCA did not have a satisfactory performance, to the extent that the 

agency did not accomplish what was planned, and likely did not meet demands from 

communities. According to some nonprofits, DCA also had a poor record in explaining 

the RREM process. As it will be described further, the RREM program was hard to 

understand and for this reason organizations established educational programs for 

communities.  

Organizations did not criticize DCA only for its poor performance, but also for 

the relationships between organizations, local governments and citizens. A program 

manager acknowledged that there was a weak relationship with the agency; in fact, s/he 

mentioned that at a panel with officials from DCA, nonprofits and voluntary agencies 

with extensive expertise were not included in the panel, because, as a CEO remarked, 

the agency did not have a good relationship with nonprofit organizations. Another 

nonprofit manager explained that his/her organization found a barrier in addressing 

concerns about the recovery plan, to the extent that, as s/he mentioned, DCA was 

creating its own plan, without taking inputs from organizations that had knowledge and 

expertise.  

Relationships between DCA and local mayors were also depicted as poor, to the 

extent that a program manager said that sometimes, local governments were not 

involved; and citizens as well felt that DCA was neither listening to the survivors nor 

caring about survivors: 

“DCA and the Community Affairs, they had a very tough job, okay? In the very 
beginning I think our public, our families didn't feel that they were being heard” 
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A remarkable event that showed how the agency was distant from the affected 

communities was represented by the establishment of a brand-new recovery office in 

Bergen County. Unfortunately, the recovery center, that could have been a sign of 

closeness to the affected communities, was built in an area that was not affected by the 

storm, showing the lack of connections with survivors and complicating people’s lives. 

“They set up a program. Well, they opened up a housing recovery center for 
Bergen County in a nice shiny office building in Paramus. The way to get to 
Paramus from Moonachie or Little Ferry is to go up route 17. Sometimes, if 
there's a traffic jam it could take you an hour to frickin’ get there. So why 
couldn't they just have a recovery center in the community? You made it, so 
people had to drive halfway across the county, right past the busiest malls to get 
to, you know, a place to help them” 

 
A program director recognized that, by and large, it took time for DCA to 

acknowledge that they had a very slow start and they understood the enormous 

responsibility the agency had for handling the program and help survivors. Some other 

organizations mentioned that at some time after the start of the RREM program, 

collaboration started to come out. Where some did not have connections in the 

beginning, some organizations started to form collaborations several months after the 

roll out of the RREM program.  

Grasping information from what several organizations reported, it is evident that 

in some instances the State agency mandated to manage the recovery plan was either 

not eager to collaborate or able to progress in the implementation of the plan. 

Organizations, as it will be shown in the next chapters, found fertile ground to raise 

voices against the agency demanding more efficiency, a better plan and more resources.  
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A nightmare called RREM 

As the recovery process began to take shape, the State of New Jersey through its 

Division of Community Affairs established a Sandy Recovery Division (Bates, 2016) 

mandated to manage all the activities associated with disaster recovery. Specifically, the 

program outlines  

“The Reconstruction, Rehabilitation, Elevation & Mitigation (RREM) Program 
provides grant awards of up to $150,000 to eligible Sandy-impacted 
homeowners to cover rebuilding costs for their primary residence that are not 
funded by private insurance, FEMA assistance, U.S. Small Business 
Administration loans, or other monetary sources a homeowner has 
received.  The New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
administers the RREM Program with federal CDBG-DR funds allocated to New 
Jersey by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The 
RREM Program ensures that participating homeowners are able to comply with 
federal elevation requirements for structures located in flood plains.  The 
program also provides reimbursement for eligible rebuilding expenses that 
homeowners incurred prior to applying for this program” (Department of 
Community Affairs NJ, 2018c) 
 
The Department of Community Affairs has drafted an action plan in which the 

agency outlined policies and procedures and how it intended to allocate the money that 

was awarded to the State of New Jersey through federal assistance  (Department of 

Community Affairs NJ, 2018b).  The RREM program, that was supposed to assist 

individuals and families by providing appropriate financial assistance, but according to 

what several organizations expressed about it, it seems that it wasn’t the program that 

communities were expecting.  

The State of New Jersey hired five private contractors to run different programs 

in various positions and in different capacities. Among the five, HGI was hired to 

manage the whole application process for individuals and families requesting financial 
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assistance. ICF, another well-known name, was awarded a state grant to provide 

expertise and resources to the DCA. Both private contractors are the same that were 

hired by the State of Louisiana for managing their recovery program.  

The RREM program was well known among the organizations that participated 

in the recovery process, because they were, in a way or in another, also concerned in 

helping individuals and families with the application process and figuring out how to 

go through the entire process. It is interesting to note that all the organizations 

interviewed pointed out peculiar pitfalls of the RREM program that made it, according 

to the interviews, a nightmare. 

Based on the information provided by some organizations, it appears that the 

application process was unclear, hard to understand and information was provided 

incorrectly or was not provided at all. Moreover, according to reports released by 

nonprofit organizations, program guidelines were not released until 5 months after the 

program started. Talking with a CEO, it came out that the process was difficult to 

understand, and s/he explains who could not, among others, understand it:  

“we had people who were lawyers by trade who had difficulty understanding the 
application process so these are folks...and we had people who were part of our 
- you know - who were involved in our long-term recovery groups who were 
also recovering themselves and they – you know - had master's degrees and had 
done rebuilding and construction work, construction management, previously 
and they struggled to get through the process, the RREM process so it was not a 
process that was easy for individuals who had resources knowledge and 
expertise to be able to navigate and the majority of our constituents, the majority 
of people who were impacted didn't have that level of expertise knowledge and 
resources and so we really tried to make sure that that folks who were going 
through the RREM program had case management” 
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This is not the only organization that mentioned that the RREM program was 

difficult to understand; several others acknowledged that they either did not have 

knowledge or expertise, or it was all about the way it was written that made it hard to 

understand. In fact, the whole document consists of more than 175 pages where policies 

and procedures are explained. One executive director mentioned that because the State 

needed to start this program, nobody took into consideration that there was a lack of 

clarity in the program guidelines. Moreover, a long time would pass before an applicant 

received a response. 

According to what some executive directors and program managers reported, 

what made the RREM program so tough to understand is that there was a considerable 

lack of information. Based on their statements, rules and the application process were 

never provided to applicants, to the extent that, many of the Sandy survivors decided 

not to apply. In addition to this, a manager mentioned that those that did not apply were 

looking for other resources or had their own financial resources.  

Some advocacy groups raised questions about the lack of multiple languages 

available for minorities; one reason why many applicants might have failed to apply is 

because of the lack of knowledge of English language.  

The 175-page program was then revised. The reNewJerseyStronger website allows 

downloading the original program and the following 27 amendments that introduced 

changes and adjustments as critical issues came up, i.e. foreign languages. As a program 

manager explained, the constant updates created issues too. Although s/he did not 

mention why this could have been an issue, arguably, updates to programs require both 
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organizations and applicants to read every single update with the hope that nothing 

changes.  

For those who applied and obtained the approval, things did not get any better. 

According to a nonprofit director, the applicant would have been assigned to a program 

manager. Nothing strange so far, but s/he pointed out that the RREM program had 

inconsistent staff:  

“a client would be assigned a project manager from the RREM program, and so 
they think they are going and doing things the right way and then that person 
would leave. They'd be assigned a new person who didn't know all the 
regulations or who knew a different set of regulations, so the clients were just 
going through all sorts of hoops and having to keep track of stacks of bills and 
receipts like this and then RREM would come along and say you don't qualify” 

 
This shows that the recovery program really did not have a clear line of action. 

The personnel were probably on a temporary assignment, and having such turnover 

inconsistency among employees could have been the reason why there was such a lack 

of information that was not provided to clients. Several nonprofit organizations that 

published a report in January 2014 mentioned that in some cases, call center employees 

were told to hang up on callers when asking for help. It appears also the Recovery 

centers lost applications or gave misleading information about what documents were 

needed. It is understandable if clients felt frustration and distrust in the program.  

There are several other administrative issues that nonprofit organizations were 

dealing with. Because the program was disbursing money to clients, a matter of interest 

for many organizations was understanding how the funds were used. In fact, some 

interviewees mentioned that there was no trace of public documents of how New Jersey 
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was spending the money. Consequently, one organization strongly advocated for 

administrative accountability and eventually the State set up a web site with all the 

expenditures. Let it be recalled that the money New Jersey State received comprised 

also the funds for hiring private contractors. The issue of accountability and process 

transparency was a matter of discussion in public hearings at the State Senate.  

Several advocacy organizations recognized that State of New Jersey was not 

responsive in providing access to public records that tracked the whole pot of money. 

As it will be explained further in the next chapters, this fact then became a matter of 

advocacy for some organizations. And the accountability and transparency issue is 

directly related to another key issue that affected the RREM program. According to 

hearings transcripts, it seems that advocacy groups were asking the State to release 

documents, requested via the Open Public Request Act (OPRA), to show how money 

was awarded to clients, to whom and of which amount.  These documents were critical 

to understanding serious flaws in the program. First of all, nonprofit organizations that 

analyzed official reports, obtained after putting pressure on the State administration 

through administrative complaints, show that HGI – the contractor - rejected Sandy 

applications in the 79% of the case. Over 1,700 clients that were rejected from the 

RREM program and 2.000 in the Resettlement program decided not to appeal. 

Moreover, 3.196 applicants in RREM were declared ineligible; 1.033 people appealed 

and out of the overall appeals, 788 cases were found eligible. In the Resettlement 

program, which was a minor program compared to RREM and provided up to $10.000 
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to be used for non-building costs, 3.221 clients were rejected and 1.391 appealed. 

Among these, 1.090 were found eligible for RREM grants (79%).  

Another administrative issue within the RREM program was exactly the appeal 

process. According to some interviewee, the appeal process was not included in the 

RREM guidelines, with the subsequent inability for clients to understand why they were 

rejected. The issue of the appeal process was raised also in public hearings by some 

advocacy groups. One pitfall of the application process was that, according to 

testimonies, people eligible for the RREM program but not awarded of funds, would 

have been added to a waiting list, without knowing how and when they could get the 

money for rebuilding. 

Things became even more complex when citizens were receiving the 

tremendously-hated “clawback letters” – demands for repayment. According to some 

executives, clients were receiving letters in which the State administration was asking 

money back because clients had either been overpaid or used funds for things they were 

not supposed to, or they received multiple funds and that was considered as a duplication 

of benefits.  In fact, the RREM program states: 

“RREM applicants must report all third-party assistance they have received 
towards repairing the damages to their homes. This includes proceeds from both 
flood and homeowner’s insurance, Increased Cost of Compliance (ICC), Federal 
Emergency Management (FEMA) assistance, loans from the Small Business 
Administration (SBA), Gap Funding Initiative (GFI), and any assistance from 
other government or private non-profit sources. Any funds applicants received 
from these sources for repairs to the damaged residence must be considered 
when the amount of the RREM grant is determined. If the applicant receives 
DOB funds after their grant award signing, another DOB analysis will be 
conducted and may result in funds being subrogated back to the RREM 
Program” (Department of Community Affairs NJ, 2018b) 
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Even if the New Jersey State was trying to make a fair procedure for which 

clients would have received the exact amount of money, the problem with these letters 

lies in the unknown procedure for clients to send money back, which raised many 

concerns as an executive director was mentioning. In fact, contrasting this procedure 

with what FEMA has, a program manager explains: 

“And compared to you know FEMA’s process which as a federal agent receiving 
disaster recovery funds has a responsibility to try to recoup any overpayments 
or erroneous payments but at least FEMA has a very clear process, so someone 
can submit an appeal, they can request a hardship waiver or, they can ask for a 
payment plan so it provides a lot more due process rights to people who are 
being asked to pay back this money several years later” 
 
Administratively, the RREM program presented several issues that 

organizations were trying to tackle. From a societal standpoint, the RREM program 

created inequalities among the recipients of grants. As reported by a document presented 

by a nonprofit manager, the RREM program was favoring homeowners over low-

income renters. The program created also wide disparities, as a report shows, impacting 

African-Americans and Latino communities. Also, organizations found the rejection 

rate of RREM grants was 2.5 times higher for African-American compared to white 

applicants.   

Overall, the RREM program, designed for a rapid recovery, was everything but 

rapid. It raised concerns among organizations that were helping individuals and families 

to get back home. It created several issues that complicated the overall process made by 

procedures and policies hard to understand even for experts. Several issues came to light 

that could have been prevented and made the RREM program more streamlined.  By 
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and large, the State of New Jersey disbursed to date July 31st 2018, more than $1.2 

billion for the RREM program even if it was anything but a smooth process.  

Figure 11 (next page) taken from the reNewJerseyStronger website6, shows details of 

allocation and expenditures of CDBG-DR grants received from the Federal Government 

(last update October 31st 2018). 

 

 
 
6Retrieved from: https://www.renewjerseystronger.org/transparency/sandy-recovery-program-dashboard/ 
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Figure 11. RREM expenditures 
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When coverage is not enough: getting defrauded by the National Insurance Flood 

Program 

The United States is increasingly facing higher flood risks, especially coastal 

communities along the east coast (Hayat & Moore, 2015). Climate change is going to 

exacerbate weather-related events with more frequent floods, putting at risk thousands 

of communities. When extreme events like Sandy impact, communities are 

overwhelmed by the rebuilding costs. To make sure that communities have the 

appropriate financial support, along with Federal and State assistance, people living in 

high-risk areas are required to have an insurance coverage that can provide assistance. 

In 1968, the Federal Government established the National Insurance Flood Program.  

This program subsidized premiums to homeowners that could not get insurance 

coverage through private insurance companies (Hayat & Moore, 2015).   

The NFIP went through several changes (Kousky & Kunreuther, 2014), and 

several times proved to be a failure since the program subsidized the premiums; maps 

were outdated and no policy was encouraged to take pro-active action to reduce risks 

(Hayat & Moore, 2015). Moreover, the NFIP is in debt for $24 billion  (Hayat & Moore, 

2015).  

With Hurricane Sandy, FEMA and NFIP were sources of major problems for 

residents in New Jersey, especially those in the coastal areas. FEMA maps were not 

updated before Hurricane Sandy: maps for the New York area were produced in 1983 

(Hayat & Moore, 2015). For some areas, FEMA maps did not show that houses were in 
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areas designated as high risk, and so the Government did not require homeowners to 

purchase flood insurance policies (Shaw, Thompson, & Meyer, 2013).  

In December 2012, FEMA released the Advisory Flood Base Elevation (ABFE) to 

reflect changes in chances of flooding (Bates, 2016; FEMA, 2015). FEMA now 

identifies A zones and V zones, indicating the increasing risk of flooding (Bates, 2016); 

but FEMA did not release the updated maps until June 2013 (Bates, 2016), which 

created discontent among coastal inhabitants, since many found themselves in higher 

risk areas.  

A substantial change to the NFIP came with the Biggert-Water Act of 2012. 

Several significant changes were planned until late 2014, as shown by the following 

FEMA timeline map (next page).  

The Biggert-Waters act called for the elimination of subsidies and discounts on 

premiums. All these provisions would have directly impacted coastal communities, 

since new FEMA maps changed projections of high-risk areas, comprising New Jersey 

shores (Bates, 2016). 
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Figure 12. Biggert-Waters implementation timeline 
 

Besides the technicalities and problems that have been largely investigated 

(Bates, 2016; Hayat & Moore, 2015; Kousky & Kunreuther, 2014; Michel-Kerjan, 

2010; Pasterick, 1998), the NFIP during the Sandy time became a matter of political 
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discussion. Few organizations among the interviewed were aware of the problems of 

the NFIP, and how it would have affected homeowners during the recovery phase. They 

acknowledged that, although problems existed, it was a matter of political will to start 

changing the structure of the NFIP. Particularly, one organization, whose primary 

mission was to fight for an affordable insurance coverage, advocated strongly with 

politicians to act and change regulations. The organization was extremely supportive of 

Senator Menendez who was the primary sponsor of the Homeowner Flood Insurance 

Affordability Act (GovTrack.us, 2013b), which removed some provisions from the 

Biggert-Waters Act. The organization’s representative was strongly advocating for 

affordable insurance as a result of his/her direct experience of being exposed to new 

flood risk after the new FEMA maps came out; and thus, facing higher costs for being 

covered through the NFIP. This organization was then backed by a coalition of other 

organizations and together they took a central role in advocating for the NFIP 

reauthorization. This shows how particular policies that affect a broad number of 

citizens can be understood by organizations as unfair, and organizations can form 

coalitions and mobilize to advocate against such policies.  

The political discussion went on further, as the CEO was recalling. Because the 

HFIAA had to pass in Congress, political opposition was raised by some senators. As 

s/he was recalling, some senators would not let the bill pass in Congress. Senators from 

States where flood risk was low compared to those in higher risk areas, had no interest 

in supporting the bill.  
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What made things worse after Hurricane Sandy was the insurance scandal that 

was uncovered, and many organizations were on the front line fighting for homeowner 

rights. As a program manager was explaining, people affected by Hurricane Sandy filed 

a claim with their insurance companies. But the insurance companies changed the 

reports to avoid paying out the premium. This practice was well known to some NFIP 

and FEMA officials. On CBS “60 minutes”, a senior FEMA official stated publicly that 

victims were wrongfully denied due to corrupt practices undertaken by insurance 

companies and through the use of unlicensed engineers (Alfonsi, 2015).  A couple of 

organizations realized policyholders were defrauded, and how much money they could 

not get. One organization roughly estimated how much money the insurance companies 

did not pay out. The executive director mentioned: 

“We calculated their original payout to what we were able to get them, and we 
got them an additional 62% higher than their original payout on their claim. It's 
just obscene because, you basically prevented these people from having a 
recovery because you didn't pay them out fairly on a flood insurance policy that 
they've been paying for and sometimes decades. So, for our total amount we 
ended up bringing in 6.4 million dollars in additional payouts for our little bunch 
of people; now, not the best at math but let's just understand …there's 144.000 
policies on the East Coast, 73.000 in New Jersey, 36.000 in Ocean County alone; 
so, Ocean County had one quarter of all of the flood claims in Sandy that was 
about 36.000 flood insurance claims. I only had three hundred cases and some 
of those were still so desperate…but let's use my numbers so if I was able for 
300 cases to get an additional 6.4 million dollars and I have thirty 36.000 flood 
insurance claims in Ocean County… that's the hell of a lot of money that wasn't 
paid out to these people” 

 
Insurance fraud occurs when insurance companies and adjusters commit 

deliberate actions to obtain illegitimate gains (State News Service, 2013). This triggered 

many organizations to raise voices and advocate in support of their communities. There 
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was a lot of advocacy from organizations, especially when some of them were making 

sure that FEMA would have opened the claim review; which eventually did. Pressure 

was put on the political arena and several organizations urged Senators and 

Representatives to ask for the review process and for the FEMA director resignation. 

NJ representative McArthur, supported by Senator Schuman strongly asked for an 

investigation of the FEMA process (Huetteman, 2016).  

What triggered the insurance fraud was found in the fraudulent practices on 

insurance adjusters that were calculating the amount of damages.  NJ Rep. McArthur 

claimed that a vicious environment with little internal control permitted adjusters to 

modify claims and report less damage than it was (Huetteman, 2016). In fact, as a CEO 

mentioned in an interview, adjusters had an interest in lowering damages or modifying 

reports. S/he explained: 

“What you had was claim adjusters coming in from out of state whose best 
incentives were making the company look good and not the individual home 
owner. If their policy covered flooding, they would say it was wind. If they said 
it was rain coming from the roof, they said it was flooding. The point is that it 
seemed to me that the adjusters and the companies themselves were going to 
find a way to initially deny the claim, maybe subsequently in the second round 
until they finally came back and looked again, on some manner of mislabeling 
it, whether it's hurricane or not” 

 
By and large, the insurance fraud was the second major issue that nonprofit 

organization and citizens faced during Sandy recovery. Nonprofit organizations were 

key players in making sure that homeowners could receive the most out of the state 

assistance and from their insurance companies. The fraud motivated several 

organizations to strongly advocate for citizens’ rights, demanding fair payments and an 
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affordable coverage; the nonprofits’ actions eventually resulted in changes in the 

HFIAA and the review process authorized by FEMA.  
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Chapter 9 

ADVOCACY STRATEGIES IN THE POLITICAL/BUREAUCRATIC ARENA 

 
The previous chapter presented what political facts shaped the debate around the 

recovery process. Moreover, it was possible to show what perceptions organizations had 

about the political sphere and what issues surfaced during the recovery.   

At this point, how do these considerations translate into advocacy? What type 

of strategies were used by the organizations working in the aftermath of Hurricane 

Sandy? How were these strategies influenced by the overall political climate? The study 

poses a specific research question that asks how the political environment including 

administrative practices, were influencing the engagement in advocacy and in which 

way organizations undertook advocacy to represent communities’ voices. There is a 

substantial research on strategies and tactics in advocacy that show how and when 

organizations undertake specific activities (Guo & Zhang, 2014; Ljubownikow & 

Crotty, 2015; Jill Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Onyx et al., 2010; Schmid et al., 2008). Also, 

strategies are varied (Casey, 2011) and present multiple opportunities to undertake 

advocacy and make an impact on the policy-making process and the communities.  

The following paragraphs present the variety of strategies influenced by the 

political climate that organizations adopted, and toward whom these were used. The 

survey results depict a static image of how often organizations used specific strategies 

that were used toward the political/administrative system. The interviews provide a 
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much deeper and richer narrative of what organizations did and how. In conclusion, 

findings will be discussed in the light of the theoretical framework adopted.  

Engaging in advocacy 

The climate surrounding Hurricane Sandy was optimal for organizations for 

recognizing that several issues influenced and hampered the recovery process. These 

conditions included politicians debating whether to allocate a certain amount of 

resources; state agencies that were not particularly responsive to their communities; 

federal agencies that showed misconduct and accountability issues; and communities 

facing financial burdens and being victims of fraudulent activities. In this complex and 

turbulent situation, organizations helping communities and fighting for their rights 

adopted several strategies and tactics to tackle the hard reality that was permeating the 

recovery process and affecting the communities.  

Political debate after Sandy was considerable at both federal and state level. The 

State Government was providing the necessary funds for recovery, but they were not 

equally distributed. Organizations engaged in advocacy in order to make the 

government accountable and follow the law. For one organization, advocacy is a matter 

of: 

“figuring out how to inject justice and fairness in terms of both economics and 
class and race conflicts into the recovery situation, right? The three things that 
drive people are money, racism and political power […] It's not just standing on 
a soap box on a corner and screaming into the wind. It's figuring out where the 
law and the facts give you the opportunity to change someone else's behavior” 
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Many interviewees recognized that there was a fundamental problem with the 

procedures for receiving assistance, and they felt the need to address a change of such 

by zantine policies and procedures (RREM program among them). When organizations 

recognized that applicants were unable to apply and receive assistance, they found a 

reason for practicing advocacy. Two executive directors in fact explain: 

“We advocate because a multitude of the applicants who come to us cannot 
navigate the minutiae of paperwork, systems etc. Most don't know where to start 
and homeless and disadvantaged people have a hard time working with and 
understanding the social services process” 
 
 “So, it was just insane. It was ridiculous, so we advocated very strongly with 
RREM to help get regulation working a lot better for the client. The degree that 
we were effective, I can't say because other people were also complaining, but 
we weren't shy about advocating at all” 
 
As it was mentioned, the RREM program was not well designed and 

implemented, and organizations were motivated to raise concerns about the overall 

establishment of the program, pressuring public officials to make changes.  There was 

a considerable interest by nonprofits in making sure that people could get the necessary 

financial assistance from RREM and the NFIP. For example, founder of an organization 

recalled that he/she worked directly with a US Senator in order to achieve a significant 

change in the law, by passing the HFIAA, the Homeowner Flood Insurance 

Affordability Act, which repealed some parts of the previous Biggert-Waters Act 

(FEMA, 2018a).  

Organizations also worked together to push legislators in changing policies. In 

fact, in an interview, an executive director mentioned that the coalition they worked 

with, helped in drafting a piece of legislation to include an appeal process within the 
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recovery program. The appeal process was one of the many issues that emerged when 

the RREM program was rolled out.  

The overall context witnessed nonprofit organizations influencing the 

policymaking process. Several other interviewees that claimed to have reached specific 

goals reported that an important contribution of their advocacy work focused on 

pressuring and changing legislation. Indeed, two interviewees then explained the 

enactment of a transparency policy about the recovery process: 

(*) “so the legislation was passed and it required the state to report progress and 
to actually have goals, like to say how many homes, like, we you know we 
changed the program transparency so you could go to the website and see 
you know how many people were in the program, and how far along they 
were; and then also they were required to send like over almost like a report 
to everybody, who was in the program saying where they were, and what 
they needed, to like complete it” 

 
Eventually, the State of New Jersey opened a specific website where all the information 

was made available7. And more, another respondent said: 

“We have subsequent follow on legislation. The Sandy Transparency and 
Homeowner's Act that we've worked on that was enacted. We've had several of 
those that were pocket vetoed, but this one actually went through. It even further 
clarified some stuff” 
 
 

The same organization (*), in partnership with another nonprofit, also made possible 

the extension of the Increased Cost of Compliance (ICC): 

“we just won an expansion of I.C.C. funding for FEMA and somebody brought 
that up on our first campaign call in January; it was just like that was expiring 
and everyone on the campaign call it was like “that's crazy we had like twenty 

 
 
7Sandy Recovery webpage: https://www.renewjerseystronger.org/transparency/ 
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people in the hall from the region”… actually had that to our agenda everyone 
was like “yes!”… so, we just worked on it, and we won…” 

 
Clearly, a keyword here is “we won,” attesting that nonprofits eventually did reach their 

ultimate goal and influenced the political agenda, because they found out that some 

policies were not working properly.  

Whereas organizations could achieve some changes within the policy arena, an 

organization instead claimed they could only provide policy recommendations that were 

enlisted in a technical report that was drafted after Sandy. 

It is worth mentioning that, although some organizations depicted advocacy as 

a valuable tool for changing people’s mind toward a common good, not all the 

organizations had a persistent, or better to say direct, involvement in advocacy. 

Nonetheless, the organizations interviewed felt the burden of the political climate and 

the poor efficiency of the bureaucratic system, with its flawed policies and regulations 

[mentioned by an organization in a public hearing]. 

 

 

 

Advocacy strategies 

Organizations’ staff members that conduct any type of advocacy work generally 

use their work time to interact with policymakers. Survey respondents were asked to 

express how often they use specific strategies to influence policymakers. Table 17 and 
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Table 18 present survey responses and provide an overview of such different strategies. 

Frequency in using specific strategies varies greatly with some techniques. For example, 

25 to 30 organizations were never, or rarely were involved in drafting disaster-related 

legislation, as opposed to just one organization that “always” undertook such activity.  

Lobbying is another strategy in which a substantial number of the organizations were 

never involved. 501(c)(3) organizations are permitted to influence the passage or the 

defeat of specific legislation only if they devote an insubstantial part of their activities 

(Salamon, 2011). As many as 32 respondents reported that they never had a registered 

lobbyist, as opposed to only 3 organizations that adopted this strategy. Among the 

interviewees, no one mentioned the frequent or infrequent use of registered lobbyist for 

influencing the legislature. 

Table 17. Frequency in using strategies #1 
Strategy Never Rarely Sometimes Most 

of the 
time 

Always 

Provide analysis of legislative or 
regulatory proposals 

15 9 10 1 3 

Talk to elected public officials 1 5 20 9 3 

Release research to the media, public 
or policy-makers 

16 6 10 3 3 
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Table 17. Frequency in using strategies #1 
Strategy Never Rarely Sometimes Most 

of the 
time 

Always 

File a law suit or a friend-of-the-court 
brief 

26 7 3 1 - 

Testify at legislative or administrative 
hearings 

13 13 9 1 2 

Serve on planning committees with 
government officials 

11 6 9 7 4 

Track legislation 10 4 12 9 3 

Draft and propose disaster-related 
legislation 

25 5 5 2 1 

Have a registered lobbyist 32 1 1 - 3 

Other 8 - - 2 - 
 

Filing a lawsuit is another key strategy. A majority of respondents never used 

this strategy. Drafting a lawsuit might require time and resources. For supporting the 

argument, organizations must research and analyze data; and it takes a substantial 

amount of time for writing the litigation, presenting it to court and waiting for the 

response. In fact, as it will be shown, organizations could file lawsuits only because of 

the ability to form a coalition of organizations.  

 Organizations do not only try to influence policymakers directly, but they 

encourage others, or influence others, to take part in certain activities. An interesting 

aspect is visible in Table 18, where certain strategies can be adopted to influence the 

political/administrative sphere (in italic). 
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Table 18. Frequency in using strategies #2 
Strategy Never Rarely Sometimes Most of 

the time 
Always 

Conduct educational programs, 
workshops, or conferences 

10 7 10 5 5 

(*) Encourage the public to call, 
write, or email policymakers 

9 8 11 6 3 

(*) Organize events in support or 
opposition to proposed legislation, 
regulation, or other policy 
pronouncement 

23 3 8 1 2 

Conduct online Advocacy 
Campaigns 

19 7 5 4 2 

(*) Hold, attend, or promote 
participation in public protests to 
bring attention to issues 

21 5 6 3 2 

Other 5 - - - 1 

 

Taking a look at the numbers, the tables present an interesting picture of how 

often these strategies were used by organizations. A larger portion of organizations 

never or rarely used such strategies, compared to a relatively small number of 

organizations that always used them as a mean of influencing the 

political/administrative sphere. Although is not possible to draw strong conclusions by 

only looking at the numbers, it is possible to posit that the small number of organizations 

that always adopted these strategies do not fear of putting pressure on the political 

agenda or any repercussion from the government. Conversely, some organizations 

might have not adopted these strategies because they fear and perceive certain strategies 

as detrimental to their work. In fact, advocacy also means public speaking, through 

which anybody can mention whether public officials are performing an excellent job or 
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not. While for some organizations, it was a routine to hold public events and call out 

either Senators or Governor Christie, for some others, it was seen as a threat, 

recognizing that calling out people could have posed some problems for their activities. 

One director mentioned that: 

“when I testified it was it's one of those things where - because we are - because 
our relationships that we have with, we have to rely on this relationship that we 
have of the people in government whether it's civil service or elected, we weren't 
necessarily calling anybody out on the carpet, we didn't say - you know - 
Governor Christie or DCA or whatever that didn't do their job or they didn't do 
what they were supposed to do, that would not have helped our case” 

 

Legislative and administrative advocacy 

After having seen that the advocacy repertoire is extremely varied, interviewed 

organizations relied on a few of the listed strategies. One of the most common advocacy 

strategies organizations used was “legislative and administrative advocacy”. It is an 

important type of advocacy nonprofit organizations undertake to influence 

policymakers and politicians during the legislative process (Strolovitch, 2008). Casey 

(2011) listed significant activities that fall into this category that comprises encouraging 

the legislators and promoting changes in policies and regulations. Generally, 

organizations that adopted this strategy were keen to talk to politicians, testify at 

governmental hearings or invite politicians in public events. Organizations acted at both 

the federal and state level, targeting specific representatives; it was for them extremely 

important to address specific issues with both governmental entities, showing that there 
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were key issues with the current legislation and the administration of the recovery 

process.  

As mentioned, some organizations were deeply involved in solving issues 

related to the insurance legislation that was inevitably going to affect a large number of 

insurance policy holders. A CEO repeatedly and obsessively mentioned the 

Homeowners Flood Insurance Affordability Act (HFIAA) as the focus of the fight the 

organization was carrying out.  The CEO acknowledged many times that s/he appeared 

before a Senate committee in Washington DC to request a radical change in what the 

current law for insurance coverage was regulating. Other organizations were working 

to make sure the Federal Government could reauthorize the NFIP and establish new 

policies that would have overseen the insurance industry to make sure that no insurance 

company was committing any fraud against policy holders.  

While some organizations were specifically working to address issues with the 

current insurance regulations, some other organizations referred to general issues with 

laws that were impeding the recovery process. In fact, a few representatives 

acknowledged that they were helping politicians in drafting legislation at both Federal 

and State level, with no direct mention to what type of regulation. In fact, one executive 

director referred to the promotion of “positive legislation” that would have helped 

survivors.  

During the first months of the recovery phase, two other serious issues surfaced: 

funding and housing. A coalition of nonprofits that mostly work with housing 

regulations and development, recognized that the current funding allocations - a result 
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of the political whim as they mentioned - were not solving the current crisis that was 

affecting the affordable housing sector, aware of the fact Sandy was going to exact a 

further burden. These organizations were intensely testifying before State senate 

commissions raising questions of how the funds would have been allocated and to what 

extent they were positively impacting the affordable housing sector. Moreover, a broad 

coalition of organizations was raising concerns that funds were not targeting low-

income neighborhood and minorities.  

Public documents also show an interesting aspect of these organizations 

undertaking testimonies and hearings as a primary strategy for tackling major problems. 

There is curious transition from advocating by questioning “how” and “why” to 

advocating by storytelling. In fact, reading the transcriptions released by the State 

Senate throughout the time, organizations decided to bring in private citizens affected 

by Hurricane Sandy and let them tell their personal stories to make public officials aware 

that their decisions would have likely negatively affected their lives.  

Legislative advocacy can be more effective when organizations are able to 

establish political connections (Mosley, 2011). Many organizations that had such 

political connections could be heard and work closely in writing and drafting legislation: 

in fact, as previously mentioned, the enactment of legislation for establishing a 

transparent process was the result of a concerted effort between organizations and 

policymakers. Many of the executive directors mentioned that they had strong 

connections with well-known senators, as Sen. Menendez, who was the first sponsor for 
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the Flood Insurance reform; House representatives; State assemblymen and 

assemblywomen and their own personal staffs. 

Not all organizations work with policymakers. There is a singular case of a 

nonprofit that had no previous political connections. An executive director realized that 

connections were a key factor for addressing specific issues; something that then 

became a lesson learned and a top priority for future necessities. On the other hand, a 

single organization mentioned that they do not take part in any legislative advocacy 

practice because they do not comment on any legislation, as a result of their political 

neutrality; political neutrality that was then discredited when the executive director cited 

the political connections in the federal government. 

Organizations do not necessarily take part in public hearings or testimonies. 

When organizations are not able to participate in public hearings, or do not have the 

opportunity to publicly testify, a different strategy that can fall into the legislative 

advocacy sector, is to organize “legislative days”. The executive director described such 

an event: 

“We have a legislative day where we bring [...] We bring our members here to 
talk directly to legislators. We set up meetings directly speaking to legislators. 
We support our members on a local level. [...] We had an event in Jersey City 
where we talked about the need for more resources. We worked with our 
members in Newark that have a homeless coalition that had a candidates’ forum 
bringing up these issues. It's just taking advantage of the different venues that 
are out there” 

 
Although this organization did not participate in hearings at any House or Senate 

meetings, they instead brought politicians and public officials to their events, creating 

the opportunity for other organizations and citizens to establish or strengthen their 
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political connections with key figures in the government, thus facilitating the access to 

the political arena.  

The access to the legislative branch might be more advantageous for influencing 

politicians in considering relevant issues, compared to the executive branch that might 

have some restrictions in policymaking (Strolovitch, 2008). As shown, the state 

administration, through its main agency responsible for developing the recovery 

program, the DCA, was targeted several times by nonprofit organizations that 

recognized the unfeasibility of the action plan and the several critical issues that were 

emerging: issues related to requirements for eligibility; complexity of the process and 

barriers for minorities and non-native speakers.  

Some of the organizations interviewed referred to specific actions they 

undertook to make sure they could present what the issues were and propose significant 

changes. One executive director mentioned that his/her organization constantly sent 

memos and comments to the DCA, but it appears that the agency never replied the 

organization.  

More compelling advocacy was undertaken by a coalition of civil rights, 

community development, housing, labor, religious, and special needs smart growth 

groups: 76 organizations crafted a long commentary on what the action plan should have 

looked like and what it should have included. From the document, it appears that the 

draft plan was underestimating the needs of low-income renters, African-American 

minorities and Latino communities. Organizations were addressing requests to make 

sure that they had the appropriate resources to rebuild. Moreover, the comments further 
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showed that there was a trend in excluding such communities. Seemingly, the action 

plan was not considering people with special needs and the homeless; the coalition was 

then requiring a specific allocation of money to support people with special needs. 

Relative to rebuilding, the coalition asked for more freedom to choose how and where 

to rebuild. The last crucial point was the accountability of the agency and transparency 

of funds disbursed; topic that was central to some other organizations when they were 

drafting pieces of legislation.  

Several other documents were delivered to the DCA and its Commissioner, 

Richard Constable III. All the documents show the same issues other organizations 

found with the action plan. Although the recovery plan was intended to be state-wide 

with centralized management, some organizations were asking for a more local 

administration, requiring local nonprofits to be on the front line in carrying out recovery 

services. As for other organizations, another coalition was also asking the right 

allocation of money and benefits for low-income communities. What makes all these 

commentaries extremely useful, not just for research purposes, but also for policy-

making and decision-making purposes, is that they are all substantiated by facts and 

data, with complementary tables and figures showing the actual socio-economic reality 

of New Jersey, perhaps something that the DCA never accounted for.  

For a certain time, the DCA was not releasing documents requested by 

nonprofits. Organizations were seeking to access, via the Open Public Request Act 

(OPRA), manuals, guidelines and other documents relevant to the management of the 

housing recovery program. From documents, it appears that DCA denied access to the 
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requested documents, resulting in a violation of a public law. A group of nonprofits 

therefore submitted an administrative complaint to the Superior Court of New Jersey, 

requesting urgent access to documents that were systematically denied (as the coalition 

asserted), and how the selection process of grantees was carried out and under which 

criteria individuals were declared eligible or not. After several actions, HUD mediated 

between the DCA and nonprofit organizations, resulting in an agreement between the 

parties in implementing certain provision in the recovery action plan.  

Mobilization, protests and public events 

 Organizations do not only mobilize themselves. They are key players in 

mobilizing communities. Among other strategies utilized by nonprofits to tackle the 

turbulent political climate, mobilization (Casey, 2011) was undertaken by nonprofits for 

raising voices against what was not working in the recovery process. Mobilization 

strategies include the promotion of campaigns to contact legislators or administrators; 

the organization of petitions; demonstrations; rallies and street actions. Places where 

nonprofit organizations were arranging meetings and demonstrations varied, from 

libraries to community centers, along the streets with caravans and trailers. Moreover, 

ways of reaching communities differed: organizations were distributing flyers; posting 

events on social media platforms; press releases on local newspapers; organizing 

community meetings.        

 Protests in public places appeared throughout New Jersey. A substantial number 

of YouTubeÒ videos attests that organizations undertook this strategy to target 
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politicians and administrators. Two representatives from the interviewed organizations 

appeared several times on these videos. Several of these protests specifically targeted 

Gov. Christie, as an executive director recalled from his/her experience:  

“I think because the governor… because the Sandy recovery was going so badly 
and because the governor had chosen to run for president it was like a perfect 
storm. Because he was very vulnerable to public opinion, so when we were 
doing these high profile direct actions, we were getting much more of an impact 
than we would have if he wasn't running for president, right? because there were 
so many media sources that were following him at that time; so in that way the 
political climate really provided some leverage to demand some of what I think 
the community actually needed, not to get sick or go broke or lose their homes, 
while they were trying to hang on; so that was useful” 
 
“The following year we interrupted his press conference at Jimbo's in Seaside 
Heights… so we would take high profile moments where he would be talking 
about Sandy and we would confront him with what was actually happening and 
that was usually because, there was something we were asking for, and 
background for the rental assistance program, for the transparency legislation, 
for the foreclosure legislation” 
 
“we did a camp out on the Sandy Anniversary on the following year… we like 
spent three nights and four days across the street from the State House basically 
like pull the whole media narrative like towards us and what was going on… so 
he couldn't come out and do a victory lap” 

 
Clearly, this executive director took advantage of the weakness, as s/he claimed, of Gov. 

Christie to confront him in public places. The political climate proved to be a good 

conduit for protesting against him.  

Along with protests and direct actions, nonprofit organizations arranged 

community meetings where they could promote activities and provide informative 

material about the recovery process. Community meetings were very frequent, 

according to an interviewee. During a community meeting, a nonprofit organization was 

delivering essential information about the recovery process, and actions community 
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members could take to make sure they were heard. This community meeting was more 

a way of mobilizing community members more than educating them. Exemplary 

phrases jotted down while attending the event show how mobilization was embedded in 

an educational meeting. Phrases like “We’ve fought together”, “Speak up for the shore”, 

“we come together – we do not rely on government, we work for us”; “Do we need to 

fight? Yes! Do we give up? No!”, “We are the experts” were frequent in a spoken and 

written way.  

 

Figure 13. Photo taken at a community meeting on 03/03/2018 
 

The above picture is very exemplary of a community organizing organization 

whose intent was to stand on the front line of the community. Members were encouraged 

to act because they have power (people’s power!) to change their own destiny. This is 
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an organization’s manifesto that addresses the necessity to act and how to act to make 

an impact. An interesting aspect of the photo is the quote “Identify a clear target”: 

clearly, this organization encourages community members to mobilize against a specific 

actor that is in a position of power. Moreover, figure 8 shows clearly how community 

members should have acted if they wanted to change the situation, for example writing 

letters, attend public meetings or take part in protests.  
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Figure 14. Photo taken at a community meeting on 03/03/2018 
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Figure 15. Photo taken at a community meeting on 03/03/2018 

Research and policy analysis 

When there is the need to influence policymakers, organizations that did not take 

part in protests or mobilizations used research and policy analysis when addressing 

issues in Sandy recovery. Research reports were also presented during senate hearings, 

as hearing transcripts show, to present to Senate committee members what was the 

current situation. The coalition of organizations that presented the data, as we already 

saw, is the same that was questioning DCA and the State Administration about how 

money would have been spent and why access to documents via OPRA was denied. In 

a public statement, this coalition representative said: 

“with our spreadsheet analysis is the one that identified that 80 percent of the 
people who were denied succeeded in their appeals. That’s a startling number, 
and that’s a number that should have been figured out right away” 

 
A faith-based organization that was interviewed adopted a systematic way for reporting 

data that they would present to FEMA. The program manager told the main reason was 

to show that funding was still necessary for some families: 

“So, what we would do is also provide a reporting mechanism that would go to 
FEMA which impacted additional funding to be released within the three and a 
half years that the program existed, which could be distributed through what we 
call Community Block grants [...] We provided statistical data on all of the 
families we helped within our program. We met in the very beginning every 
week, and then after year one we met every month, and we provided our stats 
every month to DFD, which was the state-run program that worked with FEMA 
to receive that funding” 

 
Research and reporting were also aimed at providing some policy 

recommendations, as was explained by another program manager. Several organizations 
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supported by two New Jersey Universities presented key findings and addressed policy 

recommendations. The findings were based on surveys that were distributed to five 

hundred individuals and families. The purpose of the report was to present the state-of-

the-art of the recovery and the effects on families (as written in the report). Also, through 

the data, organizations suggested several modifications to the actual legislation; for 

example the inclusion of an appeal process (the same that was missing in the RREM 

program); policies preventing frauds; a thorough reform for the NFIP and improvements 

in the FEMA mapping system. The report is well detailed and crafted; data showed the 

same issues that were very common and that were described in this study. To make the 

argument more compelling and substantiate the argument, the report also included 

personal narratives of survivors that reflected the data collected.  

Conclusions 

This study posed two specific research questions: 1) how did the political 

environment create the conditions for advocacy? 2) how did the political environment 

influence the use of advocacy strategies? To give answers to the questions, the study 

tried to test the theory of Political Opportunity Structures and to what extent this 

theoretical framework predicted that elements of the political climate would motivate 

nonprofit organizations in mobilizing for advocating for the affected communities.  

The two separate but correlated chapters, chapter 8 and 9 aimed to describe 

certain political and bureaucratic facts that shaped the landscape around Hurricane 

Sandy; moreover, the nonprofits’ perceptions of the political climate (MacIndoe & 
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Beaton, 2019; Meyer & Minkoff, 2004) and to what extent the overall elements 

influenced advocacy. Organizations mobilize if they perceive opportunities that reveal 

allies (Tarrow, 1999) and make use of insider tactics (Mosley, 2011). Evidence supports 

elements of the theory of Political Opportunity Structure. 

The theory posits that there are factors that can support or repress activists and 

groups from advancing particular claims, mobilizing other supporters, and pursuing 

influence in the political sphere (Meyer, 2012). There is evidence that, even in a disaster 

context, there are elements, such as the capacity of the political system to meet demands 

or the prominence of certain issues, that can motivate nonprofit organizations in 

undertaking advocacy (Kitschelt, 1986). 

Consistent with MacIndoe and Beaton (2019), this study found that the 

perception of political climate influenced the engagement in policy advocacy, although 

their study does not address how the political environment shaped the adoption of 

advocacy strategies.  

With open political structures, organizations mobilize in search of new policies 

and try to influence key actors in government committees and commissions (Brockett, 

1991; Kitschelt, 1986). Aligned with these findings, this study showed that 

organizations in some cases found such openness; found allies at federal and state level 

through whom they could easily address issues. Because of the good relationships with 

policymakers and public officials, nonprofits representatives could act by talking to 

public officials, taking part in public hearings, testimonies and deliver research 

documents (Mosley, 2011).  
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Conversely, when openness is not revealed, organizations acted in the opposite 

way. Findings show that vulnerable political actors and weak policymaking triggered 

organizations in using protests and mobilization, with the support of the communities 

and the general public (Onyx et al., 2010). In particular, several organizations undertook 

advocacy against the State Administration, by protesting outside State and Federal 

Houses and Senates. Where state agencies were not responsive or were building 

obstacles to organizations, nonprofit managers used litigation to request access to data 

and documents.  

Strengths or weakness of the policymaking system is another POS factor that 

can lead to mobilization. The study found that in certain circumstances, organizations 

undertook a series of advocacy strategies to address their concerns and represent the 

affected communities. The study found that influencing policymaking was a result of 

either weak federal or state policymaking. In fact, in several instances, organizations 

raised concerns about the complex recovery policies both federal and state governments 

were enacting. In terms of strategies, the study found that in case of weak policymaking, 

organizations undertook legislative and administrative advocacy (Casey, 2011). These 

findings expand the literature, where in some cases there is no empirical evidence that 

some strategies were chosen based on the perception of the political climate (MacIndoe 

& Beaton, 2019). 

Findings also reveal that in some instances organizations did not work alone, but 

rather demonstrated capacity in mobilizing external resources. Indeed, organizations 

acted collectively (Tarrow, 1999) to address specific requests to the political and 
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bureaucratic spheres by building coalitions, as it was for the RREM program. The 

recovery program presented complexities and critical issues regarding the allocations of 

funds and the exclusion of particular ethnic groups.  

Fear and retaliation can be reasons why organizations refrain from advocating. 

Ljubownikow and Crotty (2015) show that organizations adopt few advocacy strategies 

because they fear the negative elite response. This study, although with limited 

evidence, shows that the array of strategies can be quite consistent, but the number 

organizations that adopt those strategies is limited. In making the argument, it is possible 

to claim that there are organizations that do not fear adopting certain strategies that 

might undermine their work. On the other side, the study reveals that there might be 

instances when organizations do not advocate at all and prefer not to speak against those 

in power. Reason behind this attitude is the fear of not being able to serve communities.  

Overall, the study did find supporting evidence that in the context of Hurricane 

Sandy, consistent with the theory of Political Opportunity Structures, the political 

environment and the strength/weakness of certain political/bureaucratic systems 

motivated organizations in engaging advocacy and shaped the adoption of particular 

strategies. Consistent with previous literature (Brockett, 1991), the study found that 

mobilization for advocacy was the result of access to policymakers. Nevertheless, the 

study also found that organizations mobilize when they perceive less access to the policy 

arena, by protesting and mobilizing communities.  

Unfortunately, because of the nature and quantity of the data, the study cannot 

measure (quantitatively) whether the political climate increased or decreased the 
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engagement in advocacy (Guo & Zhang, 2014; MacIndoe & Beaton, 2019; Salamon & 

Geller, 2008). Also, tables show that some organizations preferred some strategies to 

others and used more than others, but again, it is not possible to draw any strong 

conclusion relative to POS. A more compelling argument came from the interviews, 

where it is possible to picture motives and influences of the political climate over the 

recovery process and how this translated into nonprofit advocacy.  
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Chapter 10 

SUCCESSFUL ADVOCACY 

 
Hurricane Sandy’s aftermath and the long recovery period that followed gave 

nonprofit organizations countless opportunities to carry out advocacy activities for 

helping communities recover; provide substantial economic support to families; and 

address a broad range of needs that were affecting New Jersian communities. 

Organizations adopted many diverse tactics and strategies to attempt any, even small, 

action that resulted in a significant success.  

The success of their actions and their efforts to change or influence the public 

policy discourse has been at the center of discussion for some scholars. In fact, in the 

broad literature mentioned by Verschuere& De Corte (2013), success is sometimes 

defined as the ability to form coalitions; or the use of outside strategies for influencing 

policy (Fyall & McGuire, 2015). Successful advocacy comes when organization are 

able to use a well-established set of practices (Kimberlin, 2010). Overall, the 

understanding of success depends more on arrangements organizations can put in place, 

rather than understanding their perspective of success, and what accomplishments 

organizations seek for good. 

Nonprofit organizations find motives for advocacy not only based on their mission 

statement, but also based on what they observe when serving communities. And their 

perception of success is embedded in their ability to act at best on behalf of their 

communities.  



 206 

Organizations interviewed were asked to convey their understanding of what 

success meant to them, also in the light of what happened during Hurricane Sandy. 

Responses given highlighted a very broad range of different perspectives. And from 

responses, it is possible to discern diverse themes that depict success. This chapter 

builds a narrative of how organizations interpret success in advocacy. There is no theory 

behind the explanation of successful advocacy, although there is a common accepted 

definition (Jenkins, 1987).  

Success is something intangible; it can be quantifiable; for example the number 

of families helped; the passing of a bill; or the amount of funding distributed by the 

government. Two respondents asserted that measuring success is hard, and particularly, 

one stated:  

“it is hard to judge success because you cannot see the immediate results, but 
you’ve made an impact” 
 

Organizations recognize that judging or measuring success is hard; it is hard to measure 

because, as Pekkanen et al. (2014) posit, it encompasses a broad range of actions. 

Although organizations cannot measure it, it is important for them is to understand that 

their actions and daily work made an impact on the population they serve.  

Advocacy practice requires decision-making processes that establish actions and 

priorities organizations adopt to achieve their goals. The willingness to share or make 

decisions together with the families is another element that defines successful advocacy. 

In fact, according to one representative: 

“what we would do is sit down with a family, for example, say for instance the 
family was totally devastated, right? The house was wiped out at the shore. They 
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had nothing left. So, where does someone start from there? Right? They have 
nothing left. So, the first thing that we did was provide emergency rental 
assistance, get their family safe, sanitary, and secure, get them in a place where 
they're warm, they have clothes, and they're in a safe condition. Then, we would 
certainly get them back and say, "Okay. How much insurance did you have? 
How can we match RREM funding with your insurance so that we can rebuild 
your home?" There were certain options for rebuilding your home, right? You 
could have a prefabricated home put it back where your home was, or you can 
have a stick-built home where you build it by wood back to what it was. So, 
advising or advocating for our clients to make these types of informed decisions 
was very important” 
 
Making decisions together, and making families aware of the opportunities they 

had to return to normalcy, is a perspective of success that reflects in general the 

involvement of organizations in recovery efforts; in fact, respondents from 

organizations underlined the large support for individual and families, and through the 

establishment of relationships with communities, they could address specific needs. 

Addressing and identifying needs was a large part of the work that organizations 

carried out to support communities. Through their constant commitment, organizations 

could understand that communities were experiencing something that they had never 

experienced before, and needs were overwhelming. For this reason, there is an 

understanding that being able to identify and address needs properly means being 

successful in advocacy.  One representative simply claimed: 

“I would define success as the point of their needs being addressed” 

Moreover, there is an acknowledgement that needs are diverse, and the context of 

Hurricane Sandy highlighted that communities lacked in resources or more specifically 
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in money to rebuild. Whatever organizations could provide to individuals and families 

was for their success:  

“I guess successful advocacy is when your client gets what it needs, whether it’s 
gap funding or resources or… You know whatever that looks like so and the 
problem is each case is individual, so it's almost like a slog, you know, you have 
to…you just fought this battle of this homeowner […] so it's I mean I guess a 
successful advocacy is just getting the homeowner’s needs…” 
 
One of the many issues that came out after Hurricane Sandy was the inability or 

the ineligibility to receive the proper economic resources. Organizations helped with 

their support and let the state and federal government acknowledge that there is a 

necessity that they can address with their resources. In fact, one interviewee pointed out: 

“Successful advocacy to me is trying to identify the needs that impact a lot of 
people, not just one or two families, then getting the help you need either from 
the State or federal government to help that homeowner” 
 
And although nonprofits were on the ground, working with communities, some 

engaged in advocacy to get more resources from the public agencies, and direct those 

resources toward those in need.  

Nonprofit advocacy has been largely defined as the ability to influence a change, 

as some of the interviewees posited. In fact, some respondents recognized that there was 

the need to change policies that would have allowed them to better help communities 

and organizations themselves receive the help they needed. A respondent saw success 

as their effort in pushing for a change in the homeowner flood insurance, or as two 

representatives asserted through the same perspective, “moving the needle on an issue 

and hope to make some policy change”; but success is also viewed as the ability to create 
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the conditions for changing processes that satisfy the interests of the organizations and 

of those that were served: 

“It's making inroads to be able to influence positive change. You know - so that 
it's whatever it is that you're working toward…if it's so that your constituents 
end up having better access or that legislation is changed or modified to improve 
the process for us […] we're really more concerned about the process, because 
that's where we get involved as an organization, because it was missing that kind 
of continuum of funding that we got caught up in all those gaps, […] because 
nobody was looking at the overall process and saying how we should start this 
program until now, […] and some of our lessons have really been about 
establishing improving those processes and so you know I mean those, if I were 
to say, for us those advocacy outcomes would be improve processes that act 
actually end up in better outcomes for those that are being served” 
 
The desired change does not always come as organizations wish. Working for 

change requires understanding that there is a problem and change takes place step by 

step; it is an incremental process toward the attainment of the desired goal, and the 

success is in starting that process. In fact, one organization’s director acknowledged that  

“it's not always about change, sometimes it's getting something started. Seeing 
a step in the direction of what you are wanting to get done, to me says success. 
That's not assuming you get everything, but you get something changed or you 
are starting to see something take place, and you are moving that line further, 
down the road you wanna see it move. I think there is success to say I moved it 
at least a little bit. 
 
Organizations can raise their voice and demonstrate that communities need help 

if they want to get back to normal conditions. Organizations needed support to obtain 

the desired change, by persuading, or at least making, whoever is in the position for 

changing the situation, aware on an issue. In one interview, one executive director says 

clearly: 

“I think it is success to some degree if you can enlighten somebody make them 
aware of an issue. […] I look to have their horizons widen, and that may be a 
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win for that particular person, especially if they had the opposite view before 
you had the meeting and if you can get them just to pause and understand a little 
bit so I'd consider that to be a level of success, to engage with somebody and 
have them have a better understanding of an issue that you're bringing forth to 
them” 
 
This perspective lays out a particular definition of successful advocacy. It is the 

ability to bring people, with different views on an issue, to the same side and make them 

realize that, with their support, they can make the difference for a community. The 

respondents expressed many times their difficulties of relating with politicians and 

bureaucrats that were either opposing policies or running recovery programs; and many 

of them, according to nonprofits, did not listen to the organizations, thus creating a 

barrier in-between. Opening eyes and changing minds is the success that organizations 

might want to obtain when it’s time to present something they want to change. 

On the opposite side is another perspective of successful advocacy. Whereas the 

organizations seek to change something, some organizations might fight to keep things 

as are they are. This interesting perspective highlights:  

“the advocacy around the low-income housing tax credits, and the home 
programs, so sometimes advocacy is maintaining the status quo. But my 
argument would be that…. when something is taken from whatever it was, from 
hundred million dollars to zero, the advocacy has kept it under a million dollars 
[…] so defensively you mobilize and maintain the programs. But in other years 
have you increased that…. I think a lot of advocacy efforts, are maintenance of 
efforts… the argument would be, we need to do this in order to maintain what it 
is or what we have…. 
 

 
Clearly, this representative recognizes that, although there is the opportunity for 

a change, sometimes it is better to keep the status quo in order to keep receiving those 

resources that organizations seek to obtain in order to provide services to clients.  
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Overall, organizations constantly wanted to change something or recognized 

where something was that needed to be changed. And the change some nonprofits were 

looking for does not lie necessarily in discussing with politicians about public policy 

change. The change that some organizations wanted is rooted in a broader social justice 

perspective as well as in achieving fairness. One executive recognized that success is: 

“try to make sure that that person who doesn't read well English as their second 
language, still gets the same benefits as the person who has the money to hire 
somebody, and that's why I am a nonprofit attorney into it. So, that is your race, 
your creed, your age, your disability, your wealth does not determine what the 
outcome of something is” 
 

And the ability for individuals to obtain justice even if they are not in the position or 

have possession of enough resources for fighting for their rights, is a stronghold of 

success as seen by this respondent: 

“one of our goals is really to provide clients with access to justice and to make 
it so that their lack of money to actually hire an attorney is not a barrier to 
achieving you know success in the legal system […] having a representative and 
having an advocate who could speak for them and who could share with them 
what their legal rights were I think was so important […] having someone to 
really help you navigate the legal system especially in some of these areas […] 
that can be so confusing and having someone to fight for you and not being 
precluded from that assistance because you're low income I think is the most 
important thing” 

 
After Hurricane Sandy, organizations needed to build networks in order to better 

serve those affected by the storm. Organizations organized and provided services for 

communities to obtain means and resources for recovery from the disaster. One 

executive director addressed the idea of success by revealing: 

“successful advocacy to me is that you are aware and have made others aware 
of the services that your agency provides and you have received that back in 
return. For us, when we are able to have a difficult case that we have taken as 
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far as we can go, successful advocacy for me means […] being able to pick up 
the phone and say, "Hi, Cindy. I've got this case. Here's the background. I'm 
sending them over to you." 
 
 
The ability of providing services or addressing critical cases is a matter of 

success; the success does not lie only in whether the organization helped, but to the 

extent that there was a continuity of service among organizations.  

Advocacy represents an opportunity for organizations to keep the focus on a specific 

issue and to do so, they can use broad set of strategies (Casey, 2011). Among these 

strategies, education and empowerment is common. And the success comes when an 

organization recognizes their know-how is useful for a community:  

“when we understand success, that we've been able to find, train and equip and 
connect community members, to forge their own solutions to the problems 
they're facing, and then we go and win them… So, when we…when we win 
things that have been led by our community, we feel like we have succeeded” 

 
Empowerment and education are the keys for community members to identify 

the root of a problem, get the necessary resources and tackle it. From the perspective 

mentioned before, the success of advocacy lies in the ability of an organization in 

empowering a community and not just providing services, and shifting from assistance 

to communities to self-assistance of communities, where community members are given 

the power and the knowledge to craft their own solutions to problems.  

Although the definition of nonprofit advocacy is generally accepted as the ability 

to influence public policy (C. Jenkins, 1987), the different perspectives that were 

reported here present different understandings of advocacy in general and the associated 

success. Success is embedded in their motives and goals around which nonprofit 
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organizations are created. It is also evident that their definitions are framed by a logic 

that is constructed through practice frames (Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014): their 

involvement in advocacy is driven by recognizing that there are social needs to satisfy 

and changes to be made. By this logic, they see their success as the desired outcome 

they want to accomplish. 

Advocacy is successful when the organizations can identify and address needs 

and bring to the attention of those who make decisions and provide resources, and 

subsequently influencing those in a position of power to obtain those resources.  

Success is obtained when organizations can change the process and make things 

move smoother. As some directors claimed, there were many gaps in the recovery 

process, and organizations that recognized this problem recognized also that their 

success was in their ability to change the process.  

Achieving change is something that organizations desire. But when the change 

is not obtained as they wish, organizations see success in at least keeping things as they 

are, in order not to reduce their ability to obtain resources, that would result then in their 

inability to help their clients.  

Nonprofit organizations represent a way for communities to be heard; their 

success lies in their ability to represent the population that did not have a voice. 

Nonprofits would utilize their ability to effectively empower communities and let them 

figure out their own solutions to problems.  

There is no unique definition of successful advocacy and interviewees expressed 

different points of view.  
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Figure 16. Definitions of successful advocacy 
 
All in all, gathering the different perspectives organizations have about successful 

advocacy and interpreting their own words, it is possible to define such a noble 

endeavor: 

“Successful advocacy is a continuous commitment to having an impact on the 

society for the society, whether through a policy change, a change in mind or 

raising awareness, aspiring to achieve social justice and to improve people's 

life” 
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Chapter 11 

CONCLUSIONS 

 
The aim of this dissertation was to investigate the role of nonprofit organizations 

after Hurricane Sandy in engaging in advocacy activities. The study directed attention 

to how the events in the aftermath of Hurricane Sandy might have influenced politics 

and the political agenda, and how this reflected on the recovery process. The study 

expected that, because of this reciprocal influence of disaster/politics, nonprofit 

organizations were influenced by the impact of political decisions that affected both the 

recovery process and communities; and in turn organizations decided to engage in 

advocacy to impact policymaking and help communities recover. 

Besides the political context analyzed under a Political Opportunity perspective, 

two other theories were adopted in order to fully understand a broader range of factors 

that might influence advocacy in a disaster context. Resource Mobilization Theory 

holds that there are some organizational, relational and human features that are 

necessary for organizations to effectively perform any task on a daily-basis or engage 

in advocacy (Mosley, 2010). In terms of organizational resources, this study considered 

some specific dimensions: organization size; structure; assigned roles, 

professionalization and use of technology. On the other side, Resource Dependence 

Theory holds that certain external factors influence organizational behavior (Hillman et 

al., 2009; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). For this study, attention was given to government 

funding; the reliance on networks and coalitions; perceptions of legal rules.  
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This study proposed a test of theories, in order to discover whether certain 

propositions extrapolated by theories explain certain phenomena witnessed during the 

study. In this chapter, propositions will be highlighted and discussed in connections with 

the findings resulting from the investigation.  

Resource Mobilization Theory 

Proposition 1: Organizational size in relation to advocacy 

 The theory ascribes importance to the organizational size as a factor influencing 

the engagement in advocacy. The study found that organizational size presented mixed 

results: some organizations did not consider size an impediment; others, mostly the 

small nonprofits, acknowledged that size matters, meaning that in some cases, it is not 

enough or there is a need to have the right structural size. These findings also can 

partially confirm previous research (Child & Gronbjerg, 2007) that found a positive 

relationship between size and participation. The study also does not have direct evidence 

that the likelihood to advocate increases with the size (Mosley, 2010) or that being 

smaller leads to more advocacy (Verschuere & De Corte, 2013). In addition, the data 

taken from the survey show differential sizes of organizations, but it is not possible to 

correlate this to whether some organizations were reliant on the size for the advocacy 

practice or whether the bigger the size the more advocacy. This study can only confirm 

that size holds a certain importance for organizations that want to practice advocacy 

work.  
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Proposition 2: People are organizational resources 

 Without human resources, organizations cannot perform their jobs. Although 

this study did not question whether people are considered important organizational 

resources, findings show that for some organizations, it was extremely important to 

mobilize a conspicuous workforce. Indeed, organizations received numerous paid staff 

for service provision, and in some cases for advocacy; the number of volunteers was 

large, but none of the organizations stated whether they used them for advocacy; 

organizations relied on volunteers mostly for service provision.  

 

Proposition 3: Expertise and Knowledge are essential resources for advocacy 

Advocacy practice requires organizations’ members to know exactly legal rules 

and how to effectively engage with them. For this reason, proposition 3 explains why 

organizations need to rely on experts for advocacy work. This study can confirm that 

several organizations acknowledged that a lack of expertise/knowledge somehow 

impeded their participation in advocacy and are aligned with previous research as 

already shows (Schmid et al., 2008). As organizational resources, expertise and 

knowledge have their influence on organizational capacity to practice advocacy; a lack 

of them can limit nonprofits’ engagement. 

 

Proposition 4: Lack of resources limits advocacy 

 Organizational resources comprise a broad range of different dimensions. 

Resources are human, financial, skills, knowledge and expertise, as it was possible to 
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show. This proposition holds that organizations do not engage in advocacy because they 

need the right amount of resources. The study can confirm, as the findings showed, that 

organizations acknowledged that a lack of human resources, in some cases, was seen as 

a barrier to advocacy (Schmid et al., 2008). Or a lack of skills was influential for 

nonprofits in practicing advocacy (Child & Gronbjerg, 2007).  

 

Proposition 5: Knowledge and expertise are essential resources for developing 

interorganizational connections 

Whereas organizations do not have the proper knowledge or expertise for 

practicing advocacy, they tend to connect to others in order to gain such resources. This 

explains why organizations were eager to connect to others. Several organizations 

recognized that collaborations were essential for gaining knowledge and expertise. The 

study has limited evidence that collaboration increased advocacy (Mosley, 2010), by 

any measurement, but it does have evidence that, because of these two resources, 

organizations developed interorganizational connections.  

 

 

 

Proposition 6: Collaboration among organizations facilitate advocacy 

 Organizations that recognized that the lack of knowledge and expertise was a 

barrier to practicing advocacy, indirectly acknowledged that such collaborations helped 

them in carrying out advocacy. The study does not have straightforward evidence that 
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collaboration facilitated advocacy, but the findings show that advocacy can be made 

possible. 

Besides collaboration for advocacy, the study found that collaboration is 

essential for acquiring resources. Maybe the same resources are needed for advocacy, 

but this study does not have evidence of this. However, when such resources are limited, 

there is more competition than collaboration.  

 

Proposition 7: Technology is an important organizational resource of organizations for 

advocacy 

 In a high-speed world, nonprofit organizations are well suited with the necessary 

technology for performing any job. This proposition holds that technology can support 

advocacy work. This explains why some organizations within this study relied largely 

on social media for informing communities and practicing advocacy. Previous research 

found a relationship between organizational size and the use of technology – the bigger, 

the more use of technology (Child & Gronbjerg, 2007)  – but this study found that a few 

small organization extensively use social media, maybe also as a way of increasing their 

visibility. The data collected through the survey also show that surveyed organizations 

make use of technology, but no strong correlation between the use and advocacy can be 

made.  

Resource Dependence Theory 

Proposition 8: Government funding suppresses political activity 
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 A still existing open question within the literature is whether public funding 

suppresses advocacy. The first RDT’s proposition is that organizations, largely reliant 

on public funding, will not advocate avoiding a reduction of funding streams. Although 

the study could make any correlation between public funds and organizations’ behavior 

in advocacy, the case of one organization not “speaking out” - because of the fear of 

losing its ability to serve communities - can well represent support for RDT hypothesis. 

The study found that public funds were mostly designated to distributions to 

communities as a mean of recovery, and those organizations that received some public 

funds used them for projects and service delivery. Also, no findings can contribute to 

understanding whether organizations are suspicious in using public funds for advocacy.  

Note: the large research on nonprofit advocacy applied RDT to test how public funding 

would affect organizations’ behavior in advocacy. However, there have been variations 

on the theory of how private funding affect advocacy. The study highlighted results 

about private giving that do not fall under proposition 8.  

 

 

 

Proposition 9: Government funding influences organizational structure 

 If government funding influences organizations in undertaking advocacy, in 

some way it can influence also, how organizations can restructure, thanks to public 

funding. The hypothesis is that organizations will access public funding to increase their 

organizational structure. Findings from this study present limited evidence that a few 
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organizations that received public funds could increase in size, hiring staff for service 

provision mostly – as it was possible to show- for disaster case management. 

 

Proposition 10: Perception of legal rules influence organizations in undertaking 

advocacy 

 Nonprofit do not take part in advocacy if they perceive that some legal rules 

prevent their participation. A specific legal rule that has been largely investigated is the 

IRS status. The study shows this aspect. The hypothesis explains why organizations in 

this study are refrained from participating in advocacy. The IRS status and the large 

repertoire of rules behind it put organizations in an uncomfortable position when it 

comes to practice any kind of advocacy. This is mostly as a result of not knowing the 

broad federal law for nonprofit organizations. Findings, consistent with previous 

research (Bass et al., 2007; Mosley, 2010) show organizations’ fear of losing the 501(c)3 

status, and thus their ability to work.  

 

 

 

Proposition 11: Organizations will rely on lager networks/coalitions to influence policy 

change 

Proposition 12: Organizations will rely on lager networks/coalitions to access 

resources 
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 RDT predicts that organizations can rely on larger networks or coalitions to 

better influence policy change or access resources. These two hypotheses are supported 

by the findings of this study. Several of the interviewed organizations worked in large 

networks to address specific issues, primarily for more funding for communities, better 

policies and a speedy recovery. The findings also confirm that some small organizations, 

with less experience, knowledge and resources did join coalitions in order to be more 

significant players. In addition, the majority of surveyed organizations reported that they 

were eager to form formal and informal collaborations for several different reasons. 

Among those reasons, organizations pointed to funding and increase organizational 

capacity as prominent, but no strong conclusion can be made about advocacy. 

Political Opportunity Structures 

Proposition 13: Level of openness to access the public sphere and political decision-

making influence mobilization 

The theory of POS predicts that access to political decision-making influence 

organizations in engaging in advocacy. Findings highlighted that in several cases, 

organizations did find a certain openness that allowed them to address specific issues, 

by allowing them to show elected officials the state of recovery and what was going to 

be if government official did not act in a certain way.  

 

Proposition 14: Capacity of political system to effectively meet demands 
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Organizations have incentives to mobilize when the political system does not 

work properly. As mentioned, at the political level, elected officials decide how to shape 

the political agenda and, in the case of a disaster, how to allocate resources and enact 

policies. Organizations did have such incentives and therefore acted accordingly. 

Findings also show that strategies adopted were different: some organizations preferred 

to raise voices inside government buildings, while some others mobilized through 

protests.  

 

Proposition 15: Salience of issue influences mobilization 

 Hurricane Sandy brought havoc over New Jersey leaving thousands of people 

without a house to live in. Recovery was slow, ineffective and brought to light 

inequalities. All were elements that triggered mobilizations of nonprofits. Organizations 

mobilized to support the affected communities by engaging in advocacy with different 

strategies, as it was possible to show in the previous chapters.  

 

 

 

Proposition 16: Organizations mobilize when they perceive opportunities that reveal 

allies 

As predicted by POS, organizations found multiple opportunities to engage in 

advocacy because of the presence of supportive elected officials, through whom they 

could address communities’ needs and work together to make sure that communities 
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could recover quickly. In fact, when political structures reveal allies, organizations are 

eager to mobilize trying to influence key actors in government committees and 

commissions. Organizations could establish good relationships with policymakers and 

public officials, and by virtue of this good relationships, nonprofits representatives 

could act by taking part in public hearings and testimonies.  

 

Proposition 17: Organizations mobilize when they perceive opportunities that reveal 

weakness or openness of the authorities 

The weakness of the authorities is an element that predicts mobilization of 

organizations. In this study, nonprofit organization undertook a series of advocacy 

strategies to address their concerns and represent the affected communities. Vulnerable 

political actors were targeted and the resulting weak policymaking triggered 

organizations in using diverse strategies to address their concerns. 

 

In summary, this study provides evidence that the theories that explain how and 

why organizations mobilize, proved to be applicable also in a disaster context. The 

whole range of resources; organizational features; changes; environmental influences; 

and effects of the political climate, well gave an explanation to nonprofit advocacy.  

This study also went further. Throughout the investigation, secondary findings 

emerged, and it was worth to give the right weight without dismissing them. The first 

set of information that materialized was the structural changes several organizations 

underwent. From expansion to shrinkage; from the acquisition of new resources to the 
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establishment of new offices, organizations depended on these new arrangements to be 

better suited with more capacities for either service provision or advocacy. In terms of 

organizational theory, thanks to changes, organizations might have increased their 

effectiveness and found new ways of using resources (Jones, 2013).  

Going further, this investigation revealed that emergence and disappearance of 

organizations is a tangible reality. After disasters, community members gather around 

common issues of interest and form organizations to address community needs. Some 

other organizations can go through a process of transformation, as explained by 

Quarantelli, Dynes, Stallings and Drabek. This study in fact – although with very limited 

evidence – could show that some themes of the DRC typology exist among 

organizations. Categories of emergence  (Drabek, 1987; Drabek & McEntire, 2003) 

were witnessed, thanks to a broad range of factors resulting from the disaster of 

Hurricane Sandy.  

This study also made an argument regarding social capital. Although there was 

no collection of data that could explain how and to what extent social capital was 

created, and influenced advocacy, it was indeed possible to describe certain level of 

social capital. Further research on this aspect will be discussed in the following 

paragraph. 
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Improving nonprofit advocacy 

 Advocacy represents an honorable activity that nonprofit organizations are 

called to participate in. Given what this study highlighted, nonprofit organizations can 

benefit by incorporating these suggestions.  

Expand education: organizations that seek to enter the policy arena and try to influence 

the policymaking should expand their knowledge and start building skills required in 

the advocacy field. This requires organizations to establish educational programs for 

organizations that address a broad variety of aspects that include knowing the legal rules 

and the field of policymaking; leadership; public speaking and communication; fund 

raising; grant management; and effective advocacy strategies.  

Establish advocacy teams: having a dedicated team inside the organization is an 

effective way to engage in advocacy. The advocacy team will be trained and will be in 

charge of planning and managing all the activities that advocacy work requires. The 

advocacy team will be a sort of relief to the executive directors that sometimes spit their 

work between managing the organizations and advocating for both organizations and 

communities. The advocacy team will work with the board and staff to effectively 

establish advocacy programs.  

Networking: organizations that do not have sufficient resources or skilled people should 

form dedicated networks with other nonprofits in order to build organizational capacity 

for advocacy. Networks are essential for gaining knowledge and expertise, as well as 

multiplying the voices within the policy arena. Most important, a network of 
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organizations can expand the range of policy issues and not just focus on a single field 

of work. 

Find and differentiate resources: advocacy work requires resources that include staff; 

financial and material resources; time and responsibilities. Organizations should 

carefully plan how to properly allocate available resources in order to maximize the 

work and make sure that advocacy work does not become a barrier for the day-to-day 

routine. If resources are not enough, board members and directors should carefully plan 

how to increase organizational resources, and from what sources they can tap into.  

Connect more with communities: in the era of social media, it comes easy to deliver a 

message. The study showed that organizations largely use social media. It is good for 

organizations to use such technology, but it would be even better if nonprofits could 

engage more with community leaders beyond the mere screen of a cellphone or a 

computer. Not everybody is technology knowledgeable and might not have a social 

profile for reading what organizations have to say on social media. Keeping a strong 

connection with those people who do not have access to social media is essential for 

reaching a broader audience and establishing a real human connection.  

 

Limitations 

This study presents several limitations that might have affected the results. 

Limitations include first and foremost, data collected. Quantity of data is the main 

limitation. In terms of quantity, the study required a broader sample, for a better 
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processing of quantitative analysis. The small number of organizations recruited for the 

study, and the small number of responses on the survey, did not allow for adequate 

statistical analysis that would have brought more noteworthy results; for example is the 

use of linear regressions to examine whether certain variables might have predicted a 

certain behavior in advocacy; perhaps government funding and a specific advocacy 

strategy.  

Another important limitation deals with data acquisition. Unfortunately, the 

study only utilized data collected post-event. Availability of 990 forms through 

GuideStarÓ was inconsistent, meaning that not all the forms were available for a span 

of time before 2012; it was not possible to find 990s for every single organization, and 

not all the organizations are listed on GuideStarÓ - and the same with reports published 

by organizations. It would have been beneficial if more data were available before the 

event. In fact, the study could not argue whether organizations engaged in more or less 

advocacy after the storm than before the storm; the study confirms that they did. For 

future studies on advocacy in disaster context, researchers need a constant collection of 

“snapshots” of data before a disaster – with all the uncertainties of when another disaster 

is going to happen - and compare with data collected post-event.  

Timing is essential. As Stallings (2007) posits, researchers should start 

collecting data in a timely manner, as soon as possible after the occurrence of an event. 

This study relied on data collected almost six years after Hurricane Sandy. This affected 

the quality of data collected. During interviews, some managers did not recall or might 

have recalled wrongly some events. In some cases, documents were not available 
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because of several reasons that include the disbandment of an organization or the loss 

of documents.  

The sample is not representative of the entire nonprofit community in New 

Jersey, neither of the United States. Nonprofit organizations were selected purposefully 

based on specific characteristics, and mostly important is the actual involvement in 

Hurricane Sandy response and recovery. Given the fact that organizations were not 

randomly sampled, it is arguable that the same research design might have yielded 

different results with a different sample of organizations.  

Furthermore, the geographic location is a significant limitation. New Jersey was 

chosen for its extensive amount of damage that communities have suffered; 21 counties 

and 553 municipalities experienced disruptions, and 325,000 housing units were 

damaged (Halpin, 2013). For this reason, both sampled organizations and events are 

framed within New Jersey State. Findings are, therefore, a result of events that happened 

in the State. Political climate might have been different compared to other States; state 

regulations are different, and all these elements contribute to have a picture of New 

Jersey. This does not allow building any comparison with other states, or making any 

generalizable statement.  

Interviews were allowed for a certain type of data collection. Such methodology 

can bear a certain amount of participant bias, especially when reporting personal views 

of political events and political elements of Hurricane Sandy. Therefore, this aspect 

must be considered cautiously, because it might be hard to opt for a triangulation of 

data. 
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Contributions 

This study on nonprofit advocacy after Hurricane Sandy contributes in several 

ways. First, it contributes in recognizing that advocacy, as a practice in disaster contexts, 

is not much different from the advocacy that nonprofits carry out on a daily basis. 

Nevertheless, it is possible to claim that organizations that are approaching advocacy do 

get new expertise; start new activities that were not originally in their missions; and 

undergo a series of organizational changes that allow them to work in the advocacy 

field.   

The disaster contexts present all the same factors that might motivate 

organizations in mobilizing in quiet times, but with a sense of urgency that put pressure 

on a broad set of tasks that have to be performed in order to achieve the desired outcomes 

to help communities recover. Political discussions that slow down the recovery process; 

the mismanagement and misallocation of resources; and the exclusion of certain racial 

and marginalized groups are all factors exacerbated by the disaster.  

Second, this study contributes to expanding the literature on both general 

advocacy and advocacy after disasters and crises. Disasters and crises generally present 

a strong political component that shapes the overall landscape. In fact, Strolovitch(2014) 

analyzed a case of nonprofit advocacy after Hurricane Katrina, in which she sought to 

study how politics influenced nonprofit representation of the marginalized, by including 

political opportunities as facilitator. This study contributes by highlighting that there are 

other elements to be considered as facilitators of advocacy. The study points out that a 

disaster like Hurricane Sandy impacted on nonprofit organizations by directly affecting 
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the availability of resources that organizations could use for advocacy or organizational 

purposes.  Therefore, this study combines, in addition to political opportunities, the 

availability and the accessibility to resources, including organizational features as 

determinants of advocacy within the broader context of Hurricane Sandy.  

Third, study confirms that all the three theories explain how and to what extent 

organizations undertook advocacy strategies to address multiple issues after Hurricane 

Sandy. Within the three theoretical models of advocacy, the study demonstrated that 

resources, organizational features and perceptions of the political environment matter 

for the engagement in advocacy.  

Future research 

Advocacy is an umbrella term that comprises a variety of activities aimed at 

presenting the need for a change, by informing, educating, and in some cases, 

influencing the policy agenda. Although the common definition of advocacy is defined 

as any attempt to influence public policy and any other decision taken by institutional 

authorities (Jenkins, 1987), but as it was pointed out, advocacy is sometimes seen as a 

demon whose name organizations prefer not to say. In this study, nonprofit 

organizations on several occasions always referred to “advocacy” in general terms 

without explicitly pointing to a specific strategy. In fact, unless it was possible to deduce 

a specific strategy, organizations never used other terms to define specific actions they 

undertook to influence the policy agenda. Oftentimes organizations worried that the 

term advocacy solely referred to lobbying or being politically active; for this reason, 
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several organizations mentioned that they had to be careful in what they were doing. Let 

it be recalled that legislation about lobbying is unclear. Berry and Arons (2003) point 

out that “educating legislators and lobbying legislators have no real meaning outside the 

tax code” (p.53). At this point, it is arguable that organizations interviewed for this 

study, framed advocacy as only lobbying, without knowing that there are other 

opportunities and strategies that they can utilize to influence the public and ultimately 

the policy actors (Casey, 2011). To advance research in the field of advocacy, a future 

investigation should analyze organizations’ perceptions about being involved in any sort 

of advocacy activity, and understand more deeply what the meaning that organizations 

attribute to advocacy is; for example, do organizations see “advocacy” as just lobbying 

or being politically active? This would explain why sometimes there is some resistance 

from organizations to being active in this field; or as it was possible to grasp from the 

study, some organizations hesitate to engage in advocacy because it’s seen as dangerous. 

Moreover, this can be of benefit for future studies where an operational definition of 

advocacy is needed for an investigation, e.g. community education.  

The current study on nonprofit advocacy is framed in three theoretical 

frameworks, namely the theories of Resource Mobilization, Resource Dependence, and 

Political Opportunity Structure. Each theory presents certain elements that can affect 

organizations’ behaviors and beliefs about engaging in advocacy; for example, 

receiving public funds diminishes organizations’ engagement in advocacy. On the other 

hand, being part of a network enhances organizations’ ability to advocate. While the 

literature on advocacy sometimes refers to “advocacy” as the umbrella term – without 
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clearly distinguishing the multitude of options organizations have to influence the public 

agenda – future research should investigate how the elements of the theories influence 

organizations in choosing specific strategies. It is arguable that there are organizational 

features that impede or foster engagement in advocacy but still, it is just the general 

term of “advocacy”. So, it is worth investigating how an organizational feature 

influences a specific type of strategy: for example, how the type of staff would increase 

or decrease the use of “legislative and administrative advocacy” by organizing electoral 

or legislative forums (Casey, 2011). This study could only provide evidence that 

organizations recognize that certain organizational features impede or foster advocacy 

activity, but without clarifying which strategy. The same investigation can be done when 

analyzing one of the most important factors that influence organizations’ behavior: 

funding. Funding is essential for nonprofit organizations. Without proper funds, they 

cannot accomplish their mission. Funds help nonprofits provide basic services to 

communities; reinforce their organizational structures; and sustain expenses for 

advocacy campaigns.  The study of how the sources of funding influence organizations 

is primarily conducted under the Resource Dependence Theory. Previous studies have 

distinguished public and private funds and have shown how the two different sources 

affect organizations in engaging in advocacy, sometimes with contrasting results. Also, 

in this case, most of the times advocacy only referred to the umbrella term, without 

distinguishing the different types of strategies. This study showed that organizations 

avoid advocacy for the fear of jeopardizing organizations’ ability to access public funds 

for sustaining organizational costs thus reducing their capacity to serve communities. 
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Under Resource Mobilization Theory, future research should explain how the type of 

funding influences that choice of strategies; for example, does an increase in public 

funding increase the chance of using “education”, as opposed to “research and policy 

analysis”? Moreover, this study on nonprofit advocacy after Hurricane Sandy shows 

another interesting finding consistent with prior research (Child &Gronbjerg, 2007; Guo 

& Zhang, 2014; Salamon& Geller, 2008): a considerable number of organizations do 

not devote financial resources to advocacy. Why? What is the real reason for devoting 

scanty to none resources for advocacy? Is it the fear that “advocacy” is a dangerous 

word and organizations prefer to divert their efforts to access funds with other 

strategies?  

This inquiry highlighted that organizations can undergo organizational and 

structural changes due to a series of planned or unplanned factors. Such changes 

certainly contribute to influencing organizational capacity to carry out both daily tasks 

and advocacy. Changes are dynamic and require researchers to focus on how these affect 

organizations. RDT and RMT provide robust theoretical frameworks to analyze how 

organizational resources influence organizations, but do not consider how dynamic 

changes in organizational resources can change organizations’ behavior. New research 

should take this direction by integrating the dynamism of changes.  

This research also showed, although marginally, that among organizations, 

social capital can be built. More specifically, the argument is that networks and 

coalitions are organizational resources that help organizations in building and 

maintaining social capital. From this starting point, future research should investigate 
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how networks and coalitions influence the creation of social capital. Moreover, it would 

be fruitful to expand research on how social capital can be a factor for influencing 

advocacy practice; more specifically, how and to what extent “bridging” social capital 

(Aldrich & Meyer, 2015) foster political participation of nonprofits.  

The study illuminates several findings of advocacy strategies by highlighting 

how they were used, and for what reason. What the study does not highlight is whether 

organizations shifted their use of strategies; for example, an organization might solely 

rely on online campaigns and then decide to approach research and analysis. Future 

research on advocacy strategies should investigate the motivations for an organization 

to shift from one strategy to another. Moreover, because this study is framed within a 

disaster context, does the prominence of such events influence the shift from one 

strategy to another?  

Lastly, future research should look more into the human dimension of nonprofit 

organizations. RMT addresses leadership as a key component and a factor in influencing 

an organization in undertaking advocacy on behalf of those in need of representation. 

From this study, leadership was neither addressed nor examined as a likely driver of 

advocacy. Future research should expand on integrating leadership theories, and 

question what type of leadership is required or, what type of leadership fosters advocacy 

work. 
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Appendix B 

IRB APPROVAL #2 
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Appendix C 

INFORMED CONSENT 

University of Delaware 
Statement of Informed Consent  

 
Title of Project: 

Nonprofit organizations in post-disaster recovery. 
A study of NPOs’ advocacy activities in the Hurricane Sandy’s aftermath. 

 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form tells you about the 
study including its purpose, what you will do if you decide to participate, and any risks 
and benefits of being in the study. Please read the information below and ask the 
research team question about anything we have not made clear before you decide 
whether you participate. Your participation is voluntary and you can refuse to 
participate or withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to sign this form and 
a copy will be given to you to keep for your reference.  
 
The purpose of this study is to analyze how the political context of Hurricane Sandy 
impacted on nonprofit organizations and how it resulted in advocacy activities. The 
study also looks at how the event itself influenced the choice of advocacy activities and 
how it impacted on organizations’ resources and capacities. Moreover, the study will 
make a comparative analysis among different organizations, which advocated on behalf 
of communities affected by Hurricane Sandy.  
 
This research includes interviews as the primary source of information. The interviews 
will be face-to-face. All interviews will be conducted in a location convenient to 
participant(s). With participants’ permission, interviews will be audio recorded. All 
interviews will last no longer than one hour. Interviews consist in a set of questions, to 
which you can decide whether to answer.  
 
This study is regulated according ethics of confidentiality. Neither the researcher, nor 
the University of Delaware will reveal the name of participants or organizations when 
reporting final findings. There are no associated risks for this study. Moreover, there are 
no associated benefits from taking part in this research. However, the knowledge gained 
from this study, will contribute in deepening the understanding of different factors 
affecting advocacy activities.  
 
For this study, a high level of confidentiality will be maintained. No personal 
information will be revealed, nor further identification of the participant be possible. 
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If you have any questions, please contact the Principal Investigator’s dissertation 
advisor, Prof. James Kendra at jmkendra@udel.edu. If you have any concern about your 
rights as a research participant, you may contact the University of Delaware Institutional 
Review Board at 302-831-2137 
 
Date______________________________ 
 
Signature___________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Preliminary Interview Guide 
 
Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to talk with you. I want to clarify 
that the questions I’m going to ask you are for the purpose of my final dissertation. The 
project seeks to understand the political context of Hurricane Sandy and how this 
influenced nonprofit and grassroots organizations’ advocacy activities, and their 
resources. Moreover, I am interested in how organizations conducted advocacy and the 
decision-making process behind it; how public funds shaped the choice of advocacy 
strategies and what type of resources organizations used to conduct advocacy. I am also 
interested in understanding more about the organizations’ point of view about advocacy 
in general.  
 
For the first set of questions, I would like to start by talking about the organization you 
represent to understand better its structure, mission and resources, and involvement 
during and after Hurricane Sandy.  
 
First of all, what is your position within the organization? 

1. Can you give me a general background of the organization? 

a. Mission and goals 

b. Structure 

i. Structure 

ii. Leadership 

iii. Roles and division of labor 

iv. Organizational chart 

c. Resources (Actual and Past)  

i. Volunteers 

ii. Paid staff 

iii. Financial resources: streams – who or what was the major 

donor? 

2. What did you do after Hurricane Sandy? 

a. What type of activities did you carry out in the aftermath? 

b. What was the goal you wanted to accomplish? 
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c. Were you involved in public policy issues? 

i. Work on legislation 

ii. Regulations 

iii. Community organizing on a public issue 

iv. Media education about a public problem 

 

3. How did Hurricane Sandy influence your organization? 

a. Number of volunteers? More or less before Hurricane Sandy? 

b. Work hours? 

c. Donations? 

i. From which sources? 

4. With the amount of resources incoming into the organization: 

a. Did you employ any of them in advocacy activity? 

b. What type of activity did you carry out most? 

5. Do you also think that the structure (resources) of your organization 

contributed to the choice of specific advocacy activities rather than others? 

6. Who is responsible for deciding which activities should be done? 

a. Manager: CEO, Board Director, Managing Director 

b. Professional Lawyer 

c. Volunteer 

d. Subject Matter Expert 

7. Can you please tell me about any interaction with public officials?  

a. Who was the target of your activities? 

i. Government 

ii. Bureaucracy 

iii. Level: Federal, State, Local 

b. Why did you choose those particular officials? What did you seek to 

obtain from them? 

8. How do [did] you identify the best advocacy activity?  
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a. What do you think is the best advocacy activity? 

b. Why that particular activity? 

9. How would you define successful advocacy? 

10. What were the outcomes and the accomplishments? 

 

For the next set of questions, I would like to talk about the political context of Hurricane 

Sandy.  

11. Can you give me an overview of your relationships with official? 

a. Was it easy or hard to get in touch with them? 

b. Who made the first contact? 

c. Did they deny any collaboration with your organization? 

d. What happened within the government response 

e. What did the government do? or didn’t do? 

f. Were the officials affected by political quarrels over Sandy Relief funds? 

12. How would you describe the relationship with Politicians, policy-makers and 

bureaucrats? 

13. What issues or opportunities did prompt your organization in engaging in 

advocacy? 

a. Did any regulation or policy undermine civil rights? 

14. How did the political context influence your advocacy activities?  

 

For the next set of questions, I would like to know more about public funds pledged to 

organizations 

15. Did your organization receive any money from the government (at any level): if 

NO, jump to question 17. 

16. What did you do mostly with that money? 

17. Did you support any type of advocacy activity? 

a. What type of activity did you fund most? 

b. Was the organization more or less involved in advocacy 
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What do you think about receiving money from the government? Does it 

impede the organization in undertaking advocacy activity?  
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Appendix E 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Nonprofit organizations in post-disaster recovery 
 

Start of Block: Intro 
 
Q1.1 Survey Description, Purpose, and Informed Consent of Participants      
Nonprofit organizations in post-disaster recovery. A study of advocacy activities 
in the aftermath of Hurricane Sandy.      
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  This survey is being conducted 
to provide information about nonprofit organizations that took part in responding to 
Hurricane Sandy disaster. The purpose of this survey is to know how and in which 
capacity nonprofit participated in relief and recovery activities. Moreover, it will 
specifically look at how organizations took part in conducting advocacy activities and 
how they influenced policy-making after Hurricane Sandy. Your responses will allow us 
to better understand how groups work individually and collectively on issues they care 
about. The research project seeks to better understand how policy was shaped with 
the help of nonprofit organizations after Hurricane Sandy. This online survey will take 
approximately 20 minutes of your time. Questions will not ask you to insert confidential 
data as name, address or date of birth. The study results are anonymous, and will be 
shared with all survey participants upon its completion and should provide insights 
about how nonprofits operate in your state, what tactics are most effective, and how 
you may be able to better accomplish your work. If you choose to participate in this 
survey your responses will be kept confidential. If you have questions about the project 
you may contact Paolo Cavaliere by e-mail at paolocvl@udel.edu or by phone at (302) 
290-0424. 
Do you consent to begin the survey? 

� YES  
� NO  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Survey Description, Purpose, and Informed 
Consent of Participants   Nonprofit organizations in po... = NO 

End of Block: Intro  
Start of Block: General Background Information 
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Q2.1 Please provide title or role of the individual completing the survey. 
� Title or role ________________________________________________ 
� State ________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
Q2.2 Is your organization a: 
� 501(c)(3) — IRS Recognized Nonprofit Charitable Organization  
� 501(c)(4) — IRS Recognized Civic Leagues or Social Welfare Organizations  
� 501(c)(5) — IRS Recognized Agricultural and Horticultural Organizations or 

Labor Union  
� 501(c)(6) — IRS Recognized Business League, Chambers of Commerce, 

Real Estate Boards, etc.  
� 501(c)(7) — IRS Recognized Social and Recreational Clubs  
� 501(c)(8) - Fraternal Beneficiary Societies and Associations  
� 501(c)(9) - Voluntary employee beneficiary associations  
� 527 - IRS Recognized Political Party; campaign committees for candidates; 

and political action committee  
� Private Foundation  
� For Profit  
� Not registered with IRS  
� Other ________________________________________________ 
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  

 
 
 
Q2.3 Is your organization a chapter or affiliate of a national organization? 

� Yes  
� No  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  
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Q2.4 What year was the organization founded? 
� Year founded ________________________________________________ 

 
Q3.1 Please select areas where your organization has committed resources (human 
and/or financial) in Hurricane Sandy recovery phase (check all that apply). 

� Housing recovery  
� Households relocation  
� Property losses  
� Flood insurance claims  
� Homeless assistance  
� Insurance claims fraud  
� House repair / home supplies  
� Mold remediation  
� Rental assistance  
� Financial assistance  
� Community outreach and education  
� Physical and mental health assistance  
� Counseling  
� Essential needs provision  
� Disabled people needs 
� Low income and vulnerable residents support  
� Unmet needs  
� Food supplies  
� Social injustice  
� Volunteer and employees training  
� Environmental issues  
� Emotional and spiritual needs  
� Other (please describe) 

________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Disaster-related Issues  
Start of Block: Organizational Resource: Staff, Volunteers, Annual Budget, and 
Funding 
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Q4.1 How many full-time equivalent (FTE) staff are in your organization on average 
during the past 5 years? (enter "0" if you have no full-time staff)     

� Number of professional staff 
________________________________________________ 

� Number of support staff 
________________________________________________ 

� Number of interns 
________________________________________________ 

� Other (please specify) 
________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
Q4.2 Do you have members?  If so, on average how many of them are in the following 
categories during the past 5 years? (enter "0" if you have no members) 
� Number of individuals 

________________________________________________ 
� Number of organizations 

________________________________________________ 
� Number of government 

agencies_______________________________________________ 
� Other (please specify) 

________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q4.3 Do you have volunteers? If so, how many volunteers worked with your 
organization on average since Hurricane Sandy?  (rough estimates are acceptable - 
enter 0 if you have no volunteers) 

� Number of Volunteers 
________________________________________________ 
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Q4.4 Approximately how much is your organization’s annual operating budget? (Please 
select a range from the drop-down box.)     

� No annual budget  
� $1 - $5,000  
� $5,001 - $25,000  
� $25,0001 - $100,000  
� $100,001 - $1,000,000  
� $1,000,001 - $5,000,000  
� Greater than $5,000,000  
� I do not wish to share  

 
 
 
 
Q4.5 What are the sources of your organization’s annual income? (rough estimates 
are acceptable – indicate percentage from a range 0-100% - The total will calculate 
automatically). 
 _______ Membership dues 
 _______ Individual donors 
 _______ Government: any level 
 _______ Corporate contributions 
 _______ Foundation funding 
 _______ Legal settlements 
 _______ Fundraising events 
 _______ Income from Services provided to clients or others 
 _______ Sale of merchandise 
 _______ Other (please specify) 
 
 
 
Q4.6 What amount of private donations have been granted to your organization since 
Hurricane Sandy? (insert 0 if you received no private donations) 

� Amount of money granted to your organization 
________________________________________________ 
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Q4.7 What amount of government funding has been granted to your organization since 
Hurricane Sandy? (insert 0 if you received no government funding) 

� Amount of Gov. funding granted to your organization 
________________________________________________ 

 
 
 
Q4.8 What percentage of your organizations budget would you estimate is spent 
advocating for disaster recovery policies (grassroots organizing, testifying on legislation 
or regulations, direct lobbying, legal actions, etc.)? 
 _______ Percent of effort spent in advocating for disaster recovery policies 
 
 
 
Q4.9 What percentage of your organization's budget would you estimate is, or was, 
spent to provide disaster relief and recovery services (e.g., house repair, community 
education, mass care and feeding, etc.)?     
 _______ Percent of effort spent in providing disaster recovery services 
 

End of Block: Organizational Resource: Staff, Volunteers, Annual Budget, and 
Funding  
Start of Block: Interaction with Government Officials 
 
Q5.1 In addition to efforts made by people in your organization, contact with those in 
government sometimes comes about at the initiative of the policymakers 
themselves.  On average, how often would you say that government 
officials approached people in your organization to discuss matters of mutual interest? 
(Please select a range from the drop-down box.)     

� Never  
� 1-3 times/year  
� 4-6 times/year  
� 6-12 times/year  
� More than 12 times/year  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  
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Q5.2 Thinking generally about those in government that your organization deals with, 
please select the description below that typically describes those officials' attitudes.     

� Not really interested in hearing our views  
� Sometimes interested in what we have to say  
� Usually interested in what we have to say  
� Interested in what we have to say and interested in actively working with 

us to achieve a common goal  
� Our organization does not deal with government officials  
� Other (please specify) 

________________________________________________ 
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  

 
 
 
Q5.3 Can you please describe us a particular moment during which your organization 
has experienced collaboration with government officials?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q5.4 Can you please describe a particular moment during which your organization has 
experienced conflict with government officials? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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End of Block: Interaction with Government Officials  
Start of Block: Opportunity to Influence disaster recovery policymaking 
 
Q6.1 Does your organization have one or more persons who have responsibility for 
government relation or public policy? 

� Yes  
� No  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  

 
 
Display This Question: 

If Does your organization have one or more persons who have responsibility for 
government relation o... = Yes 

 
Q6.2 If you have one or more persons who have responsibility for government relation 
or public policy, can you please tell us who he/she is? (select all that apply) 

� Executive Director  
� Staff Member  
� Volunteer  
� Board member  
� Board committee  
� Lobbyist  
� Outside expert  
� Other (please specify) 

________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q6.3 "Public officials have been taking a more active role in undertaking actions (eg. 
policymaking, funding) in order to foster the recovery of communities after Hurricane 
Sandy". Do you agree or disagree with this statement?  

� Strongly agree  
� Agree  
� Neither agree nor disagree  
� Disagree  
� Strongly disagree  
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Q6.4 Through advocacy, nonprofit organizations can achieve a significant contribution 
that positively impact on society. Can you please tell us what results your organization 
achieved? (e.g. wrote a piece of legislation, raised public awareness, community 
education about public issues, etc.)  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Opportunity to Influence disaster recovery policy-making  
Start of Block: Resources Allocated to Influence Policy 
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Q7.1 Please indicate how often your organization's staff and leaders engaged, or 
engage, in each of the following strategies to influence policymakers and improve 
policy (Complete all that apply to your organization) 
 

 Never Rarely Sometimes 

Most 
of 
the 
time 

Always 

Provide analysis of legislative or 
regulatory proposals  * * * * * 

Talk to elected public officials  * * * * * 

Release research to the media, 
public or policy-makers * * * * * 

File a law suit or a friend-of-the-
court brief  * * * * * 

Testify at legislative or 
administrative hearings  * * * * * 

Serve on planning committees 
with government officials  * * * * * 

Tracklegislation * * * * * 

Draft and propose disaster-related 
legislation  * * * * * 

Have a registeredlobbyist * * * * * 

Other * * * * * 
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Q7.2 Please indicate how often your organization used, or uses each of the following 
strategies to encourage others to influence policy-makers and improve policy. 
(Complete all that apply to your organization).     

 Never Rarely Sometimes 

Most 
of 

the 
time 

Always 

Conduct educational 
programs, workshops, or 

conferences  

* * * * * 

Encourage the public to call, 
write, or email policymakers  

* * * * * 

Organize events in support or 
opposition to proposed 

legislation, regulation, or 
other policy pronouncement  

* * * * * 

Conduct online 
AdvocacyCampaigns * * * * * 

Hold, attend, or promote 
participation in public 

protests to bring attention to 
issues  

* * * * * 

Other * * * * * 
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Q7.3 Does your organization use any of the following electronic communication tools 
in your advocacy efforts? (select all that apply) 

� Email Group/Newsletters (Google Groups, Yahoo Groups, list-serv)  
� Social Networks (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram)  
� Blog  
� Video sharing (YouTube, Vimeo, etc.)  
� Comprehensive Advocacy Software (such as Getactive, Netaction, etc.)  
� Digital Storytelling  
� Infographics  
� Online petitions  
� Online Mapping Software  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  
� Other ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Resources Allocated to Influence Policy  
Start of Block: Relationships with Other Organizations 
 
Q8.1 Is your organization currently involved in formal collaborations (legal, fiscal, 
administrative, or programmatic exchanges) or in informal networks (cooperating, 
coordinating, or working together in other ways)?     

� Yes, involved in one or more formal collaborations (legal, fiscal, 
administrative, or programmatic exchanges) with other organizations  

� Yes, involved in one or more informal networks (cooperation, coordination, 
working together) with other organizations  

� Yes, involved in both formal collaborations and informal networks  
� No, not involved in any collaborations or informal networks  

 

Skip To: Q8.3 If Is your organization currently involved in formal collaborations (legal, fiscal, 
administrative,... = No, not involved in any collaborations or informal networks 
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Q8.2 If currently involved in collaborations or networks, in general do these 
relationships make it easier or harder to accomplish your organizations key mission or 
priority activities? (Select best response for each type of resource)     

 MuchHard
er 

Hard
er 

Neutr
al 

Easi
er 

MuchEasi
er 

Obtainfunding * * * * * 

Recruitmembers/staff/volun
teers 

* * * * * 

Enhanceyourvisibility/reput
ation 

* * * * * 

Have legislators consider 
your issue  

* * * * * 

Have State Agency staff 
consider your issue  

* * * * * 

Other * * * * * 
 
 
 
 
Q8.3 If NOT involved in collaborations or networks, is that due to a need for greater 
capacity or  technical assistance?  

� Yes, your organization would network and/or collaborate with other entities 
if it had the capacity and/or technical assistance to do so.  

� No, your organization has the capacity and technical know-how  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  
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Q8.4 In the past 5 years, has your organization competed with other organizations for 
any of the following reasons? (select all that apply).     

� Obtaining fiscal resources  
� Recruiting members/staff/volunteers  
� Developing program/services  
� Differences in positions on issues  
� We do not compete with any other organizations  
� Don't know  
� I do not wish to share  
� Other (please specify) 

________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Relationships with Other Organizations  
Start of Block: Open feedback 
 
Q9.1 We would like to know your or your organization's opinion of advocacy. Please 
provide us a brief description of the reasons why your organization takes part in 
advocacy activities. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________  
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Appendix F 

CODING SCHEME 

Table 19. Coding scheme 
Theme Code Theme Code 

Public funds Increased public 
funds 

Political 
environment 

Salience of issue 

 Decreased public 
funds 

 Strength of authorities 

 No public funds  Regulations 
Perception of public 
funds 

Suppress advocacy 
activity  

 Policy 

 Partnership  Openness of govt. 
 Fear  Govt. meets demands 
 No advocacy  Govt. no meets 

demands 
 Service providing  Weakness of 

authorities 
Advocacy 
performance 

Scant activity Organizations Formalized 

 Extremely engaged  Institutionalized 
 More activity  No formalized 
 Less activity  No institutionalized 
Target Government Resources Members 
 Bureaucracy  Volunteers 
 Federal  Paid staff 
 State  More resources 
 Local  Less resources 
 Policymakers  More staff 
 Elected officials  Less staff 
 Public Servants  Technology 
Advocacy strategies    
Legal Support Litigation Coalition building Create organizations 
 Provide evidence to 

litigation 
 Create coalitions 
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Table 19. Coding scheme 
Theme Code Theme Code 

Research / Policy 
analysis 

Research Education / 
mobilization 

Education 

 Program evaluation  Campaigns 
 Outcomes evaluation  Petitions 
Communication Communication  Boycotts 
 Writing letters  Demonstrations 
 Online forums Government 

oversight 
Participate advisory 
committee 

 Blogs  Legislative hearings 
 Publishing research  Government enquiry 
Service Delivery New services  Watchdog 
 New methodologies   
Note: Codes relative to advocacy strategies are taken from Casey (2011) 
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Appendix G 

SUMMATIVE TABLE OF THEORETICAL PROPOSITIONS 

Table 20. Theoretical propositions or core elements of theories 
Theory N Propositions or core elements Verified Not 

verified 
Resource 
Mobilization 
Theory 

1 Organizational size is related to 
advocacy participation 

P  

 2 People are organizational resources P  
 3 Knowledge and expertise are 

essential resources for advocacy 
P  

 4 Lack of resources limits advocacy 
activities 

P  

 5 Knowledge and expertise are 
essential resources for developing 
interorganizational connections 

P  

 6 Collaboration among organizations 
facilitate advocacy 

P  

 7 Technology is an important 
organizational resource for 
organizations for advocacy 

P  

Resource 
Dependence 
Theory 

8 Government funding suppresses 
political activity 

P  

 9 Government funding influences 
organizational structure 

P  

 10 Perceptions of legal rules influence 
organizations in undertaking 
advocacy (IRS status) 

P  

 11 Organizations will rely on lager 
networks/coalitions to influence 
policy change 

P  

 12 Organizations will rely on lager 
networks/coalitions to access 
resources 

P  
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Table 20. Theoretical propositions or core elements of theories 
Theory N Propositions or core elements Verified Not 

verified 
Political 
Opportunity 
Structures 

13 Level of openness to access the 
public sphere and political decision-
making influence mobilization 

P  

 14 Capacity of political system to 
effectively meet demands 

P  

 15 Salience of issue influence 
mobilization 

P  

 16 Organizations mobilize when they 
perceive opportunities that reveal 
allies 

P  

 17 Organizations mobilize when they 
perceive opportunities that reveal 
weakness or openness of the 
authorities  

P  
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Appendix H 

SUMMATIVE TABLE OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Table 21. Research Findings 
# Findings from the 

literature 
Author Findings from the study Support 

Y/N 
Notes 

1 Govt. funding is two-fold: 
either increases or 
decreases political activity 

(Chaves et al., 
2004) 

  The study could 
not provide 
solid evidence 
that public funds 
increase or 
decrease 
engagement in 
advocacy 

2 Advocacy decreases with 
the increase of Govt. 
funding 

(Child & 
Gronbjerg, 2007; 
J. Nicholson-
Crotty, 2011; 
Schmid et al., 
2008) 

  

3 Govt. funding provides 
incentives to advocate 

(Mosley, 2010, 
2012) 

Limited evidence that 
organizations do not 
speak out in order to 
avoid a cut in funding 

N 

4 No relationship between 
advocacy and Govt. 
funding 

(Neumayr et al., 
2015) 

  

5 Govt. regulation 
suppresses political 
activity (IRS status) 

(Bass et al., 2007; 
Mosley, 2010) 

Organizations fear of 
losing IRS status; 
organizations do not 
know what they are 
permitted under the 
501(c)3 section 

Y  

6 Considerable number of 
organizations do not 
devote resources to 
advocacy 

(Child & 
Gronbjerg, 2007; 
Guo & Zhang, 
2014; Salamon & 
Geller, 2008) 

Majority of the 
organizations did not 
devote any part of their 
budget to advocacy 

Y  

7 An increase in private 
funding leads to an 
increase in advocacy 

(Verschuere & 
De Corte, 2013) 

Organizations that 
received private funding 
found barriers in using 
those funds due to strict 
regulations posed by 
funders 

N  
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Table 21. Research Findings 
# Findings from the 

literature 
Author Findings from the study Support 

Y/N 
Notes 

8 Organizations with higher 
Govt. funds tend to have 
mission to serve 
disadvantaged populations 

(Guo & Zhang, 
2014) 

Organizations that 
received large amounts 
of Govt. funding 
directed funds toward 
projects and service 
provision 

Y  

9 Under conditions of 
competition, nonprofit 
invest resources in 
advocacy for funding 

(Neumayr et al., 
2015) 

Competition was present 
among organizations, 
but organization 
competed for resources, 
either financial or 
human, or for providing 
services  

Partial Limited 
evidence that 
organizations 
invest resources 
in advocacy 

10 Reliance on coalitions is a 
factor for not engaging in 
advocacy 

(Salamon & 
Geller, 2008) 

Organizations did form 
coalitions and 
established networks for 
advocacy purposes 

N  

11 Membership in coalitions 
enhances participation in 
advocacy 

(Donaldson, 
2008; Onyx et al., 
2010) 

Organizations relied on 
coalitions for advocacy 
purposes 

Partial Limited 
evidence that 
membership 
enhanced 
participation – it 
did allow 
participation 

12 Larger organizations with 
technology are more 
likely to advocate 

(Child & 
Gronbjerg, 2007) 

Study found that few 
small organizations use 
extensively social media  

N Data show that a 
large number of 
organizations 
rely on 
technology, but 
no strong 
relationship can 
be made 
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Table 21. Research Findings 
# Findings from the 

literature 
Author Findings from the study Support 

Y/N 
Notes 

13 Positive relationship 
between size and 
participation 

(Child & 
Gronbjerg, 2007) 

The study found that 
size does not really 
matter for advocacy, 
although some 
organizations 
recognized that a small 
structure is not enough 

Partial  

14 Lack of resources refrain 
organizations from 
undertaking advocacy 

(Schmid et al., 
2008) 

In some cases, a lack of 
human resources was 
recognized as a barrier 
to advocacy 

Y Lack of human 
resources 
presented 
neutral results 

15 Lack of professional 
expertise/knowledge 
reduce advocacy 

(Schmid et al., 
2008) 

Several organizations 
acknowledged that a 
lack of 
expertise/knowledge 
somehow impeded their 
participation in 
advocacy 

Y  

16 Lack of staff skills/time 
reduces the involvement 
in advocacy 

(Salamon & 
Geller, 2008) 

A lack in staff 
knowledge was 
recognized as 
impediment to advocacy 

Y  

17 Likelihood to advocate 
increases with 
organizational size 

(Mosley, 2010)  N No evidence; no 
statistical 
analysis was 
performed for 
this study 

18 Organizational inter-
collaborations may 
increase participation and 
learning 

(Mosley, 2010) Organizations 
recognized that 
collaborations are 
essential and facilitate 
participation and 
learning (gain 
knowledge and 
expertise) 

Y  
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Table 21. Research Findings 
# Findings from the 

literature 
Author Findings from the study Support 

Y/N 
Notes 

19 Larger organizations 
undertake more 
administrative lobbing 

(J. Nicholson-
Crotty, 2011) 

No strong evidence that 
larger organizations 
undertook more 
administrative advocacy 

N  

20 Smaller organization 
undertake more advocacy 

(Verschuere & 
De Corte, 2013) 

No strong evidence that 
smaller organizations 
undertook more 
advocacy 

N  

21 Larger organizations and 
more professionalized 
more service provision 

(Verschuere & 
De Corte, 2013) 

The study shows that 
some large 
organizations were more 
focused on service 
provision 

Y  

22 More volunteers more 
advocacy 

(Verschuere & 
De Corte, 2013) 

The study found that 
volunteers were an 
important organizational 
resource, but there is no 
evidence that they were 
used for advocacy 

N  

23 Coalitions are popular 
strategies 

(Verschuere & 
De Corte, 2013) 

Organizations did form 
coalitions as a way to 
address critical issues; 
coalitions are platforms 
for education and 
advocacy 

Y  

24 Organizations do not 
collaborate if access to 
resources is limited or 
under conditions of 
competition 

(Ljubownikow & 
Crotty, 2015) 

Competition for 
resources was present 
among organizations 

Y  

25 Political climate 
influences engagement in 
advocacy 

(MacIndoe & 
Beaton, 2019) 

Organizations engaged 
in advocacy; in some 
cases, strategies were 
influence by the overall 
political climate 

Y No specific 
mention to the 
influence of use 
of strategy 
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Table 21. Research Findings 
# Findings from the 

literature 
Author Findings from the study Support 

Y/N 
Notes 

26 Open political structures 
allow organizations to 
influence key actors in 
Government 

(Brockett, 1991; 
Kitschelt, 1986) 

Organizations that found 
a certain level of 
openness could address 
issues to policymakers  

Y  

27 With allies on Govt. 
organizations adopt 
insider tactics: public 
hearings, testimonies, 
govt. commissions, 
participation in public 
policy 

(Mosley, 2011) Organizations with 
political ties did 
participate with insider 
tactics by attending 
testimonies and govt. 
commissions 

Y  

28 Organizations with a lack 
of political ties to 
established power 
structures will use indirect 
tactics: public education, 
policy reports, 
demonstrations, boycotts 

(Mosley, 2011; 
Onyx et al., 
2010) 

Some organizations that 
did not report any 
political connection 
mobilized by protesting 
against politicians and 
mobilized communities 

Y  

39 Organizations 
demonstrate capacity to 
mobilize external 
resources by joining or 
creating coalitions 

(Tarrow, 1999) Organizations 
established coalitions to 
influence policymaking 
and advocating for 
better recovery policies 
and fair distribution of 
resources 

Y  

      

 


