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1. Introduction
Why a thematic review?
More than 125 CISU supported civil society projects are globally being implemented by Danish Civil Society
Organisations (CSOs) and their partners from the Global South. At CISU we have detailed information on
progress made and results achieved by all the individual projects. The diversity of supported civil society
partnerships and projects constitutes a challenge to assessing the overall outcome from CISU's support at
aggregate level. We have therefore developed a method called thematic review to assess the overall
outcome with regard to specific civil society themes. The Civil Society Policy adopted by Danida in 2014
highlights 4 main elements, one of these being advocacy. We have therefore in 2016 chosen the theme
advocacy for documenting results and generating learning and will in subsequent years choose other
themes.
There are two main objectives for this thematic review:
To document and learn from how the CISU supported projects implemented by Danish CSOs and their
partners through advocacy have contributed to the development of diverse civil societies as well as
sustainable poverty reduction results.
To generate learning on how CISU has supported the work of Danish CSOs and their partners to be used
for continued planning and development of CISU’s work.
This report is primarily developed for CSOs interested in advocacy work and for decision makers inside and
outside CISU involved in decisions on the future basis and orientation of CISUs support to Danish CSOs. In
order to illustrate the findings from this report to a wider audience the thematic review also includes
additional communication of lessons learned. The communication will partly be undertaken in terms of a
number of short case studies (please see Annex A) as well as longer articles which will be produced in the
coming months.
Readers’ Guide
If you as a reader want to get a quick overview of the thematic review you may read this section including
an executive summary.







Section 2 Approach and Methodology gives you information on the analysis method used for the
thematic review. This is further detailed in Annex B, C and D.
Section 3 Analysis provides you with in-depth information on the factors affecting advocacy work.
In this section you will get information on the Ugandan context and the civic spaces within which
advocacy in CISU supported projects take place as well as an assessment of the relevance of
networks and partnerships between Danish and Ugandan CSOs when carrying out advocacy.
Section 4 Main Findings gives you information on how advocacy work has contributed to results in
terms of poverty reduction and strengthening of civil society in Uganda. This section also includes
an assessment of how CISU has contributed.
Section 5 includes recommendations on future advocacy work as well as on CISU's future support.
Wishing you an enjoyable read!
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Executive summary
With regard to economic development and governance, Uganda has over the last decade experienced
economic growth and reduced poverty. However, as the factors leading to economic development are
fragile,2 of every 3 persons lifted out of poverty are likely to return to poverty. Power and decision-making
seems to rest in the hands of a selected elite surrounding the president. As a result, implementation of
what on paper are good laws and policies tends to be diverted towards narrow regime and/or personal
interests, often leading to inefficient service delivery throughout the country. The new 2016 NGO Act
reduces the space for Ugandan organisations and may be used for intimidation of CSOs criticising power
structures.
With regard to space, the Danish CSOs and their partners share widely, but not completely, their
understanding of the spaces they work in. Ugandan CSOs are to a very high extent formally invited by duty
bearers for consultations and experience that space in some areas are being widened primarily when it
comes to consultations in connection with formulation of new policies and approaches. At the same time
they also fear when engaging in social accountability and empowerment activities that the government
may use the new 2016 NGO Act to label them as anti-government agents facing the risks of being
stigmatised, de-registered, threatened or arrested.
With regard to advocacy, all partnerships have carried out advocacy work and advocacy is by the Ugandan
partners clearly ranked highest as the main strategic focus of their partnerships followed by capacity
building and then service delivery. Advocacy is carried out at all levels – with dominating focus on
community and district levels but still more than ¾ of the partnerships also engaging at national level and
½ of the partnerships at international level. All partnerships include lobby activities and more than ¾
include establishment of evidence for advocacy work. Around ½ of the partnerships engage in campaigning
and submission of letters and position papers in connection with e.g. policy hearings.
With regard to relevance of partnerships, we found that the partnerships included many positive aspects
supporting strategic service delivery, empowerment of target groups, capacity building of the Ugandan
organisation and promoting network creation. We also identified that the partnerships generated new
approaches to advocacy work and that having a common advocacy focus is motivating and partners in the
global south can see how their work in some cases is providing inputs to the Danish partner’s work. A very
important outcome from most partnerships is the focus on generating data so as to adopt an evidence
based approach to advocacy. We also observed that Danish CSOs favour to base advocacy work on clear
RBA based principles including use of policies and standards while many Ugandan partners find that
advocacy work has to be domesticated and in some cases have to be packaged in a more dialogue-based
and less confrontational way.
With regard to networks we found that despite the majority of Ugandan CSOs found that networks were
characterised by competition for resources which negatively affected mutual cooperation all organisations
were actively involved in local, national and in some cases international networks. The reason for this
strong network engagement may partly be explained by the fact that most of the organisations have
adopted a collaborative approach to advocacy where they in order to strengthen their position in dialogue
with duty bearers unite so as to raise common issues with a stronger voice. Another reason is that in a
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volatile political context being a member of a network – rather than acting alone – reduces risks of being
labelled as puppets for opposition parties, stigmatised, threatened and possibly deregistered as NGOs.
With regard to results, we distinguish between results related to civil society strengthening and poverty
reduction. When it comes to civil society strengthening we saw many cases where economically
disadvantaged groups, people living with health risks and marginalised minorities have grown in selfconfidence and empowered themselves by being involved in CISU funded projects. Many organisations
have strengthened their capacity - especially financially and governance-wise from being involved in
managing projects and from their partnerships with Danish CSOs. The vast majority of visited Ugandan
organisations were involved and active in formal and informal networks. When it comes to poverty
reduction the multitude og themes covered by the projects means that they are contributing to different
aspects of poverty; namely economical as well as social, political, cultural, climate and environmental
aspects. Most of the projects we visited focused on health or agriculture - whereas a smaller number of
projects focused on political, cultural and environmental aspects.
Finally, we have three main recommendations:
For future advocacy work we recommend that it, where contextually relevant, is based on/includes
dialogue, is backed by capacity building of right holders as well as duty bearers and include provision of
alternative solutions. A strong focus should not only be to influence decisions through advocacy but also to
ensure duty bearers' implementation of decisions through social accountability.
In light of this we recommend that CISU further enhances its support of developing member organisations'
capacity on organisational legitimacy, network engagement and social accountability as well as on ability to
contextualise advocacy work e.g. through use of information from the CISU World Map.
For future thematic reviews we recommend to combine documentation and communication work and that
future reviews become more simplified in terms of a stronger focus on learning and therefore include a
smaller number of projects for interviews as to facilitate in-depth understanding and room for
communication, while using Survey Xact for a broader segment of organisations and projects. We also
recommend that future thematic reviews should be aligned to the new political framework by taking point
of departure in SDG #16 and #17 as they relate to all CISU supported interventions. We recommended to
focus on SDG#17 on Partnerships as this correlates to the main element of Partnerships in the Civil Society
Policy and as SDG#16 to some extent, although not explicitly, has been addressed by this thematic review
on advocacy.
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2. Approach and Methodology
Thematic review approach
Measuring the outcome at aggregate level from the diversity of CISU funded partnerships and projects
constitute a challenge - which we would like to embrace by developing and piloting this thematic review.
We have chosen advocacy as the theme for the 2016 thematic review as advocacy is a key element of
Danida's Civil Society Policy and central to both CISU's Strategy 2014-17 and CISU's Theory of Change (ToC).
CISU is in Uganda supporting a range of representative partnerships implementing projects covering all
CISU support modalities and we have therefore chosen Uganda for piloting our approach to undertaking
thematic reviews (please see Annex B for involved organisations and projects).
We are in light of the two objectives given in section 1 using the CISU's ToC Outcome Matrix (see Annex D)
as the framework for the method we have used in our search of information to critically address two main
questions:
How has advocacy work in CISU financed projects in Uganda supported development of diverse civil
society and sustainable poverty reducing results?
How has CISU supported member organisations and their partners in Uganda in their advocacy work?
The answers to these questions are contained in this report and further communicated to a broader
audience through case studies included in Annex A which in the coming months will be supported by a
number of longer articles.
Methodology
The development of the methodology has drawn on contemporary approaches further described in Annex
C. When implementing the methodology we undertook the following main steps:
1. Critical analysis based on CISU data base of portfolio of CISU supported projects as to ensure
representativeness - leading to the choice of Uganda as case.
2. Desk analysis of projects supported in Uganda based on CISU data base and status and completion
reports as to assess type of project and scale and level of advocacy carried out.
3. Survey Xact questionnaires to all Danish CSOs and their partners with on-going projects in Uganda
which subsequently were analysed as to get information on own assessment of advocacy and result
achievement as well as use of CISU services.
4. Representative selection of partnerships and projects covering various types of partnerships as well as
all support modalities offered by CISU for subsequent in-depth interviews in Denmark and Uganda.
5. Interviews with Danish CSOs involved in the selected projects based on an extended semi-structured
interview guide
6. Country visit to Uganda to interview partners involved in the selected projects as well as interviews
with representatives from right holders and duty bearers based on a semi-structured guide. A wider
group of organisations were furthermore invited for a full day workshop as to perspectivise findings
from interviews.
7. Follow-up meeting with Danish CSOs having projects in Uganda to present and discuss the findings of
this report.
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3. Analysis
Context for advocacy in Uganda
Overall context
Uganda’s economy has experienced impressive annual gross domestic product (GDP) growth rates,
averaging seven percent between 2000 and 2010. This has made Uganda one of the fastest growing
economies in the world. In spite of a continued slow-down, GDP growth rates have averaged 4.3 percent in
the last four years and IMF is projecting GDP growth rates above 5 percent in the coming years. However,
this notable growth is largely off-set by the rapidly growing population (Uganda has one of the highest
growth rates in the world, standing at 3.03 percent). The latest World Bank Doing Business report saw only
modest improvement, partly due to progress in relation to trading across borders, with Uganda being
ranked 115 out of 190 countries. The investment climate in Uganda remains highly challenging, owing
primarily to unclear and poorly enforced land rights, poor protection of investors, and systemic corruption.
Although the proportion of the Ugandan population living in extreme poverty (below USD 1.25 per day) has
been reduced by more than half from 1993 to 2013 (from 68.1 to 34.6 percent) Uganda is still among the
20 poorest countries in the world. Around 40 percent of Ugandans remains “insecure non-poor”, defined
by the World Bank as those living on less than twice the extreme poverty line income of USD 1.25 per day.
An extended shock could potentially see the majority of this group slide quickly back into extreme poverty.
For every three Ugandans being lifted out of poverty, two fall back in poverty within a short period.
Income inequality is growing in Uganda, and poverty and vulnerability is especially pronounced in the
marginalised region of Northern Uganda as well as more generally women, youth and children constituting
the highest percentage of those living in extreme poverty.
Governance context
With regard to governance the general elections in February 2016 confirmed a worrying trend towards a
fusion between state and government (a de facto one party political system), restricting the space for
political opposition and voices of dissent within civil society. Furthermore, corruption and patronage is
systemic and endemic. While some efforts have been made to curb this trend, numerous high-level
corruption scandals continue to surface – so far with little consequence for the culprits. Power and
decision-making seems to rest in the hands of a selected elite surrounding the president. As a result,
implementation of what on paper are good laws and policies tends to be diverted towards narrow regime
and/or personal interests, often leading to inefficient service delivery throughout the country.
Uganda presents a mixed picture when it comes to human rights. Looking at its recent Universal Periodic
Review (November 2016), Uganda was commended for developing a National Action Plan on Human
Rights; for establishing an Equal Opportunities Commission; and for enacting the Prevention and
Prohibition of Torture Act from 2012. However, fundamental rights such as freedom of expression,
assembly, and association continue to be violated, not least by the security apparatus with the Ugandan
Police being the major human rights violator. Civil society representatives and journalists critical of the
regime have been a noticeable target of these violations, not least in the run-up to and during the latest
general elections. Also, women and minority groups, including sexual minorities, continue to experience
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disproportionately high levels of discrimination and human rights violations. In short: the issues of human
rights have seen stagnation and in some particular area even regression. A stricter control of CSOs,
instances of control of the media and continued reports on torture and arbitrary detention are some of the
areas showing this trend.
Donor approaches
Uganda’s dependency on official development assistance (ODA) has reduced in recent years from about 50
percent of the budget a decade ago to about 25 percent today, most of which is loans. The actual ODA
contribution in the form of grants stands at 5.7 percent. Today, few development partners provide onbudget development assistance with even fewer providing general and sector budget support. This is
mainly a result of a number of major corruption scandals in recent year paired with the global trend of
moving away from the principles in the in the Paris Declaration.
Governance has for several decades been a prioritized area for many donors. This is exemplified by the
Democratic Governance Facility (DGF) which is jointly funded by Austria, Denmark, the European Union,
Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, UK and Sweden. The DGF is guided by a belief that sustainable
development is best achieved through constructive engagement by Ugandan citizens with the state at
national and sub-national levels. The facility does not implement activities directly, but works with a
diverse array of national, regional and district-based partners. It promotes the development of democratic
governance and supports the efforts of Ugandan citizens to ensure peace, prosperity and justice for all.
The DGF's approach is focused on the following three interlinked and mutually reinforcing components: i)
the Deepening Democracy Programme, ii) Rights, Justice and Peace and iii) Voice and Accountability and
supporting both the government as the supply side and CSOs as the demand side.
The EU has just started its 11th EDF under which Governance will continue to be a focus area. The EU will in
addition to continued support to DGF also establish its own governance programme.
Present Danida Uganda country programme
The present 2013-17 Danish Uganda country programme includes three main components, namely i)
Growth, ii) Water, Sanitation and Climate Change and finally iii) Governance. The Governance component
called Uganda Good Governance (UGOGO) programme includes the following sub-components:
1. Democratic Governance Facility (DKK183 mio) which includes support to the DGF described above.
2. Support to the Justice, Law and Order Sector (DKK 30 mio) primarily focusing on strengthening the
Judiciary.
3. Accountable Local Service Delivery (DKK 65 mio) is focusing on improvements in the local service
delivery system and accountability mechanisms at local levels supporting a few governmental key
institutions and central level agencies.
Future Danida Uganda country programme
The new (2018-22) Danish country programme which has been sent for hearing at time of writing this
report in December 2016 is programmed to include three main components:
1. Uganda Programme for Sustainable and Inclusive Development of the Economy (UPSIDE) DKK 500
mio
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2. Uganda Programme for Governance, Rights, Accountability and Democracy (UPGRADE) DKK 250
mio
3. Regional stabilisation
UPGRADE will include three main elements: i) Democratic Governance Facility (DGF), including Danida
advisors (DKK 150 mio), II) Inspectorate of Government (DKK 35 Mio), Financial Management and
Accountability Programme (DKK 35 mio), Acholi Religious Leaders’ Peace Initiative (DKK 5 mio). The DGF
support is expected to focus on consolidation of support being given by DGF I and on fewer strategic
partners. It is therefore uncertain to what extent it may be accessible to CISU members and their Ugandan
partners.

Civic space in Uganda
NGO Act 2016
A number of African countries such as e.g. Ethiopia, Kenya, Zimbabwe and Zambia have in recent years
introduced CSO legislation which by CIVICUS has been called draconian as they in many ways are enhancing
the governments’ control of CSOs by reducing the space within which CSOs are working.
Uganda is no exception to this trend. The legal framework for operations of CSO was for a decade
stipulated by the NGO Act of 2006. On 30th January 2016 – meaning just before the February 2016
elections - the president of Uganda assented to a new NGO Act. The Act came into force on 14th March
2016 by the Minister of Internal Affairs. The January and subsequent March versions of the Act were by the
CSO sector seen as including a number of unacceptable aspects e.g. linked to compulsory deregistration of
all CSOs after which they would have to reapply for registration. In order to reapply CSO were to obtain
recommendations from all relevant offices in all districts where the CSO would operate. Other
unacceptable aspects were that inspections of CSOs provided for arrest of CSO representatives. This was as
an example used against Queer Youth in connection with organization of LGBT Pride. Article 44 on special
obligations furthermore says that ‘CSOs shall not engage in any act, which is prejudicial to the interests of
Uganda and the dignity of the people of Uganda’. This article has been used by the Government to threaten
to close e.g. LGBT CSOs.
The Act furthermore stipulates that a NGO board will be established to oversee the implementation of the
Act. There has been an intense dialogue between the Government and the CSOs on the development of the
regulations governing the implementation of the Act.
The Civil society opposed – in dialogue with members of parliament and donors - this and carried out
advocacy focusing on transforming the Act from the regressive nature in which it was in its original state to
a more progressive and facilitative one. The CSO sector has adopted a two pronged approach:
Firstly, CSOs have engaged constructively with the government on the formulation of the regulations.
Consultative meeting were held in 14 regions with more than 800 participants and recommendations from
these meetings have been extracted and used for the finalization of the guidelines. These guidelines are per
November 2016 prepared as a draft which later in 2016 will undergo a final validation meeting after which
a final draft will then be submitted to the Minister of Internal Affairs for submitting to Cabinet and laying
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before Parliament. The CSOs are generally rather satisfied with the softening of most aspects related to
registration of CSOs which now has been changed to requirement on obtaining recommendation from one
government agency and only in the location where the CSO is registered. Inspection of CS has also been
changed to e.g. not to include provisions for arrests. Article 44 described above is still a stumbling block
and CSOs fear that it will be used to close CSOs. The CSOs want that the regulations prescribe what
constitutes national values and activities that would potentially compromise national dignity. This issue has
not yet been solved.
Secondly the CSO sector has at the same time also quietly adopted a more confrontational approach.
Spearheaded by human rights organizations and supported by lawyers, CSOs are trying to repeal the Act by
taking it to court. It is a slow moving process and still uncertain what will be brought before the court and
what the court decision will be taken. The CSOs are at the same time working towards amending the law –
especially Article 44. However, under Ugandan law amendments to laws can only be made once
implementation has been started – and these efforts will therefore have to await that.
The Act is still a battle ground. Earlier in 2016 the NGO Board asked the CSOs to select to representatives as
members of its board. After a consultative process the CSOs decided on two representatives – who come
from human rights organizations. Late November 2016 the newly appointed Minister for Internal Affairs
rejected to accept these 2 representatives and asked the CSOs to nominate 6 candidates he could choose
between. The CSOs were not prepared to accept this change – and has requested for a meeting to resolve
this issue. The outcome is still uncertain.
The CSOs are worried about the provisions of the Act requiring CSOs to apply for renewal of their
registration or fear to be closed. The majority of CSOs have therefore also registered their CSO as a
Company Limited by Guarantee. This allows CSOs to continue its work if they would be deregistered as a
NGO by the NGO Board.
Other Acts
The Public Order Management Act is also covering citizens’ right to assemble. This is in some cases – e.g.
for LGTB CSOs - at times interpreted very broadly by the Government to include e.g. to assemble in
connection with workshops, meetings and demonstrations. The Act is in some cases being used by local
governments to ban workshops and meetings in their districts. Demonstrations require prior approval by
the police – which at times can be very lengthy – to the extent that it will not be given before the planned
date.
Invited and claimed spaces
There are a substantial number of invited spaces for CSO advocacy engagement at various levels:




The decentralization process has created strong focus on district level planning and many CSOs are
involved in planning dialogue at this level. Even to the extent that some CSOs have office facilities
in connection with District offices as they are involved in formulation as well as of implementation
of district of plans.
At central level there are invited spaces related to policy formulation as these often are based on
stakeholder involvement as to ensure broadly based support to the formulated policies.
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However, there are also a number of spaces which are difficult for CSOs to access:
It is often difficult to access spaces related to implementation of policies as budgets are often not
transparent and monitoring data on implementation progress is not always made available for CSOs to hold
duty bearers to account.
Sexual and other minorities are not recognized and have severe difficulties in engaging in public and policy
processes – even to the extent that they are being physically and psychologically harassed.
The above described status on the NGO Act is also leading to many CSOs exercising self-censorship as to
avoid getting into legal problems. There is a general notion that spaces are accessible as long as the
Government does not feel threatened. Many CSOs sense that this line is not clear and permanent and are
therefore cautious. One example is when the February 2016 election was contested the Government closed
down social media, stopped mobile pay per cell phones and issued house arrest for the opposition
candidate for ten days – which is the period within which election protests can be submitted. Many CSOs
therefore felt that they had to be cautious during and after this period.
Reclaimed spaces
Ugandan politics is fluid and ever evolving. As space, as described above, is affected by where and when
the government feels threatened some spaces may be claimed, after which CSOs may be refused to act in
these spaces. The CSO sector is, however, vibrant and innovative in adopting dialogue-oriented
approaches, rather than confrontational approaches for reclaiming lost spaces e.g. through networks, using
umbrella organizations to reclaim spaces or by acting based on their registration as a company limited by
guarantee. The CSOs furthermore have good contacts to the donor community.

Characteristics of advocacy carried out by Ugandan CSOs
Right Based Approach (RBA) as basis for advocacy
The Rights-Based Approach (RBA) to advocacy and community development begins with a different
question than a more traditional needs-based approach. The latter begins: ‘What are the present needs in
a particular community?’ While the RBA approach asks: ‘What rights are being neglected or trampled in
this situation?’
The RBA aims to get the rights holders (those being disregarded), to name and express a desire to claim
their rights, and to encourage rights holders to find their voice and assert their communal and individual
authority, challenging the duty bearers (those who hold power) to change the unjust structures that hold
them in bondage and deny them their capacity to fully live human lives.
Through the rights based approach, advocacy initiatives become anchored in the fundamental human
rights of people, based on international human rights laws, declarations and conventions – many of which
are passed and adopted at national level. When national laws are developed, these laws and conventions
should be reflected herein and thus, in theory at least, trickle down to local implementation level of
standards, policies, laws, guidelines and local plans. All Ugandan partners state that they apply RBA based
advocacy although they in some cases such as LGBT and HIV/AIDS have to ’package’ it as services as to
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prevent harassment. In this context the visited organisations were much aware of ensuring that other
stakeholders perceived them as legitimate organisations.
Below we will describe the advocacy work carried out by partners with regard to themes, levels and
approaches and methods.
Themes
The funds available through CISU are not earmarked specific thematic areas. Therefore, the projects and
organisations visited represent just at few of the areas which are being funded. The review has seen
examples of advocacy in the following thematic areas:









HIV/AIDS
Climate Change and issues of improved energy saving technology/initiatives
Promoting organic production in agriculture
Improved access to markets for smallholder farmers
Right to health services
LGBT rights
Empowerment and organizing communities into groups
Access to basic utilities such as water and sanitation.

Levels
When we talk of the “level” of advocacy we distinguish between local, national and international levels. In
the projects included in this review, advocacy is carried out at all levels – with a dominating focus on
community and district levels but still more than ¾ of the partnerships also engaging at national level and
½ of the partnerships at international level.
Local level
This includes advocacy initiatives at a village and district level, where duty bearers are people in the local
community, holding decision-making authorities and other stakeholders having a duty to ensure the rights
of the people (this may also be other duty bearer groups such as parents, teachers, health care workers,
etc.); This includes developing local by-laws and ensuring local access to funds and information from
authorities. It could also include gathering data and evidence which can be used in advocacy work at local
as well as national/international level.
At local level we have seen examples of data collection in order to be used as evidence at local and national
level – as well as being included in international advocacy initiatives. We also saw many examples of
empowerment of local people where the focus was - alongside capacity building on understanding local
systems for decision making, accountability, and advocacy, on gearing people to have a voice and use it to
claim for their rights. Examples on this is work on slum areas in Kampala by CIDI as well as in rural areas as
Kamuli by KANENGO where many people now are able to participate in public discussions and participate
on an informed basis.
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National level
This includes influencing policies and laws of the country, as well as national implementation plans and
budgets. It may also include providing evidence from local level to national level decision makers as well as
showing alternatives and solutions for influencing decision- makers.
At national level we saw several examples such as KANENGO and UNCDA on how data from local level was
used for national level advocacy. Several organisations such as UNCDA and Nature Uganda had formalised
Memorandum of Understandings (MoU) with ministries as basis for their work as well as direct access to
Parliamentarian Committees.
International level
This includes initiatives which are focused on influencing duty bearers at international level – this could
include a regional focus, e.g. on East Africa/pan-Africa. Or at UN level. There may be international policies,
laws, regulations and international agreements.
At international level several organisations had linkages to international bodies such as Nature Uganda to
Birdlife International and UNCDA to NCD East Africa and WHO both in East Africa, Pan Africa and to the UN
in New York. A special case is Queer Youth Uganda which is well connected to sister organisations in the
Global North.
Advocacy approaches and methods
Advocacy initiatives and activities can encompass a wide variety of approaches and methods. The projects
and organisations visited use a number of different forms of advocacy, depending on who the duty bearers
and rights holders are and how they are seeking to influence change. All partnerships include lobby
activities and more than ¾ include establishment of evidence for advocacy work. Around ½ of the
partnerships engage in campaigning and submission of letters and position papers in connection with e.g.
hearings. Some general observations on approaches are:
Collaboration versus confrontation:
CSOs express that taking a dialogue-based approach to advocacy, rather than a confrontational approach, is
more effective in the long run. There may be a risk of being misunderstood and being seen as part of the
government opposition, if they take on a confrontational role, thus derailing the possibilities for results.
Many of the CSOs we met are moving away from activist-style confrontational advocacy, such as mass
demonstrations, negative ‘attacks’ on people and duty bearers.
Evidence based approach:
CSOs apply an evidence based approach focusing on providing documentation and assist in monitoring local
issues as well as in some cases at national level – which duty bearers are appreciative of. An evidence based
approach contributes first of all to a more convincing basis for advocacy work and serves secondly also as a
safe guarding measure, as CSOs can document what they are advocating for and reduce risks of being
accused of politicising discussions.
Strengthening demands for rights:
Empowerment of individuals: Some organisations support open community dialogues, whereby they
facilitate that rights holders/populations in local communities meet their local leaders (which could be
government officials, health workers, elected leaders such as members of parliament, etc.). Many people
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are however not aware of their citizen rights. Additionally, there may be by-laws in their local area, which
further define the context of implementing certain policies and laws. This could, for example, be issues on
climate change, environmental protection, regulations on chopping of wood/forest areas for firewood and
charcoal production; access to water irrigation, amongst others.
Some partners have expressed that discussing issues of concern in an area becomes easier when using a
rights based approach, as people express that they have become more aware of what are actually their
rights, which they did not know before; they discuss possible ways of accessing their rights and start to
engage themselves actively into reflecting and taking action on how they can claim their rights by
approaching appropriate decision makers within their communities. They express that this makes them feel
stronger; they have learned to work together and can express that this has advantages as they feel they
have a greater chance of being heard by the decision makers, when they act as a group rather than as
individuals.
Using a rights based approach may not necessarily be synonymous with being a strong activist human rights
organization. However, when issues are more sensitive in the local context, e.g. the rights of the LGBT
population, organizations explain that they try to repackage their approach by finding other channels of
working with these rights, for example, by looking at the right to access to health care services for the LGBT
population in Uganda. By doing so, organisations are addressing concrete issues related to LGBT rights, but
without having to use the rights of LGBT as their main focus. This can at times mean that they are working
with the rights of the people, by means of strategic services.
Strengthening of partner organisations’ advocacy capacity and networks:
The vast majority of Ugandan organisations stated that they from the partnerships with Danish CSOs
particularly had benefitted from getting information and tools for strengthening their capacity to carry out
advocacy. This both includes evidence based approached for documentation as well as for planning and
monitoring of advocacy work. The majority of Ugandan organisations were by themselves as well as their
partners considered as being transparent and accountable in their work – although accountability towards
beneficiaries could be further strengthened. The Ugandan partners engaged widely in networks as to
promote advocacy issues (see section below). Danish CSOs in several cases provided access to regional and
international networks and organisations.
Dealing with duty bearers:
Duty bearers state that they prefer to have discussions in public with legitimate organisations as well as
receive individual inputs and feedback, because they experience that the discussions are more balanced
and conducive for finding common solutions. They state that the communities and people have more
knowledge (on the topic at hand, be it health care, climate change, agricultural issues) which enables them
to interact in a more collaborative approach. Rather than rights holders just being angry that they need
many basic needs to be fulfilled, they experience that the rights holders have useful information which is
necessary for the duty bearers to be carrying out their jobs.
Duty bearers also state that when time comes to finding solutions to the issues at hand being advocated
for, they also appreciate inputs to possible solutions – for example, ideas for energy saving technologies for
assisting with solutions to climate change issues. Once an organization or group of people/local
community/national organisation has gained legitimacy and “proven” itself to be knowledgeable on the
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issue, decision makers can appreciate their inputs and not be intimidated by the pressure to find a solution
themselves. Sometimes duty bearers do not have all the relevant and technical knowledge needed to be
making decisions on solutions, so the inputs they get are vital for making sound decisions.

Relevance of partnerships
Partnership characteristics
CISU grants are given to a diversity of partnerships between Danish and Ugandan CSOs and it is therefore
relevant to assess the relevance of the partnerships in achieving results from advocacy work.
In general we found that the partnerships give access to CISU funding and in some few cases also to other
sources of funding. Mentoring and feedback from partners and by working together gives confidence in the
long run. In one example where the partnership recently had been terminated the Uganda partner had
difficulty in expressing the value of partnerships beyond funding possibilities. The Danish partners have also
in many cases contributed to technical approaches to development of strategic service deliveries as well as
to capacity development on e.g. organisational, financial, M&E and administrative issues. With regard to
advocacy many Uganda organisations expressed that they appreciated approaches proposed by their
Danish partners but that it in some cases had to be contextualized and domesticated to become more
dialogue oriented. There were also numerous cases of the partnerships having led to new ways of
empowering target groups as well as supporting network engagement.
The Ugandan partners also in most cases found that the partnership was quite balanced. Whereas Danish
CSOs in most cases could express mutual contributions stemming from the partnerships the Ugandan
partners emphasized their contributions in terms of implementation and contextual knowledge and
contacts - and that having a common advocacy focus is motivating and partners in the global south can see
how their work in some cases is providing inputs to the Danish partner’s work.
CISU distinguishes in its Partnership Position Paper1 between 5 main types of partnerships. The projects
covered by this review represent all these types of partnerships and the more specific relevance of the
partnerships are below assessed against these (CISU’s own choice of categorisation for each of the
partnerships).
Value based partnerships
Some partnerships, e.g. between Queer Youth and LGBT Denmark, are solidly based on shared values. This
provides at strong joint platform for their work facilitating a strong sense of solidarity. Contacts to Danish
organisations have given access to international fora where resolutions can be used for advocacy work in
Uganda – as well as providing some kind of shelter in times with oppression of sexual minorities in Uganda.
Value based project partnerships
Icebreakers and to some extent HAG and Miruda have entered into value based project partnerships. Due
to the situation of sexual minorities the advocacy of Icebreakers and its partner Aidsfondet is largely being
packaged as HIV/AIDS service delivery as to ensure appropriate space. This is an example on how shared
1

There are 5 main types of partnerships: value based partnership, value based project partnership, professional
partnership, international family and alliance partners. For further information on partnership types please refer to
http://www.cisu.dk/v%C3%A6rkt%C3%B8j-metoder/cisus-faglige-positionspapirer

15

values on advocacy are being repackaged in a joint project. HAG and MIRUDA have just experienced that
their HIV/AIDS project with Afrika Kontakt has been terminated as the latter has changed strategy and the
values therefore not shared to the extent that they can form basis for new projects.
Professional partnerships
The partnerships entered by Nogamu and SATNET (Organic Farming), Nature Uganda (Protected Areas) and
CIDI (Water and Sanitation) are examples of thematic, professional oriented partnerships. We found
several examples on how the partnership has facilitated capacity building on technical issues of the project
(e.g. organisation of organic farming, approaches to preservation and WASH methodologies). We also
identified joint approaches to advocacy - while the Ugandan partners also insisted on these approaches to
be contextualized and domesticated.
International affiliation
DCA's Climate and Environment project is an example on how national data and experience is being used
for advocacy and entering networks at international levels - e.g. in various COPs - which in return is used
for carrying out advocacy in Uganda.
Alliance partnerships
In many cases, notably in the case of the UNCD Alliance, this type of partnership supports linking up to
some other regional and international networks and alliances and getting contacts to other relevant actors
at these levels. This facilitates that Ugandan issues can be taken to a higher level as well as development of
regional or international frameworks which can be used for national advocacy.
KANENGO is a special case as their partner, HOPE DK, based on strong values and commitment have
worked in Kamuli for more than 20 years based on which KANENGO and HOPE DK have entered into a NCD
project in close cooperation with the UNCD Alliance. By doing so KANENGO is generating local data which is
being used by the UNCD Alliance for advocacy at national level and at the same time the UNCD Alliance is
providing information on NCD frameworks at national level which is being used by KANENGO at district
level.

Relevance of networks
When looking at the relevance of networks, we find it important to highlight that our understanding of
“networks” includes the following:






A network can be an organisation in itself. It may be registered and have its own statutes and
organisation structure or a non-registered network, with a secretariat-type function or a shifting
lead/host organization which is taken in turns within the membership of the network.
A network can be a formal or informal group of organisations working on a/some common issue/s.
Some organisations work in ”alliances”, meaning they have some organisations, which they
consider to be allies on common issues.
“Coalitions” may be considered as a group of organisations working on a common issue. A coalition
of organisations may have joined efforts on a particular project and have projects together. In
other instances a “coalition” may also be an entity in itself (such as the above formal network).
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We saw all the above types of networks during our visit to Uganda and all Ugandan partners expressed that
they have some relationships with other organisations – either in formalized networks or by having
contacts/a network of contacts with other organisations. It is also interesting to note that while Ugandan
CSOs expressed that network engagement was important the majority also expressed that the network
members are competing for resources and that this has a negative influence on mutual cooperation.
The relevance of working with others was highlighted as a strong element of advocacy work in Uganda – be
it on issues of access to health care services such as UNCDA and KANENGO, HIV/AIDS as in the case of
Icebreakers, HAG and MIRUDA or organic farming as in the case of NOGAMU and SATNET. In the case of
Nature Uganda we also saw the network being expanded to other types of organisations such as the ACODE
think tank. We saw fewer examples on cooperation with the private sector which in part may be explained
that only the organisations working with organic farming included commercial aspects in their projects.
Working together and not standing alone in voicing opinions or claiming the rights of people, was found to
have a strong effect in advocacy work. Additionally, when not standing alone there is less risk for your
organisation, making the organisation less vulnerable. Both rights holders, organisations acting on behalf of
right holders and duty bearers say that there is more weight and credibility when organisations (and
individuals) organise themselves in networks as to have a common voice.
It was quite striking for us to learn about the networking and relationship building approach to advocacy
work in Uganda. There may be a number of reasons for organisations taking this approach:
1) The political context in Uganda and the somewhat shrinking space for CSOs. The risks involved in
advocacy and civil society claiming of rights can be somewhat risky when looking at the NGO Act (see
the section on Context).
2) Some organisations have tried both ways (collaborative vs. confrontational activism) and believe they
get better results when approaching decision makers collaboratively as networks.
3) Many organisations also find that network participation enhances their legitimacy.
4) The notion of being able to disagree with each other, without necessarily being seen as being part of
an opposition and thus threatening a leader may not be common. By this, we suggest that the notion
of democracy still faces a number of constraints.
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4. Main Findings
In this section we will, in line with the CISU ToC Outcome Matrix (see Annex D), present main findings in
terms of results understood as i) civil society strengthening at rights holders, organisational or network
level and ii) as poverty reduction. We will furthermore present our findings in terms of the relevance of
CISU support and the CISU ToC. Thus, we here present results to answer the two questions, we are seeking
to answer in this thematic review, by means of presenting some of the findings during the review:



How has advocacy work in CISU financed projects in Uganda supported development of diverse civil
society and sustainable poverty reducing results?
How hase CISU supported member organisations and their partners in Uganda in their advocacy
work?

Results in terms of civil society strengthening
There are many cases where economically disadvantaged groups, people living with health risks and
marginalised minorities have grown in self-confidence and empowered themselves by being involved in
CISU funded projects. Many organisations have strengthened their capacity - especially financially and in
aspects of governance - and thus enhanced their legitimacy from being involved in managing projects and
from their partnerships with Danish CSOs. The vast majority of visited Ugandan organisations were involved
and active in formal and informal networks.
Below are some highlights from the review of specific results of the projects visited, related to advocacy
initiatives which can be seen in three areas:
i) Empowerment of right holders
We saw many examples on empowerment of rightholders:
Farmers groups: An unexpected result came about as a result of having a group which the farmers use as a
support mechanism. This is used not only in issues of agriculture. In one case, a woman sought support
from the group when her husband wanted to marry another woman – this was after the first wife had
spent much time and savings in working on the land of their home. The first wife was to leave the land and
give it to the second wife. This was seen as very unfair. The group assisted the first wife in stopping this
from happening. Farmer groups have managed to get access to local community development funds, by
raising issues of concern in their local community meetings and talking to local community government
decision-makers. For example, some groups have managed to secure that a dirt road was established
between two villages – enabling them better access to markets for selling produce and others have
managed to secure water points/boreholes and water irrigation channels to their fields. In another case, a
group has managed to establish a flour mill, by providing savings funds from the group for the
building/structure and local development funds being provided for buying the flourmill.
People Living with HIV/AIDS: PLHIV are organised into self-help support groups. They have regular
meetings and are taught about their rights as citizens. They are also informed about ways in which they can
engage their local leaders in dialogue to raise issues at hand at local level. The groups have been using this
information together with the partner, MIRUDA, to invite local communities and leaders and duty bearers
to community dialogue meetings. At these meeting concerns are raised on issues related to PLHIV. For
example, the challenge for PLHIV to access essential Anti-retroviral treatment. The drugs were only
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available at the District Hospital, which can be very inaccessible (far distances with poor infrastructure and
costly for poor people). Resulting from the consultation, the District has implemented that ART is now
available at Clinic 3 level clinics – meaning ore accessibility for people. Additionally, they have started to
include extension services by clinic staff to reach even further afield with the ART. This is likely to ensure
that PLHIV are adhering to their drugs. It also means that people save time and money on transport. Some
PLHIV express that they have learned to speak out rather than hide themselves away. Some group
members have become elected in local community leadership and other decision making positions. Having
PLHIV as both duty bearer and rights holder is an advantage – PLHIV find that their voice is stronger and
more accepted when they have a PLHIV in such a position. Additionally, this person knows the situation of
PLHIV and is able to speak on behalf of the group with great legitimacy, based on internalised knowledge.
Some PLHIV have taken part in radio campaigns, which has encouraged other PLHIV to join groups. This has
given great courage and feeling of being a citizen like any other and part of a community, rather than being
unaccepted and discriminated against.
Farmer Groups: have learned that they are able to affect local decision makers on issues of their local
communities. Before, they did not know how to influence decisions or how to bring issues of concern to the
table. They are now also taking part in monitoring the local community and providing relevant information
to relevant people and authorities, having learnt what their rights are and how it can be possible to hold
the duty bearers to account. They express that these processes and learning have given them confidence
and also some sense of togetherness as a community.
Minority groups: Persons from the LGBT community had due to their affiliation with organisations such as
Queer Youth Uganda organisational settings within which they could discuss the pressure the experienced
and had grown in confidence in terms of being the persons they are, involve themselves in society and
participate in various activities in the organisations they are affiliated to.
ii) Organisational strengthening of e.g. Ugandan partner
Many of the visited organisations had strengthened their capacity as well as enhanced the legitimacy for
carrying out advocacy work. Some examples are:
HAG: is invited to be a member of the HIV management and control committee at national level. Despite
great efforts by civil society to hinder this law being passed in 2014. Even though the outcome was not as it
was wished for by civil society, the efforts were not wasted – as HAG is now part of the committee working
on this and thus has a place to continue to seek to influence the policies.
ACT Alliance: The ACT Alliance is taking on a role of technical support, being an ally to government in some
ways, on climate change issues, as they are providing support to the government. They provide technical
knowledge, through training and knowledge sharing, with Members of Parliament and are invited to
provide inputs and feedback on policy issues. Additionally, at a more local level, they are building capacity
of local religious leaders, also on technical climate change knowledge an energy saving alternatives. The
results of this is that the religious leaders are now being invited to local discussions on climate related
issues in local communities; they are providing information to local communities at many of their normal
activities (through sermons, preaching, events) and are also themselves acting as role models in their
communities – for example by planting trees in their compounds and using alternative sources of energy.
They are also more active in taking part in the monitoring of activities at local level of the government,
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promoting a culture of social accountability. They express that some local leaders are appreciative of this
role, as they are also able to demand for more services from a central level, by having more local
knowledge and information accessible to them.
NOGAMU: by working better and being coordinated as a network organisation, they are able to get more
relevant information and evidence from local communities which is used in their national policy advocacy
work. Additionally, the member organisations are strengthened by learning from other member
organisations about solutions to challenges and sharing experiences. They use each other when they have a
challenge they need to solve. They become better at working together and raising issues and having
“strength in numbers” – they express that their voice is much stronger and more heard when they go
together and voice the same opinions on a matter - using the network as the voice of many.
ii) Network strengthening
Icebreakers: the LGBT organisation has managed to secure a place on the Key Populations Committee, thus
ensuring that LGBT are represented at all times in the committee. This is a great result for them. The face
that they have established a clinic is also a great result – as there is a demand for the clinic and it is
somehow accepted that they are operating the clinic – although it is not yet registered and is not made
visible in the public (i.e. there is no sign on the building and people know of the clinic only by word of
mouth). They work together with the public MAPRI clinic and the public clinic is supporting them in
becoming registered. They find themselves working with advocacy both as an individual organisation but
also through a network of organisations. In terms of visibility of your own organisation, it is good to do
advocacy at individual level – this also shows the boldness and courage of an organisation and that you are
an actor to be taken seriously. But if issues are sensitive, it can be better to talk as a network, so as to
minimise the possible risks of standing alone on a subject which is sensitive and controversial. By attending
larger conferences can at times be rewarding as you are able to express yourself with a large audience
listening to you – where you can feel free to talk. Icebreakers generally has experienced at small change in
attitude towards them: just at few years back, they found that people may leave meetings when they were
invited to talk the floor. Now, people will stay at the meeting and not make physical or verbal attacks
immediately. They may at the end send some jeering remarks, but less than earlier. This is expressed for
the organisation working primarily in Kampala. The situation is likely to be very different in the rural areas
of Uganda. A positive change can be seen at the police, as the Inspector General has gone out to publicly
say that there must be no violence or abusive language used against LGBT populations. This is a big change,
as he was seen to be totally unreachable in his attitudes and behaviour before. At the police station there is
now a human rights desk – with some staff showing signs of being less discriminating against LGBT.
MIRUDA and HAG: the two organisations have learned to work together such that the organisation based
in the rural District is gathering data and evidence which they use at their own advocacy level as well as
passing in information to HAG, which operates at national advocacy level. Hereby they have learned to
support each other in their common interests in advocacy on HIV-related policy issues. HAG has been able
to pass on relevant local level information to decision makers at national level, which supports their
messages in their advocacy and demonstrates their value as a civil society able to document relevant and
useful information for decision makers, which in turn may increase their credibility as relevant actors.
A district-level network of HIV organisations (KIBANET, Kibaale) has been revived following the support to
the PLHIV groups in this project. Having this network is contributing to having a collective voice on behalf of
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PLHIV and enables sharing and spreading of information. This network is now functioning much better than
before and is working to get support from the government’s “Operation Wealth Creation” programme for
local funding for the support groups. The District leader appreciates the work of this network and listens to
what they bring to the table – they see them as bringing voices together, coordinating efforts in the District
and they give a lot of respect to the information they get from the network. The local government thus sees
the NGO and the groups formed as being legitimate partners working as complementing partners in the
common efforts towards better living conditions for PLHIV in the district.

Results in terms of poverty reduction
The multitude of themes covered by the projects in this review means that they are contributing to
different aspects of poverty; namely economical as well as social, political, cultural, climatic and
environmental aspects. Most of the project we visited focused on health or agriculture - whereas a smaller
number of projects focused on political, cultural and environmental aspects. While it is important to note
that all visited projects (except one) were still under implementation and it therefore is too early to
conclude on final results from the projects, we also saw that in cases where there had been previous
projects, outcomes were contributing to the present projects under implementation. Below are some
examples of poverty reduction results we have seen in this thematic review.
Economical poverty reduction
Farmer Groups included in the NOGAMU and SATNET projects have experienced an increase in yields and
producing higher quality produce; they have gained better access to roads and markets, increasing their
sales and thereby their income. Additionally, they have learnt to work together as savings and loans
groups, which enable many to pay school fees, medication, and ensure better food intake in their families,
generally raising their standard of living. The savings groups have also created a small-scale security system
whereby urgent needs may be addressed by means of a loan from the group. The access to the group loan
service also enables a larger investment to be made, which was not possible before – which creates
opportunities for income generation.
Social poverty reduction
Social poverty includes aspects such as education and health and we saw primarily health oriented projects
(e.g. Icebreakers, HAG, MIRUDA on HIV/AIDS and UNCDA and KANENGO on non-communicable diseases).
We had not chosen projects specifically addressing education although several projects included training
aspects.
We saw several examples on achievement of health results. Icebreakers had by establishing a clinic and a
referral system, Icebreakers is providing essential health care services and counselling for people, in
particular from the LGBT population in Kampala and surrounding areas. MIRUDA had supported self help
groups promoting adherence to drug intake for PLHIV which is essential for ensuring that the PLHIV are
healthy and less affected by their illness. On a psychological level, individuals express that they have a
much more positive outlook on life, they are able to function as ‘normal’ citizens in the local community
alongside their neighbours and peers: a great impact on the individual as well as the families of the PLHIV
to ensure a healthy life, physically and mentally, where respect and dignity for all is a practiced and valued
right in the community.
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In the case of NCD, KANENGO had achieved improved delivery of health services in terms of ensuring
availability of medicine included in the list on essential drugs and ensuring that blood pressure testing
equipment as functioning in Kamuli. UNCDA had – besides of similar results from their 10 districts – also
achieved results at political level in terms of providing inputs to the NCD Parliamentarian Group in relation
to formulation of the new Tobacco Bill as well as in terms of supporting development of a national NCD
strategy and advocating for enhanced capacity of the Ministry of Health as advocating for up-grading the
NCD desk. Evidence from Uganda was furthermore used at East and Pan African levels and at UN in New
York.
Political poverty reduction
Many projects had a strong focus on empowering right holders to enable them to further engage
themselves in policy processes. KANENGO is one example as they have established neighbourhood
assemblies which are organised as local parliaments taking peoples’ concerns such as health, education and
basic utilities to higher levels. CIDI is another example as they organised slum dwellers in Kampala to
organise themselves and raise their voice regarding full filling of rights to access to basic infrastructure such
as water and sanitation. In general there were many examples on Community groups (congregations,
farmers groups, PLHIV and women’s groups) contributing to various local improvements, by demanding
their rights and better living conditions from local decision makers. This has contributed to ensuring items
such as: better access to water by boreholes and water points being established; access to agricultural
inputs; access to water systems for agriculture; access to health services and medication; enforcement of
by-laws on issues of the environment, such as destruction of woodlands/tree-felling for fire wood
(improving environmental degradation issues).
Climate and environmental poverty reduction
CIDI has achieved that pollution levels in slum areas have been reduced among others in streams carrying
water to water to other areas of Kampala. Nature Uganda has achieved that encroachments into protected
areas have been stopped and that community based monitoring of use of resources in protected areas has
been established. This has also led to improved income for local communities as environmental ceilings for
use of rattan was established and adhered to. DanChurch Aid has achieved increased climate awareness in
faith based groups and taken Ugandan evidence to COP 22 in Marrakesh.
Cultural poverty reduction
Although not directly included in the project Queer Youth Uganda has partly due to its relations with LGBT
Denmark build up capacity and confidence so when the police inspected and threatened to arrest staff in
connection with organising the Ugandan Pride Parade Queer Youth Uganda was able to fight off the
intimidation and carried out organising and conducting the Pride Parade.

Relevance of CISU's support
In this section we will highlight the relevance of CISU services as well as the overall ToC which is the
background for CISU delivery of services.
Relevance of CISU services
CISU is only providing direct services to the Danish CSOs. ¾ of the Danish CSOs expressed that they have
used CISU courses, advisory services as well as guides and other materials developed by CISU. Both staff
and volunteers had used the CISU services. Less than 10% said they had used none of CISU services. Danish
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CSOs especially highlighted the relevance of the development triangle and RBA for advocacy work, LFA and
M&E for project development. They furthermore emphasised the OD guide as well as the Mango Health
Check and the Accountability Dialogue Tool for enhancing organisational legitimacy.
Advocacy aimed at influencing decisions does not seem to be the main challenge in Uganda but rather that
duty bearers ensure that decisions are actually implemented and rights in practice are met. CISU has in
recent years provided some services on social accountability approaches and methods and these efforts
may have to be up-graded in the future.
Relevance of CISU's ToC and Outcome matrix
The purpose of the thematic review is also to look at CISU’s ToC outcome challenge matrix (see annex D). In
terms of this thematic review, it is as highlighted in section 4 above and in Annex A particularly outcome
challenge 6, which we focus on. We will in this section briefly discuss the relevance of the CISU ToC and
Outcome matrix. This is based on a more detailed analysis included as Annex E. With regard to the main
outcomes which CISU is expected to contribute to we found the following;
Outcome Challenge 1: Member organisations use their experience and capacity gained to work on the
basis of LTA/PANT principles: We have seen that all of the interviewed Danish CSOs are working on rightsbased principles (expect to see). They have also all stated that they use CISU’s support related to
organizational and strategic development. We have heard from both the Danish CSOs and partners in the
Uganda that the Danish partner is supporting the partner’s financial and organisational sustainability. We
have found it difficult to assess whether LTA/PANT principles systematically are being used in member
organisations but can see that they and their partners in many cases have used MANGO and the
Accountability Dialogue Tool.
Outcome Challenge 2: Member organisations use their capacity to engage in relevant networks and in
flexible and innovative partnerships with organizations in poor countries, focusing on mutual
contributions: In all projects and partners visited and interviewed, we have heard of Danish CSOs and their
partners working in and with networks, alliances and coalitions. All partners met explained that they have a
stronger voice when working with others, in networks. Additionally, duty bearers also explain that they
listen more when organisations show that they are coordinated, they perceive them as serious and
knowledgeable.
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Outcome Challenge 5: Member organisations and their partners have access to and make use of
knowledge about funding opportunities in CISU as well as in the countries where they work: As this
review had its point of departure in projects supported by CISU funds, we can easily conclude that Danish
organizations have shared knowledge about the CISU funds available with their partners. A few
organisations mentioned that they were exploring other donor opportunities as well – some of them
together with the Danish partner. There was also limited knowledge among Ugandan organisations of
CISU’s “world map” database, where partners also are able to find information on which organisations CISU
supports and which other Danish organisations are active in Uganda.
Outcome Challenge 6: Member organisations and their partners contribute to building diverse civil
societies and sustainable, poverty-reducing results: We have - as described in section 4 and in Annex A seen many examples in all the projects visited, of poverty-reducing results as well as elements of diverse
civil societies. We see that they are knowledgeable about their “space” as civil society and are all working
on ways of claiming more space, or working on ways of trying to ensure that the space they have is not
being reduced further. We believe that all projects visited are showing evidence that they are managing to
strategically manoeuvre within the existing space for civil society and do so as individual organisations as
well as in their cooperation with others – be it in networks, alliances or coalitions.
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5. Main recommendations
The following section includes recommendations aimed at different audiences: Danish and Ugandan
organisations as well as to CISU. These recommendations are intended as guiding, constructive suggestions
for furthering work on advocacy related issues in development projects. CISU will consider the
recommendations in its continued work on capacity building, counselling services and fund management.

Recommendations to organisations working with advocacy (in Uganda)
The following are recommendations for organisations working with advocacy (in Uganda, but perhaps also
in other contexts). We recommend that:
Advocacy initiatives go beyond influencing duty bearer decisions and be taken to the next level: consider
how to ensure implementation of policy, laws, by-laws, recommendations in government reports, etc. We
can see many examples of CSOs being able to advocate for the policies to be formulated and take active
part in such processes, but the next challenge is how to enforce the implementation of these. We
recommend to develop the capacity of CSOs to carry out this type of advocacy work. This could be done
through encouraging courses/training and initiatives on social accountability, budget tracking and the like.
Dialogue-based advocacy should be highly regarded in a context such as Uganda, where space for civil
society and voice, can be shrinking and highly politicised.
Capacity- and knowledge building of duty bearers should work together with and complement advocacy
initiatives: This can include knowledge based on evidence brought up from local level, as this is highly
regarded by duty bearers.
Alternative solutions and suggestions to problems can be provided when doing advocacy work - rather
than only highlighting the problems.
Results on civil society development be made more explicit, where the value of civil society organisation
and empowerment-related elements become part of reflection processes - and included in monitoring and
reporting. We find there could be potential great value in having these reflection processes amongst the
rights holders/target groups, in order to make them more aware of the value of developing a wellfunctioning, vibrant civil society. We recommend further capacity building of CSOs in how to ensure
reflection processes for bringing out such discussions, as well as how to include it in monitoring systems.

Recommendations to CISU in order to enhance results from advocacy
Organisational legitimacy is important for advocacy work. Organisational legitimacy as perceived both by
the right holder you are working for and the duty bearers you are trying to influence is a key factor for
success. CISU should therefore continue - and possibly further intensify - its support to member
organisations to work based on PANT principles - and to share this for enhancing the legitimacy of their
partners. CISU should therefore continue its work on organisational development through training and
specially designed advisory processes and possibly updating its present LTA position paper2.

2

Positionspapir nr. 5: LTA: Legitimitet, transparens og ansvarlighed (maj 2013), http://www.cisu.dk/v%C3%A6rkt%C3%B8jmetoder/cisus-faglige-positionspapirer
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Networks are important for advocacy work. CISU should therefore increase its support in terms of training
and advisory sessions as well as logistical support for network creation.
Advocacy is moving to the next level. CISU should furthermore increasingly prioritise to provide support in
terms of courses, advisory sessions and tools on social accountability as to assist member organisations to
increase their capacity not only to influence decisions through advocacy but also to ensure that decisions
are actually being implemented.
Advocacy needs contextualised efforts. The Worldmap on CISU’s website may be used more actively by
CISU and by its members and their partners (http://landeprofiler.cisu.dk/). It is intended to be a source of
information for both organisations in order to find information on other possible partners, like-minded
organisations; and create cross-learning between projects and organisations, as well as provide information
on possible sources of funding and capacity building. CISU should therefore enhance its work on informing
member organisations on the potentials from using the World Map.

Recommendations on future use of thematic reviews
The thematic review forming the basis for this report was a carried out as a pilot as to gain experience on
how this method may be used in the future. We have three general and a number of more specific
recommendations.
General recommendations:
First of all we found it fruitful to carry out the review across different types of supported projects to
generate learning on factors affecting achievement of results for documentation and to combine this with
development of cases and articles for communication. It is therefore recommended to combine
documentation and communication work also in the future.
Secondly, the approach of this first pilot review was rather ambitious and complex. We recommend future
reviews to become more simplified in terms of a stronger focus on learning and therefore include a smaller
number of projects for interviews as to facilitate in-depth understanding and room for communication
while using Survey Xact for a broader segment of organisations and projects. We also recommend that
thematic reviews in the future will be carried out in a simplified version.
Thirdly, we recommend that future thematic reviews should be aligned to the new political framework by
taking point of departure in SDG #16 and #17 as they relate to all CISU supported interventions. We
recommended to focus on SDG#17 on Partnerships as this correlates to the main element of Partnerships
in the Civil Society Policy and as SDG#16 to some extent although not explicitly have been addressed by this
thematic review on advocacy.
Specific recommendations:
In order to ensure triangulation/meeting other stakeholders (other than project staff), it is important to
ensure proper planning of these meetings prior to arrival. It is important that CISU specifies who/which
people or institutions to talk to and approximate length of time to spend with each. The Danish partner
organisation can be of assistance in this as well. It is important to explain that some meetings need to be
held separately, so not to have all stakeholders together in joint meetings.
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Having only one day for each project visit is quite a short period of time to get a deeper understanding of
the project and its effects.
The initial interview guide with 34 questions was too lengthy to be able to get through during the few hours
we had together with each partner. These 34 questions were therefore clustered in 7 themes and used for
semi-structured interviews. Future interview guides should - while ensuring broad coverage - from the
design stage be grouped into relevant themes and used for semi-structured interviews.
It may be fruitful to consider using a “timeline” as a discussion tool, in order to try to depict further which
results took place when, and what activities were carried out in order for us to be able to deduce that they
contributed to the said results. This may include some outcome harvesting methodology.
Consider how best to engage interviewees in discussions in order to get a more participatory learning
approach integrated in the interview – rather than CISU interviewing some people. This may bring out more
nuances to information and also bring out more of a learning atmosphere with reflection. Future thematic
reviews could include more participatory workshops or focus group discussions where participants as in the
case of the workshop conducted in Uganda will formulate the outcome via post-its or other means.
.
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Annexes
Annex A: Ugandan advocacy cases
Check this link http://www.cisu.dk/oplysning-kommunikation/del-de-gode-historier/delresultaterne/resultater-af-fortalervirksomhed-i-uganda
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Annex B: Organisations involved in thematic review
Organisations interviewed in Denmark and Uganda
Danish CSO
Partner
Duty bearers
Organisation
Dansk Ornitologisk Nature Uganda
Bio-diversity Data
Forening
Bank, Makerere
University
NCD Alliance
UNCD Alliance
Ministry of Health,
Danmark
Management
NCD Desk
UNCD Alliance
Parliamentarian NCD
Board
Forum
Hope Danmark
KANENGO
Kamuli District
Management
officials led by CAO
KANENGO Board
and 5 sub-county
leaders
Community
Mayor of Nakawa
Integrated
Development
Initiatives CIDI
LGTB Denmark

Queer Youth

Afrika Kontakt

HAG

MIRUDA

Økologisk
Landsforening

Member of
Parliament; local
councillors; LOC 3
Councillor; District
Health Officer;

Right holders

Representatives
from Uganda
Cancer Society

WHO
East Africa NCD
Alliance

Neighbourhood
Assembly and its
Health committee
Banda advocacy
group, Nakawa
district
Slum dwellers in
Banda zone

Drama group;
PLHIV groups in 2
villages;
Expert Client at
Hospital

NOGAMU

SATNET

Cooperation
partners
ACODE think tank

Local Member of
Umoja FFLG Group
Parliament; Senior
Agriculture Officer;
Secretary for
Works Kasese District,
local government ;
Chairperson local

HEPS Uganda;
Action group for
Health, Human
rights and
HIV/AIDS (AGHA);
Family initiatives
Uganda
Kibale District
Network of PLHIV
(KIBANET); District
AIDS Committee;
Caritas Uganda;
Sulma Foods;
Uganda Rural
Development;
Africa 2000
Network; Caritas;
URDT; A2N
Kima Foods
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DanChruch Aid

DanChurchAid
Uganda
ACT Alliance

AIDS Fondet

Icebreakers

council 3
Mukunkuyu subcounty local
government
5 Members of
Parliament (all
members of the
Parilamentary Forum
on Climate Change)

Socadido; PAG
KIEDEP; COUTEDDO; Carias –
Moroto; Caritas
Kotido
Clinic & Safe house
user

Organisations attending full day workshop on 10.11.2016 at Speke Hotel, Kampala:
 Rainbow Health Foundation Mbarara
 Health Rights Action Group (HAG)
 Joint Energy and Environment Projects
 Icebreakers Uganda
 Juveniles Welfare Services (JWS)
 Uganda Non Communicable Disease Alliance
 Conservation Efforts for Community Development
 Queer Youth Uganda
 Community Integrated Development Initiatives
 Uganda Youth Network
 Reproductive Health Uganda
 DanChurch Aid
 Nature Uganda
Other organizations interviewed during visit to Uganda:
 NGO- Forum Uganda
 International Law Institute, Uganda
 Danish Embassy -Governance Policy Adviser, Chief Financial Officer and Ambassador
Organisations involved in survey:
Sent to

Number of
Response rate
responses
CISU member survey
25
14
56 %
Uganda Partner survey
41
15
36 %
The amount of data collected might be enough to be representative for the CISU grant organizations
working in Uganda, but it is not large enough to be representative for all grant organizations.
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Annex C: Thematic review approach and methodology:
Recent review and evaluation trends
Trends in monitoring and evaluation of Danish CSOs have in recent years changed considerably:






From 2009-13 Danida developed _ after criticism from the Attorney General - an approach called
cross-cutting monitoring (tværgående monitorering). The main focus was within thematically
defined issues to collect cases which via story telling could be used for communication in yearly
report published by Danida.
From 2013-16 this trend was - inspired by experience from England by an approach building on
more comprehensive frameworks such as the Resource Allocation Model (RAM) and Theories of
Change (ToC). This approach was applied by all framework organisations in Denmark and is based
on relative predictability in the context and work of the CSOs. The required level of predictability
has in recent years been challenged by a number of factors. Some of these factors are related to
the international discussion of the role of Northern CSOs, others to the shrinking space for CSOs in
the global South as well as in the North. Finally, dramatic financial cuts in the budgets also led to
CSOs not having the long term predictability.
This has from 2016 and onwards led to increased focus on more flexible methods and approaches
to monitoring and evaluation3.

CISU has in light of these trends also developed its approach to evaluation of its work:






From 2005 - 13 CISU conducted - besides its ongoing monitoring of approved projects - 3 Vision
Studies at aggregate level analysed - and communicated via cases - how completed projects
contributed to the visions of the Danish Civil Society Strategies.
From 2012 -16 this was replaced by the development and operationalisation of a ToC based
Outcome system focusing on achievement of 6 outcomes (please refer to Annex D). These
outcomes reflect the Danish Civil Society Strategy and CISU's own strategy.
Recognising the dwindling contextual predictability CISU initiated late 2015 a new approach to
evaluations of projects at aggregate level called thematic reviews.

Thematic review approach
Measuring the outcome at aggregate level from the diversity of CISU funded partnerships and projects
constitute a challenge - which we would like to embrace by developing and piloting a thematic review. The
Danida Civil Society Policy identifies 4 main elements, namely partnership, capacity development, fragile
situations and advocacy. As advocacy is deeply rooted in a Rights Based Approach (RBA) which is central to
both Danida's policy and CISU's Strategy 2014-17 and Theory of Change (ToC) we have chosen advocacy as
the theme for the 2016 thematic review. CISU is in Uganda supporting a range of representative
partnerships implementing projects covering all CISU support modalities and we have therefore chosen
Uganda for piloting our approach to undertaking thematic reviews (please see Annex B for involved
organisations and projects).

3

Ann example is INTRAC 2016: The Wood for the Trees: Summarising Results
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Other themes - and countries - will in light of the pending new Danida 'Udviklingspolitiske og Humanitære
Strategy' be chosen for other reviews to be undertaken in the years to come.
In light of the two objectives of documenting results and generating learning mentioned above the
thematic review is based on CISU's ToC Outcome Matrix (please see Annex D for further information). We
are using the ToC Outcome Matrix as the framework for the method we have used in our search of
information to critically address two main questions:



How has advocacy work in CISU financed projects in Uganda supported development of diverse civil
society and sustainable poverty reducing results?
How have CISU supported member organisations and their partners in Uganda in their advocacy
work?

The answers to these questions are contained in this report and further communicated to a broader
audience through case studies included in Annex A which in the coming months will be supported by a
number of longer articles.
Thematic review methodology
The development of the methodology has drawn on contemporary approaches4 . The methodology - which
is further described in more details in Annex C - contains the following main considerations:
Validating at aggregated level is presently at a cross road where previous trend of cross cutting story telling
is remerging and the until recently dominating framework based approach such as RAM is losing influence.
Being caught between these trends calls for a methodologically strong and viable approach5.
The CISU ToC Outcome matrix is used as the basis for our validation of results achieved and learning
generated. One reason for choosing the ToC Outcome matrix is that it through progress markers are
framing the results we expect through our support to contribute to. Another reason is that the matrix also
includes a number of assumptions we can use for learning whether our support is relevant for achieving
results.
The diversity of interventions supported by CISU means that we cannot use simple, direct indicators - but
rather use framing6 indicators - which are contained in our ToC Outcome matrix - as well as mixed
indicators - reflecting the different types of information obtained from our surveys and interviews with a
broad range of partnerships implementing very different projects.
Our method has to be reliable - e.g. by ensuring triangulation of data by including information from various
sources- (e.g. Danish CSOs, their partners, right holders and duty bearers.
Balancing coverage with focus by involving all project holders in Uganda in a survey, by conducting a 1-day
workshop in Uganda for a broader segment of Ugandan organisations while maintaining focus through in4

Se e.g. INTRAC, TANA, September 2015: Danish CSOs and their Pathways to Change: A Learning Synthesis, DANIDA.

5

INTRAC, TANA, January 2016: Seeing the Wood for the Trees: Summarising Results, DANIDA.

6

See e.g. Nigel Simister, January 2016: Summarisation of portfolio change, INTRAC M&E Paper 10.
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depth interviews with a representative group of Danish CSOs as well as their partners and right holders and
duty bearers.
When implementing the methodology we undertook the following main steps:
1. Critical analysis based on CISU data base of portfolio of CISU supported projects as to ensure
representativeness - leading to the choice of Uganda as case.
2. Desk analysis of projects supported in Uganda based on CISU data base on approved projects and
status and completion reports as to assess type of project and scale and level of advocacy carried
out.
3. Survey Xact questionnaires to all Danish CSOs and their partners with on-going projects in Uganda
which subsequently were analysed as to get information on own assessment of advocacy and result
achievement as well as use of CISU services.
4. Representative selection of partnerships and projects covering various types of partnerships as well
as all support modalities offered by CISU for subsequent in-depth interviews in Denmark and
Uganda.
5. Interviews with Danish CSOs involved in the selected projects based on an extended semistructured interview guide
6. Country visit to Uganda to - based on a semi-structured guide - interview partners involved in the
selected projects as well as interviews with representatives from right holders and duty bearers. - A
wider group of organisations were furthermore invited for a full day workshop as to perspectivise
findings from interviews.
7. Follow-up meeting with Danish CSOs having projects in Uganda to present and discuss the findings
of this report.
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Annex D: CISU's Theory of Change
Strategic Objectives

Boundary Partner

Outcome Challenge

Progress markers
Expect to see

Strategic Objective 1: A large number of diverse,
Danish-based, grass-roots organizations are able to
enter into mutually binding partnerships and
networks with civil society organizations in poor
countries, and are able to be to be visible and
cooperating actors in Denmark.

MOs

Outcome challenge 1:
MOs use their experience and capacity gained to
work on the basis of LTA / PANT principles.



MOs

Strategic Objective 2 Policy makers, professionals
and the Danish population support the Danish
engagement in development and recognize that
strong and popularly based civil society has a
diversity of roles and responsibilities in
development cooperation, both locally, nationally
and globally.






Assumptions:

We assume that nuanced, constructive and
credible communication will lead to more
support in the Danish population.







Opportunities exist for MOs and CISU to gain
access to decision space n the political
environment in DK.
MOs and CISU actively use the available
political decision space to influence the relevant
parts of government policy.

Outcome Challenge 2:
MOs use their capacity to engage in relevant
networks and in flexible and innovative
partnerships with organizations in poor countries,
focusing on mutual contributions.



MOs & PSs
Danish CSOs
Globalt Fokus
’World’s Best News’
campaign
Communication
netværk (ex.DEAR,
DEEP)
Danida’s Information
Council
MOs



Globalt Fokus



Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (UM)/Development Political Council





MOs are actively working with organizational structures and
competences.

MOs use their own experiences to promote PSs’ development as a rightsbased civil society actors.

MOs and partner organizations work in networks and
alliances and use inputs from other organizations in their
work.
MOs participate in innovative, flexible and mutually binding
partnerships.

Outcome Challenge 4:
MOs engage in the public debate and speak for
strong popular anchorage and support for
development cooperation.

MOer deltager i sammen med hele u-landsmiljøet omkring
politiske processer og fortalervirksomhed.

Organizations in the South contribute
significantly to the development of Northern
organizations in the North.

MOs and PSs participate with a stronger voice in networks which work with
advocacy.
MOs and PSs seek cooperation with relevant social/public/ private actors in
North and South.

Assumptions:

MOs and PSs choose to give priority to participation in networks and alliances, respectively in North and South, in order to promote their work.

MOs’ networking and alliance work has relevance for PSs.

MOs are prepared to try new forms of partnership and new partnership relations.
Outcome Challenge 3:
MOs communicate their contribution to development
MOs and their partners communicate about substantiated findings and
MOs make the diversity of partnerships and
cooperation, for example by using CISU's Information Fund
their advocacy in both North and South and are an integral part of
results from their efforts visible.
and 3% project related information funds for educational
partnerships.
work.
MOs link their efforts with global contexts and structural relationships and
communicate about these.
Assumptions:

MOs use their learning from CISU’s courses to communicate; f.ex., by using the Information Fund.

MOs are willing to communicate and prioritize using time on this.
MOs participate in an open, critical and constructive dialogue with relevant
decision-makers.

Organizations in the South regard partnership
with MOs as effective, substantial and
credible.

MOs and PSs cooperate on strategic-based
forms of action that contribute to
development in poor countries.

Danish CSOs seek influence in relevant
development policy processes.

MOs and PSs work for a common cause
through advocacy in the North and South.

MOs and PSs work in CS-networks connecting
the local, national and global levels.

Det danske CSO miljø inddrager CISU som repræsentant for
sine medlemmer i råd og politiske processer
UM and other CS-actors involve CISU in political consultation
processes, strategic professional development processes and
reference groups.

Relevant politicians

Assumptions:

By engaging and expressing ourselves, we can affect citizens and the political system.

MOs will have access to and will give priority to participate in debates on development.

CISU will, as a representative of its members, be heard in decision-making fora concerning development policy issues.

Strategic Objective 3: Danish organizations and
their partners are working actively for development
which ensures human rights, promotes global
justice and combats the causes of poverty at local,
national and global level.

MOs

Assumptions:

MOs and PSs will give priority to use and expand
the relevant scope in order to strengthen the
building of democratic, independent and
inclusive civil societies in the South.

CIVICUS and other capacity
building networks in the
South



MOs supports PSs’ financial and organizational sustainability.

Assumptions:

When MOs are continuously upgraded in the area of organizational development, they will subsequently apply the knowledge they receive in their own organization and use it in their
partnerships. We expect this to contribute to the development of stronger organizations that are better able to perform the work they have imagined.

We assume that when MOs attend courses and uses CISU's services, position papers and other information on the website related to LTA / PANT, they will also begin to adapt it for their own
use in their organizations.

We assume that when the MOs receives advice in connection with an application to the Civil Society Fund, it is not only more likely that they will receive a grant and that they will also have
gained a broader understanding of development issues, which will be used in cooperation with their local partner.

MOs view CISU as relevant and comprehensive
provider of capacity services.
The Danish Civil Society Policy objectives for
support through Danish pooling arrangements
are relevant to members and MOs therefore
view CISU's pools as relevant forms of support
for their work.

MOs work based on rights-based principles.

Love to see

MOs use CISU support related to organizational and strategic
development.

Assumptions:

CISU has a central role in the Danish
environment as capacity developer of a
diversified membership base.


Like to See

PSs
UM & Embassies

Outcome Challenge 5:
MOs and PSs have access to and make use of
knowledge about funding opportunities in CISU as
well as in the countries where they work in.

MOs share their knowledge about funding opportunities and
capacity building in the South with PSs.

PSs seek funding and capacity building in the South.
PSs combines North and South funding.

MOs supports PSs in exploring opportunities for funding and
capacity building in the South.

UM and embassies uses CISU’s expertise to develop South funding and
capacity development mechanisms, which are relevant for MOs and PSs.

Strategic regional national capacity-build-up partners
cooperate with CISU.
Assumptions:

MOs are willing to work actively to support their partners' opportunities for information on access to and use of funds and capacity forums in the South.

MOs and their partners are willing to provide information about South funding mechanisms and capacity forums to CISU’s web portal.

Donors develop flexible support options in the
South and the North, which are truly open and
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accessible to MOs’ partners.

MOs
PSs

Outcome Challenge 6:
MOs and PSs contribute to building diverse civil
societies and sustainable, poverty-reducing
results.

MOs and PSs support the development of diverse,
transparent and accountable civil society organizations.

MOs and PSs are part of civil society networks working actively and can
maneuver strategically within the existing space for a diverse civil society.

MOs and PSs implement activities with sustainable, povertyreducing intentions.

MOs and PSs implement activities that have documented poverty-reducing
effects.

Assumptions:

MOs and PSs are willing to cooperate based on LTA / PANT principles.

Target groups consider MOs and PSs as relevant and legitimate stakeholders who contribute to development effects.

MOs and PSs are aware of the context and use the available space to ensure the achievement of poverty reduction results.
Abbreviations: MOs – member organisations, PSs –partner organisations in the South, Danish CSOs – MOs and other Danish organisations
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Annex E: Analysis of relevance of CISU's ToC and Outcome matrix
The purpose of the thematic review is also to look at CISU’s ToC outcome challenge matrix (see annex D). In
this section we take a brief look at the outcome challenges and give examples of where we have seen that
the progress markers are being reached. In terms of this thematic review, it is particularly outcome
challenge 6, which we focus on and where it is possible to find examples of the results we can see in civil
society development and poverty-reduction. Some examples are highlighted in section 4 and in Annex A.
Outcome Challenge 1: Member Organisations use their experience and capacity gained to work on the
basis of LTA/PANT principles:
We have seen that all of the interviewed Danish CSOs are working on rights-based principles (expect to
see). They have also all stated that they use CISU’s support related to organizational and strategic
development (by means of advisory services and courses and relevant documents/position papers). We
have heard from both the Danish CSOs and partners in the Uganda that the Danish partner is supporting
the partner’s financial and organisational sustainability, by capacity building the partner organisation.
In terms of outcome challenge 1, we have found it difficult to assess whether LTA/PANT principles are being
used in member organisations. We can see examples of the progress markers being reached, which should
mean that the outcome challenge is being reached. The difficulty could be due to lack of time with each
member and partner organisation to get a full understanding of the organisations. On the other hand, some
organisations have explained how they have worked on financial transparency and accountability by using
the MANGO financial check and the CISU accountability dialogue tool. Some Ugandan partners explained
how their work with rights holders/target groups is successful when the organization is considered
legitimate by the rights holder. Being a legitimate organisation is also extremely relevant in advocacy work,
as duty bearers are more likely to consider your voice/opinion/knowledge if they find you to be a relevant,
knowledgeable, active and engaged organization. It is difficult to determine whether the Danish
organization’s work on the basis of LTA/PANT actually has a contribution or influence on the partner’s work
on the basis of these principles.
Assumptions: It is challenging to conclude whether the assumptions in our theory of change on this
outcome are correct/valid. However, we believe that we have not found evidence that the assumptions are
incorrect – but whether they hold entirely true is not possible for use to verify. However, we do believe
that from the interviews with the Danish CSOs, we are able to say that they use the knowledge and gained
capacity from the support and capacity building services of CISU and apply this in their further work with
their partners – adapting and using elements of relevance to the situation and partnerships they are in.

Outcome Challenge 2: MOs use their capacity to engage in relevant networks and in flexible and innovative
partnerships with organizations in poor countries, focusing on mutual contributions:
In all projects and partners visited and interviewed, we have heard of Danish CSOs and their partners
working in and with networks, alliances and coalitions. And that this is an important part of their work in
advocacy for creating results, and in gaining knowledge and insights and contributing to a coordinated
effort on the issues they work with (assuming that this reduces duplication and improves quality). All
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partners met explained that they have a stronger voice when working with others, in networks.
Additionally, duty bearers also explain that they listen more when organizations show that they are
coordinated, they perceive them as serious and knowledgeable - they consider them to be useful
organizations to be working with and provide important inputs to duty bearers (see also OC1 on legitimacy
above).
In terms of Danish CSOs engaging in flexible and innovative partnerships, we have seen examples of
organisations having contacts with and sharing information with other like-minded civil society
organisations or relevant public/social and educational institutions. But whether these are really innovative
“partnerships” is not clear. We have not heard examples of private sector partnerships in the cases we have
looked at here.
Assumptions: We believe that we have seen evidence of all three assumptions to hold true in terms of OC2.
Danish CSOs as well as partners are seen to not be working in isolation, but rather in formal as well as
informal networks, joining into cooperation or alliances and coalitions with other organisations and
institutions in order to promote their work and reach their intended goals. We have heard examples of PSs
saying that they know that their Danish partners sometimes provide new contacts to relevant organisations
or networks and also that they know about the Danish MO’s information work and how they try to attract
new members and donors to their joint work.
Outcome Challenge 5: MOs and PSs have access to and make use of knowledge about funding
opportunities in CISU as well as in the countries where they work.
As this review had its point of departure in projects supported by CISU funds, we can easily conclude that
Danish organizations have shared knowledge about the CISU funds available with their partners. A few
organisations mentioned that they were exploring other donor opportunities as well – some of them
together with the Danish partner. It was not clear whether Danish organisations were exploring
opportunities for capacity building together with their partners. In one case, the project had ended by the
time CISU visited and the partnership between the Danish organisation and the Uganda partners was
actually coming to an end. In this case, there was no evidence of the Danish partner supporting the
Ugandan organisation in finding alternative funding and capacity building sources. There was also no
knowledge of CISU’s “world map” database, where partners also are able to find information on which
organisations CISU supports and which other Danish organisations are active in Uganda. This could perhaps
be promoted more actively by CISU to MOs, as the PSs seemed very interested in this when presented with
the information.
Assumptions: We saw many examples on Danish CSOs and their partners working towards the assumption
on strengthening democratic, independent and inclusive civil societies. However with regard to the
assumption on donors developing flexible support options we saw that the donors had chosen to support
strategically selected partners through the Democratic Governance Facility. 85 mostly bigger CSOs were
selected for funding and this made it hard for smaller CSOs to access DGF funding. DGF is the main funding
window in Uganda and we therefore learned of only one case - NOGAMU - where partners to Danish CSOs
had obtained funding from DGF. We did however learn about several cases where the Danish CSOs had
shared information on other funding opportunities.
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Outcome Challenge 6: MOs and PSs contribute to building diverse civil societies and sustainable, povertyreducing results:
We have seen examples in all the projects visited, of poverty-reducing results as well as elements of diverse
civil societies. We see that they are knowledgeable about their “space” as civil society and are all working
on ways of claiming more space, or working on ways of trying to ensure that the space they have is not
being reduced further. We believe that all projects visited are showing evidence that they are managing to
strategically manoeuvre within the existing space for civil society and do so as individual organisations as
well as in their cooperation with others – be it in networks, alliances or coalitions. (see section 4 for
examples of these results as well as the cases presented in annex A).
Assumptions: We have seen many examples Danish CSOs and their Ugandan partners using available
spaces for achieving results from their advocacy work, The target groups were also widely perceiving the
Ugandan partners as legitimate stakeholders and organisations. Although we found it difficult to clearly
identify all LTA aspects represented in the Ugandan organisations we also noticed that many of them
praised and had used the Accountability Dialogue Tool.
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