
Dr. Gemma Oberth, EANNASO 
Oral Abstract Session at AIDS 2016 
Durban, South Africa  
20 July 2016 

Measuring The Impact of Advocacy  



PROBLEM #1: The (often) undue influence 

that funding partners may have over the programs 
they fund in recipient countries.  
 
ÅάThe preaching about abstinence in Uganda thus seemed at odds 

with the culture. Was this a charade to impress the right-wing 
bureaucrats in the office of the U.S. Global coordinator who 
would oversee the spending of the $1billion earmarked for 
abstinence programsΚέ ό9ǇǎǘŜƛƴΣ нллтΣ ǇΦ мфмύΦ  

 
Åά!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƛŘ Ŏŀƴ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 

that might otherwise not be possible, they bring with them sets 
of expectations and priorities determined elsewhere, in much 
wealthier settings, which may or may not meet local scientific 
ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎέ ό/ǊŀƴŜΣ нлмоΣ ǇΦ ммύΦ    

 
 



PROBLEM #2: The (often) limited extent to 

which civil society and affected communities are 
able to effectively influence decision making 
around  donor-funded HIV programs. 

 
ÅIn ZimbabweΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Dƭƻōŀƭ CǳƴŘΩǎ ƘŜŀǾȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ on 

National Strategic Plans (NSPs) risked excluding civil society 
priorities, since some NSPs may not adequately capture these 
issues (Zimbabwe CCM, 2013). 

 
ÅIn Myanmar, tensions arose during the country dialogue after it 
ǿŀǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎŜȄ ǿƻǊƪŜǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ 
was intentionally excluded from discussion (OSF, 2013).  

 



(partial) Sƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ tǊƻōƭŜƳ ІмΧ 
ÅFunding partners are improving their grant-making approach, 

now requiring documented consultation with civil society 
organizations, community groups and key and vulnerable 
populations, so that programs respond better to local priorities. 

ÅEg:  
 
 
 
 
 
ÅEg: 

 
  

 



Χōǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ tǊƻōƭŜƳ ІнΚ  

Question #1: Are the priorities 
of civil society included in the 
final proposals that get 
submitted to donors?  
 
Question #2: What factors make 
civil society more or less 
successful at influencing donor 
proposals? 

 



Identifying Civil Society Priorities on AIDS 

http://aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Swaziland-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf
http://aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Zambia-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf
http://www.aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Malawi-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf
http://www.aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/Zimbabwe-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf
http://www.aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Tanzania-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf


 

 



 

 

Timeline 



Methodology  

From Charter to 
Concept Note  

 
What was 
included? 

 

http://aidsaccountability.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Swaziland-Civil-Society-Priorities-Charter.pdf


Methodology  



Limitations 

ÅUse of the UNAIDS Investment Framework 
ÅNo accommodation in the method for 

priorities that are covered by other 
development partners (eg. US 
Government) 
ÅNo cross-analysis of other Global Fund 

concept notes in these countries  (eg. HSS) 
ÅNo follow-up analysis of second iteration 

concept notes (Zambia and Zanzibar) 
ÅSubjectivity of scoring  



Results 



Results ς Country Close-Ups 


