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Executive Summary 

The Atlas Alliance (AA) is a foundation established by Norwegian disabled peoples’/and 

patients’ organizations that work with international development cooperation. At present, 

there are nine active organizations in the Alliance. The Atlas Alliance is the administrator of 

a five-year framework agreement with Norad, an agreement with the Norwegian Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs (MFA), and a framework agreement with Operation Day Work (ODW). 

This evaluation is seen as a contribution to an on-going internal strategy discussion.  

 

The following methodologies have been used to gather information for this evaluation; 

literature review, organizational review using the POSTRICE-model, interviews of key 

persons, a survey sent to all development partners, comparative study of the sister 

organizations in Denmark and Sweden, field visit to Malawi.  

 

Theory of Change: 

The evaluation team has attempted to reconstruct the Atlas Alliance Theory of Change. The 

identity of the Atlas Alliance is that they are the disabled peoples organizations’ own 

foundation for development aid. The organizations use their own experiences and 

competencies in the development cooperation to strengthen the implementation of human 

rights of people with disabilities and patients with tuberculosis. AA´s vision is a global 

society for all without man-made barriers. The shared value of the AA is the dignity and 

right to life for all people. The potential value added of the alliance is the collective 

experience of the AA organizations from promoting the rights and the inclusion of people 

with disabilities and TB in Norway. In addition to this comes 30 years of experience from 

promoting rights of persons with disabilities in developing countries.  

 

That the disabled peoples own organizations are involved in the development 

cooperation themselves is highly valued by the development partners, and constitutes an 

important value added of the work of the Atlas Alliance. The premises and principles from 

the AA Strategy 2007-2017 have been tested as underlying assumptions. With few 

exceptions, all the assumptions hold for a number of projects, many of them for the majority. 

However, the underlying assumptions might be necessary, but most likely not sufficient 

conditions for societal change to happen. We therefore recommend that the Atlas Alliance 

revise its Theory of Change as part of their strategy process.  

 

In their strategy-discussion in 2014, the Atlas Alliance argued for converting the United 

Nations’ Convention of the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) into the core element 

of all their actions. Support to and cooperation with rights activists and duty bearers in the 

partner countries will be in focus. The survey indicated that most development partners 

today claim their work to be rights-based. This statement is also valid for the many partners 

who are service-deliverers. The AA organizations should explore how their partners 

understand the concept of working rights-based in order to have to have a common starting 

point.  The evaluation team discusses that doing service delivery may or may not be rights-

based depending on how this work is being carried out. Both “practical and strategic 

disability needs” (a concept adapted from the gender and development methodology) can 

be catered for in parallel, to reach the goals of the alliance. 
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The evaluation team argues that for societal change to happen, one needs to target and win 

the minds of both decision-makers and the ordinary people. Both groups need to be strong 

enough to be able to push for necessary institutional and legal changes. Also, we argue that 

a power analysis and/or stakeholder mapping will provide useful insight to help to 

choose partners and identify who they should address and how to work in order to 

influence social change.  

 

The Atlas Alliance portfolio: 

The 2014 portfolio of the Atlas Alliance consists of 65 projects and programmes  (all together 

79 interventions) in 19 countries plus three regional interventions, implemented by 70 

partners and directly supported by 9 AA organizations. Approximately 50 percent of the 

partners are member-based Disability People’s Organizations (DPOs), and different 

umbrella constellations of these, Patient organizations and Parents’ associations. Just above 

one third of the partners are private and public service delivery institutions within health 

care, education and rehabilitation. Thematically, the portfolio is divided in 5 areas: 

Organizational Strengthening, Inclusive Education, Health Services, Community Based 

Rehabilitation and Research.  

 

The ODW secretariat claims that the Atlas Alliance has the programme with the best 

development results of the whole ODW-portfolio. The reports to Norad and the answers 

from the survey organized by the evaluation team show a variety of impressive results 

having been reached by the individual projects both on user and societal level.   

 

Most development partners are overwhelmingly positive to the way their Norwegian 

partners cooperate with them, the knowhow, knowledge and approach they bring into the 

partnership. The special disability related knowledge and knowhow, that the Atlas Alliance 

organizations themselves claim is their most important value added, is highly appreciated 

by the development partners, but at the same time only constitute a small part of everything 

they bring into their partnerships.   

 

With a few exceptions, the Atlas Alliance portfolio is project based rather than programme 

based. There is a lot to be desired in terms of both coordination between development 

partners in the partner countries and between the Atlas Alliance organizations regarding 

planning and designing of their project portfolio. The tendency to work bilaterally without 

securing the necessary horizontal linkages constitutes a loss of potential positive impact.  

 

In Malawi, we found very constructive partnerships between the Atlas Alliance 

organizations and their partners, whether member based organizations, service delivery 

institutions or others. However, we observed very weak coordination among the actors in 

the disability sector. The situation is characterized by internal competition for funds 

combined with missing exchange of information and communication. There was a general 

perception that the secretariat of the DPO-federation had used the development aid to 

develop into a separate DPO, operating in direct competition with its members and owners. 

The DPOs were highly frustrated, and there was even a threat that they would pull out of 

the federation.  
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The Atlas Alliance structure: 

The Atlas Alliance is composed of 19 organizations, of which nine (or ten1) are presently 

active in development cooperation. Only LHL International has development aid as their 

primary task. AA is structured as a foundation with a strong executive board. The board 

consists of the top management of four of the organizations plus one rotating member 

representing the remaining organisations. There seems to be a perception within the alliance 

that the board has too much power, and that its composition and modus operandi might 

represent a hindrance for innovation and renewal. The evaluation team believes that when 

the board distributes funds, there is a potential incentive for board members to represent his 

or her organization instead of developing the alliance as such. 

 

The AA organizations are bound together as a network through formal and informal 

committees, groups and meetings. The evaluation team was given the impression that the 

so-called ad hoc groups were the most successful of these, as these groups had concrete 

tasks to solve. There seems to be a certain level of frustration within all the formal advisory 

committees. People spend quite some time participating, but the tasks undertaken are not 

perceived as being neither strategic nor concrete enough. Many of the people interviewed 

said that they miss information on what each of the advisory committees are doing, and 

what happens with what they produce.  

 

With very few exceptions, all projects are bilateral endeavours between the individual AA 

organization and its development partner. There is hardly any coordination between the AA 

organizations when it comes to management of the project portfolio, with some good 

exceptions. 

 

In terms of the project portfolio, the secretariat is responsible for quality control, which they 

carry out with zealousness; they support capacity building of the organizations, and provide 

advice to the organizations according to their needs. The secretariat is the formal link 

between Norad and the AA organizations. The secretariat has the secretary function of all 

the decision-making and advisory bodies. They also undertake common advocacy and 

communication activities. They have newly started an “Inclusion project” funded by the 

Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the aim of making other Norwegian 

development aid actors include disabilities in their actions. From what the evaluation team 

has managed to found out, there is a general high satisfaction from the AA organizations 

with the work that is carried out by the secretariat. 

 

The implication of the decentralised AA model is that the nine active organizations do all 

the project management themselves. This gives nine sets of development staff, nine sets of 

project accounts, nine organizations that travel to more or less the same countries, doing 

more or less the same kind of capacity building with their partners etc. There are 65 project 

plans, results’ hierarchies, reports, monitoring systems, reviews and evaluations. The 

evaluation team believes there is potential for improved efficiency in the portfolio design.   

 

                                                      

 
1 The Norwegian Association for Hard of Hearing cooperates with The Norwegian Association of Disabled by 

among other things sending audiographs to projects.  
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Recommendations: Moving towards the vision 

For the Atlas Alliance to improve on effectiveness and efficiency, and reach their goals, there 

is a strong need to create synergies between the interventions. The evaluation team 

recommends the Atlas Alliance to shift its focus from individual projects towards country 

programmes with the aim of building a strong disability movement in any given country. 

To achieve this, there must be close coordination between the Atlas Alliance organizations, 

between them and other donors in the same countries and between all the actors within the 

disability movement. To build disability movements, the AA is recommended to select a 

few countries or a cluster of countries in some regions instead of spreading their resources 

thinly across 19 countries. 

 

To strengthen the disability movement, it makes sense to strengthen the DPO-federation in 

the selected countries. Here, however, the donors must make sure not to strengthen a 

secretariat to go their own way, but rather to strengthen the federation in a way where the 

constitutional decision-making bodies decide how funds shall be used and have 

functional internal control and monitoring mechanisms in place, in order to avoid internal 

competition between the member DPOs and between them and the secretariat.  

 

We recommend that the AA adopts and integrates a conflict sensitive approach to all their 

work.  

 

The Atlas Alliance may well continue to support service delivery in a right-based manner. In 

general, we would argue that it is more efficient and sustainable to create linkages 

between existing service providers and people with disabilities, than to support service 

delivery directly. The Atlas Alliance has developed some good best practices in creating 

linkages between DPOs and existing credit-schemes. It is recommended that the AA treads 

carefully if supporting service delivery through member-based organizations, and make 

sure this is only done if the constitutional decision-making bodies of the organization have 

decided it.  

 

In line with the need for undertaking systematic power analysis, the evaluation team 

recommends that additional types of development partners could be looked for, that are 

well positioned to push, promote or provoke the wanted societal changes.   

 

In order to avoid that all Atlas Alliance organizations have their separate development aid 

secretariats where they all have to cover all geographic and thematic issues, we believe it 

would be rational with some division of work between the organizations.   

 

The evaluation team also recommends that the secretariat take a stronger coordination role. 

We believe this is essential if they are to be responsible towards Norad for the quality of the 

portfolio. We also recommend that some technical areas become centralised and offered as 

a service to AA organizations that are interested. Some such areas are financial 

management, monitoring, and capacity building of partners. Also, we believe there is scope 

for developing more common projects like the newly started Inclusion Project, identify more 

common advocacy and communication activities as well as common research initiatives. It is 

also recommended that the commissioning of evaluations be centralised (to the secretariat 
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or the development aid advisory board), and that the conclusions are disseminated among 

all AA organizations in order to enhance organizational learning. 

 

It is recommended that the alliance consider restructuring its composition of the executive 

board. It is also recommend that the advisory committees are made more strategic and that 

the competencies of the members are made better used of. Further, the alliance is advised to 

establish an intranet where minutes of all the advisory committees and executive board etc. 

are posted along with other internal alliance news.  

 

The evaluation team recommends the Atlas Alliance to review their Theory of Change as 

part of the strategy process.  
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1 Background and Objectives 
 

1.1 Background 
The Atlas Alliance is a foundation composed of 16 Disabled People’s Organizations (DPOs) 

plus three NGOs2. Its purpose is to strengthen and develop international cooperation and 

promote human rights for persons with disabilities outside of Norway, and act as advocate 

and advisor vis-à-vis government and aid organizations in Norway. The Atlas Alliance is 

the administrator of a five-year framework agreement with Norad, a three-year agreement 

with the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), and also a framework agreement 

with Operation Day Work (Operasjon Dagsverk). The Atlas Alliance is emphasizing its rights-

based approach to development work. The evaluation is seen as a contribution to an on-

going internal strategy discussion.  

 

1.2 Objectives 
The purpose of the evaluation of the Atlas Alliance is to: 

 Improve and strengthen the quality of the international cooperation of the Atlas alliance, 

prior to entering into a new framework agreement with Norad; 

 Assess the organizational model of the Atlas Alliance and propose alternative ways of 

running the organization and the project portfolio; 

 Analyse and clarify the added value of involving the different partner organizations in 

development cooperation, focusing on the issue of possible added value in the different 

levels of the network.  

 

The evaluation will focus on the following issues:  

A) Assess the organization model and approach of the alliance, and provide 

recommendations to how the Atlas Alliance may organize its development cooperation 

aiming at improved achievement of results, increased quality and, cost-efficiency and 

improved synergy and interaction.  

B) Assess the present project portfolio administered by the Atlas Alliance in the light of the 

above – with a focus on approach and facilitation of the development cooperation work, 

the added value, capacity, competence, result achievement and quality represented by 

the partner organizations, as well as diversity versus concentration in thematic and 

geographic areas of work; 

C) Assess the secretariat and the various bodies of the alliance regarding relevance, 

capacity, competence, ways and methods of work, quality, added value; 

D) The assessment should discuss recent reorganizations of DPOD (Denmark) and MyRight 

(Sweden), in order to learn from their experiences; 

E) The assessment should also make a sample inquiry in project countries in order to assess 

the various levels regarding added value, but also in order to assess the potential for 

new and broader organization, approach and interaction.  

 

 

 

                                                      

 
2 LHL International, Signo Foundation, SINTEF. 
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The expected outcomes of the evaluation are: 

 Analysis to be presented in the Report, as a foundation for conclusions and 

recommendations in accordance with the purpose of the exercise; 

 New knowledge and insight for future work; approach, methods and organization; 

 Concrete recommendations for the facilitation and organization of the Atlas Alliance 

portfolio. 
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2 Methodology 
 

2.1 Literature Review  
The Literature review includes a vast list of documents (ref. Annex B), mostly provided by 

the Atlas Alliance. The literature has been used to make interview guides, orient our 

discussions around the umbrella model (see Annex F) and Theory of Change (see chapter 3 

and Annex D), and inform our mapping of the development project portfolio (see chapter 4).   

 

2.2 Organizational Review 
In the Organizational Review, the POSTRICE-model (ref. Annex G) was used to analyse the 

interaction of the various dimensions of the Atlas Alliance structure. The evaluation process 

included the following elements where POSTRICE was explicitly used: 

 One day’s POSTRICE-SWOT workshop with people in the AA organizations working 

with development aid (“Extended” Development Aid Advisory Committee - “Utvidet” 

Bistandsutvalg). Six people from five organizations participated, which unfortunately 

only represented approximately one fourth of the people invited.  

 One day’s POSTRICE-SWOT workshop with the secretariat of the Atlas Alliance.  

 One meeting with the Board.  

 Two small surveys were sent to the AA organizations; one regarding technical strengths 

and one regarding the use of the AA project management manual.  

 

2.3 Survey 
A web-based anonymous quest-back Survey was sent to all Atlas Alliance development 

partners to assess the Atlas Alliance value added, theory of change and portfolio 

management. The survey was tested with a few development partners. See Annex J for the 

results.  

 

The Atlas Alliance organizations sent out e-mails prior to the survey to prepare their 

partners for the coming of the survey and urge them to answer. The survey was sent to 70 e-

mail addresses, of which 40 responded, representing 38 partners. 4 respondents had 

problems completing due to power-cut/internet-cut in their respective countries, and 

therefore did not fully complete the survey.  

 

With a confidence level of 95%, we have a confidence interval of 10.83 with the 38 partners 

who responded to our survey. This means that when 50% of our respondents have given a 

particular answer, then it is 95% sure that between 39.17% and 60.83% of all the 70 

development partners means the same.  

 

However, given that this is the last year in a multi-year agreement, and that presumably all 

partners would like to renew the contracts with their Norwegian partners, it is likely that the 

answers are more positive towards their partners than they might had been had the renewal 

of their contract not been an issue.  
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2.4 Interviews 
To fill gaps, conduct a comparative organizational structure analysis and gather deeper 

understanding, the evaluation has conducted semi-structured interviews with the following 

persons/groups: 

 AA secretariat Finance advisor  

 AA Financial Forum (Økonomi Forum) 

 Political advisor and Communication officer  

 One representative for “Information Advisory Committee” (Informasjonsrådet)  

 AA secretariat development aid advisors  

 AA Secretary General 

 Norad  

 Operation Day Work  

 Programme Coordinator of Opportunity Zambia 

 

In addition, a large number of people were interviewed in Malawi (see list of people 

interviewed, Annex C).  

 

2.5 Comparative study of the sister organizations 
A short visit was made to Sweden and Denmark to gain an understanding of how the sister 

organizations of the Atlas Alliance, MyRight and DPOD, work. A comparative setup 

between the three is provided in Annex E.  

 

2.6 Field visit 
To verify information gathered in relation to efficiency, effectiveness and added value, one 

evaluator made a field visit to Malawi. Malawi is the one country with most AA-

interventions. The evaluator managed to interview representatives of partners to all active 

AA organizations except the Diabetes Association. 

 

The visit was conducted in Blantyre and Lilongwe. One partner, FEDOMA, was responsible 

for the coordination and logistics in Blantyre, and another, REACH Trust, was responsible 

for the visit in Lilongwe. Unfortunately, there was not time for a debriefing session with the 

people interviewed at the end of the visit. This was particularly unfortunate as many 

different voices both in Blantyre and in Lilongwe were criticizing FEDOMA´s ways of 

operating, and by not having a debriefing meeting FEDOMA was not given the opportunity 

to meet the criticism.  

 

The terms of reference for the visit were sent to the coordinating partners ahead of the visit 

(see Annex H). There were some small misunderstandings regarding meetings with 

members and end-users as well as need for independent interpreter. The development 

partners however were flexible and dynamic and managed to identify members and end-

users in a short time. Partner staff was used as interpreters whenever this was necessary. In 

a few cases, the sessions were made into discussions/dialogue instead of interviews in order 

to avoid putting staff interpreters and/or end-users in an uncomfortable situation.   

 

The evaluator met with and interviewed representatives from 19 organizations and 

institutions (see the list of persons interviewed in Annex C). 
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As mentioned under Chapter 2.3 Surveys above, the fact that this is the last year in a multi-

year agreement, and that presumably all partners would like to renew the contracts with 

their Norwegian partners, it is a probability that the answers are more positive towards their 

partners than they might had been had the renewal of their contract not been an issue. 

 

2.7 Triangulation 
Information gathered through the various methods described above are triangulated 

throughout the analysis. Where only one source is used, this is mentioned.  



Evaluation of Atlas Alliance  

 

Scanteam – Final Report – 6 –      

3 The Atlas Alliance Theory of Change 
 

3.1 The Theory of Change  
Below, the evaluation team has attempted to reconstruct the Atlas Alliance “Theory of 

Change” based on the Strategy 2007-2017, cooperation agreement with Norad 2010-2014 and 

minutes from the AA Annual Meeting 2014. 

 

The identity of the Atlas Alliance is that they are the disabled peoples organizations’ own 

foundation for development aid. The organizations use their own experiences and 

competencies in the development cooperation to strengthen the implementation of human 

rights of people with disabilities and patients with tuberculosis. AA´s vision is “A global 

society for all without man-made barriers”. An important principle is “Nothing about us, without 

us”. The shared value of the AA is the dignity and right to life for all people. The potential 

value added of the alliance is the collective experience of the AA organizations from 

promoting the rights and the inclusion of people with disabilities and TB in Norway. 30 

years´ experience from promoting rights of persons with disabilities in developing countries 

is the other half of the equation. This is a dual experience that includes carrying out 

activities with selected partner organizations in selected countries in the South, and at the 

same time undertakes communication, policy and advocacy work in Norway.  

 

In the long run, the AA activities should lead to improved living conditions for people with 

disabilities and TB in open and inclusive societies that enable equal participation for all.  

 

To reach their long-term goals, the AA affiliates are assumed to work according to the 

following premises and principles (stated in the strategy from 2007): 

 The communication, policy and advocacy work in Norway creates public awareness 

and engagement to include the rights of people with disabilities and TB in 

Norwegian development aid.  

 The experiences of the AA organizations are actively used in the partnership with 

the partner-organizations.  

 Experiences from Norway are relevant, transferrable and replicable in the partner 

countries.  

 AA organizations cooperate and coordinate amongst themselves in the partner 

countries.  

 Initiatives, priorities and solutions are defined by local partner-organizations.  

 All initiatives are built on documented facts.  

 Partner-organizations are democratic.  

 Partner-organizations have an active attitude towards user participation.  

 Partner-organizations develop capacities to become effective watchdogs and premise 

providers for developing programmes for inclusion.  

 Access to financial services and education will improve possibilities to access 

income, hence reduce poverty and exclusion among people living with disabilities 

and TB.  

 Partner organizations promote the rights and inclusion of people with disabilities 

and TB.  
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 Where AA cooperates with authorities, the partner organizations take part in 

planning, follow-up and evaluation of the activities. 

 Partner countries are selected based on a high degree of exclusion and discrimination 

of people with disabilities and TB.  

 Partner countries are selected where cooperation provides value added in the fight 

against poverty.  

 Partner countries are selected where AA´s competence is requested.  

 

Based on the above-mentioned premises and principle, the AA carries out activities within 

education, rehabilitation, health and organizational development aimed at improving living 

conditions of people with TB and disabilities, and increasing the capacity and competence in 

the partner countries.  

 

AA plans to achieve the following with their project activities in the geographical areas 

where the projects are carried out: 

 Disabled women and men, boys and girls in benefit from inclusive educational in 

areas where the alliance has educational. 

 Disabled women and men, boys and girls enjoy improved living conditions due to 

targeted rehabilitation. 

 The right to life and health for patients with TB is secured.  

 Blind and partially sighted have access to consultation and treatment in accordance 

with the Global Vision 2020. 

 Disabled and patients are socially included in their communities and their basic 

rights are respected.   

 

Strategically, AA has since 2007 aimed at achieving the following objectives via their project 

activities:  

 People with disabilities are taken into consideration in all Norwegian development 

aid.  

 The fight against TB is included and strengthened in all Norwegian development 

health aid.  

 Norwegian public opinion and all relevant Norwegian actors have gained an 

understanding of how disabilities and the fight against TB are linked to central issues 

in the Norwegian development cooperation agenda.    

 Organizations and networks of people with disabilities, patients and parents in 

partner countries are strengthened in order to increase their ability to influence 

policy makers.  

 People with disabilities in partner countries have fulfilled their right to education 

and information.  

 People with disabilities in partner countries have secured equal social and economic 

participation.  

 Preventive measures and treatment to stop TB are strengthened in the partner 

countries.  

 Preventive measures and treatment against blindness are strengthened in the partner 

countries.  

 The living conditions of people with disabilities are documented in partner 

countries.  
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 Women´s rights are focused on in all projects. 

 

In 2014, there is an internal discussion within the Atlas Alliance. The AA organizations want 

to strengthen their identity as associations of disabled people, in line with the slogan 

“Nothing about us without us”. The Atlas Alliance wants to strengthen the rights-based 

approach to achieve the above strategic objectives, both in partner countries as well as 

regionally and internationally. This includes democracy-building and empowerment of 

organizations and individuals as rights-holders who can monitor and hold authorities 

accountable for their responsibilities if they fail as duty-bearers.  

 

3.2 The purpose of the Atlas Alliance 
In interviews made in Norway, it was found that the Norwegian DPOs have strong 

identities, and use these actively in their relationships with their development partners. The 

survey confirms this tendency: 42% of the partners said the Norwegian organizations to a 

large extent use their own experience from Norway in their dialogue with them, and 42% do 

so to some extent. According to the survey, 37% of the partners confirm that the Norwegian 

experience to a large extent is relevant for their context, and 50% find it relevant to some 

extent. Partners met in Malawi were overall very positive to the input brought to them by 

their Norwegian partner. Malawian DPOs highly appreciated the close partnership with 

their Norwegian DPO partners, and valued the equality within the partnerships. No doubt, 

there is a high value attached to the fact that the development cooperation is built on equal 

partnerships between DPOs.   

 
3.3 Testing the underlying assumptions 
All the underlying assumptions (premises and principles listed above) have been tested (see 

table in Annex D). Not all projects in the 2014 project portfolio fulfil all the assumptions in 

the 2007-Atlas Alliance-strategy. However, with few exceptions, all the assumptions hold for 

a number of projects, many hold for the majority.  There is one assumption that was found 

not to hold, the one that states that AA organizations cooperate and coordinate amongst 

themselves in the partner countries. In Malawi, where there is the highest number of AA 

organisations with projects, we found that there had been several attempts of coordination, 

but that these attempts only to a limited extent had lead to coordination or cooperation. 

From interviews with the Norwegian DPOs we understand there is a lot to be desired when 

it comes to improved coordination and cooperation both among Norwegian DPOs and 

among their partners in any given country. 

 

Beyond doubt, the combined project interventions of all the AA organizations contribute 

towards the achievement of the long-term goals of inclusive education, increased living 

conditions, social inclusion for disabled people, access to health services, the right to life and 

health and social inclusion for TB-patients, and access to consultation and treatment for 

blind and partially sighted.  

 

There is reason to believe that the combined effort of all the AA organizations partners in all 

the partner countries make valuable contributions towards achieving the strategic 

objectives. However, we also believe that the individual projects would have had a larger 

combined effect if they had been more strategically linked together.  
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3.4 The Atlas Alliance and the CRPD 
In the internal strategy discussions of the Atlas Alliance, there is unanimous agreement that 

all activities in Norway and the partner countries alike must be tied to the purpose of the 

United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD). According to 

the chairman of the executive board, the coming of the UN Convention of the Rights of 

Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) constitutes an important paradigm shift “from pathology 

to politics”. 

 

The CRPD became one of the fastest supported human rights instruments in history, with 

strong support from all regional groups. 155 States signed the Convention upon its opening 

in 2007 and 126 States ratified the Convention within its first five years. As of October 2013, 

it had 158 signatories. Norway was unusually slow in offering its ratification. After strong 

advocacy where the Atlas Alliance and its partners played a decisive role, Norway only 

ratified the Convention in June 2013. 

 

Persons with disabilities are still often ''invisible'' in society, either segregated or simply 

ignored as passive objects of charity. They are denied their rights to be included in the 

general school system, to be employed, to live independently in the community, to move 

freely, to vote, to participate in sports and cultural activities, to enjoy social protection, to 

live in an accessibly built and technological environment, to access justice, to enjoy freedom 

to choose medical treatments and to enter freely into legal commitments such as buying and 

selling property. 

 

The Convention sets out international human rights standards for all persons with 

disabilities in the world. It views persons with disabilities as having legal rights and protects 

them from discrimination. It requires States to protect and fulfil, and all others to respect 

those rights. It promotes international cooperation towards development and humanitarian 

assistance. It requires national and international independent monitoring. 

 

All State Parties are obliged to submit regular reports to the Committee on how the rights 

are being implemented, and organizations representing disabled persons are likewise 

offered the opportunity to present their parallel reports. 

 

This new international rights’ context offers a new situation for a rights-based approach in 

the area of work for the Atlas Alliance. According to the normative framework, persons 

living with disabilities are fully recognized rights‑holders, individually and as a group, and 

their representative organizations have an improved possibility to present legitimate and 

even legal claims vis-à-vis the duty bearers, particularly public authorities. There is also an 

Optional Protocol to the Convention, providing a means for individuals to complain when 

their rights are not respected. This Protocol gives the treaty body established to oversee this 

Convention competence to examine individual complaints with regard to alleged violations 

of the Convention by State Parties to the Protocol. As far as we can see from the list of 

ratifications, neither Norway nor Malawi or any other of the most important partner 

countries of the Atlas Alliance have ratified the Optional Protocol. Lack of such ratification 
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may limit the effectiveness of advocacy work. 

 

According to the survey that was sent out to all the development partners, 43% say that their 

Norwegian partner prioritizes CRPD to a large extent, and an additional 32% say their 

partners prioritize the convention to some extent.  

 

From the qualitative responses on Question 24 in the survey regarding the partners 

involvement in promoting the CRDP, there is reason to believe that all DPOs and their 

federations to a large or some extent have been and are actively involved in promoting the 

implementation of the CRPD in their respective countries.  

 

The survey asked the development partners to provide ideas on how their Norwegian 

partners could assist them in working even more strategically with the CRPD. Some of the 

ideas provided are quoted below:  

 Strengthening the capacities of family based organizations of people with intellectual 

disabilities. 

 Public education campaigns that target government officials, civil society and legislators 

to sign/ratify/implement and/or report on the Convention as it were. 

 Facilitating intensive and continuous data collection during implementation and 

monitoring processes to inform comprehensive shadow reporting. 

 Support participation in on-going regional and global initiatives around the CRPD and 

post-2015 development agenda. 

 By supporting policy and law revision. 

 By supporting CRPD monitoring. 

 By supporting research and study. 

 Support awareness-raising to community. 

 Exchange visits, information and best practices are useful areas of assistance. 

 Provide technical support and expertize such as volunteer programs to work with us. 

 Through facilitating research to determine the extent to which persons with disabilities 

have been included in development processes since the ratification of the CRPD. 

 Create Forums to share about CRPD in subsequent visits. 

 Need to educate all of us on the CRPD in detail. 

 Share experiences from other countries where the implementation and the adoption has 

been a success. 

 By participating in advocacy at national level. 

 Prioritize CRPD and fund it’s monitoring. 

 Training to Deaf people especially youths on how to advocate for their rights as 

enshrined in the CRPD, provision of DVDs in International Signs for Deaf of low 

education to understand how useful CRPD is in their daily lives. 

 Write supporting letters to the government calling for domestication, and promote 

shadow reporting through engagements with UN to force countries to report. 

 

There seems to be a high interest among both the Norwegian AA organizations and their 

partners to work towards an implementation of the convention in all countries. In this sense, 

the convention stands out as a common tool for all. The convention does not implement 

itself, however. It takes both changes in attitude, money and efforts. To achieve this, there is 

a need to build both a cultural and a political momentum. This can be done through 
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building a movement. We have borrowed insight from the peace-building field to provide a 

theory on how this might be done (see Chapter 3.6 below).  

 

3.5 Rights-based approach 
In their strategy-discussion, the Atlas Alliance has decided that support to human rights 

actors and activists, and duty-bearers (in most case the State), will be the main focus of the 

work of the alliance in the future. However, the survey reveals that this is already 

happening to a large extent. 80% of the partners say their Norwegian partner focuses on 

advocacy of the rights of the disabled to a large extent, and an additional 13% say their 

partner does this to some extent. As discussed under assumptions (see Annex D), the 

majority of the partners advocate for the rights of the disabled. Table 1 below shows how the 

partners describe their project approaches. Each column is divided in two, the one to the left 

features all the respondent (All), whilst the one to the right only features the partners who 

have described themselves as “public or private service delivery institutions” (SP).  

 

We see that the service providers describe themselves as being highly rights-based. 

Approximately 20 of the AA development partners are service providers; most of these are 

public institutions (see Annex D). Most likely, these see themselves as important actors in 

providing the services that the disabled people are entitled to receive. It is worth exploring 

by the AA Organisations how their various partners understand the concept of “rights-

based approach”.  

 

To discuss whether or not, or how and how not, service provision is a rights-based 

approach, it can be useful to borrow a concept from Caroline Moser’s Gender and 

Development framework that talks about “strategic and practical gender needs” 3. Strategic 

gender needs are special needs a man or a woman has because of his or her gender in order 

to secure that person’s equal opportunities or rights. For instance, a man’s strategic gender 

needs could be his equal rights to be with and educate his children as the mother has. 

Practical gender needs make the existing gender differences easier to bear. A man’s practical 

gender needs could be a mobile phone, to enable him to speak with his children on a 

frequent basis. In the same way, it should be possible to talk about disabled people’s 

“practical and strategic disability needs”. “Practical disability needs” can be appliances and 

devices needed to reduce the barriers for equal participation and increase living conditions. 

“Strategic disability needs” are the changes that need to be undertaken in society in terms of 

laws, culture, attitudes etc., to make sure that the rights of the people with disabilities are 

respected and implemented.  

 

Using the concept above, we can argue that the Atlas Alliance portfolio is divided between 

working for “strategic disability needs”; ratification and implementation of the CRPD and 

disability laws, inclusive education etc., and “practical disability needs” such as community 

based rehabilitation, livelihood-support and income generating activities, supply of mobility 

devices and other appliances etc. Needless to say, both the “practical and strategic disability 

needs” are equally important, and will often go hand in hand. For instance, when the right 

                                                      

 
3 Moser, Caroline O.N. (November 1989). "Gender planning in the third world: Meeting practical and strategic 

gender needs". World Development 17 (11): 1799–1825. doi:10.1016/0305-750X(89)90201-5 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_object_identifier
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016%2F0305-750X%2889%2990201-5
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of the person with disability to access credit has been approved, that person might need a 

mobility device in order to access that right. Because of this, it might not make sense to 

prioritize one above the other, but work to meet both practical and strategic disability needs 

side by side, just like the Atlas Alliance is doing today.  

 

Table 1 

  
To a large 

extent 

To some 

extent 
Not at all 

Not 

appli-

cable 

– All SP All SP All SP All S= 

We work for disabled to be included in 

all facets of society 
76% 63% 16% 25% 3% 13% 5% 0% 

Gender sensitivity is mainstreamed in 

our project 
76% 75% 21% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

We focus on protection of women 53% 38% 37% 50% 3% 0% 8% 13% 

We strengthen civil society through 

our work 
74% 100% 24% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 

All our work is accompanied by 

advocacy work to influence our 

authorities 

74% 75% 26% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

We work in a conflict sensitive manner 42% 50% 37% 38% 8% 0% 13% 13% 

We empower disabled people/patients 

to claim their rights 
79% 88% 18% 13% 3% 0% 0% 13% 

We work with capacity building of 

authorities 
61% 63% 24% 25% 11% 0% 5% 0% 

We work as a “watchdog” 34% 13% 29% 25% 21% 13% 16% 50% 

We work according to the needs of our 

members/end users 
84% 100% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

We work according to the human 

rights of our members/end users 
76% 75% 21% 25% 0% 0% 3% 0% 

We work with health care or 

rehabilitation 
71% 88% 18% 0% 8% 0% 3% 13% 

We work with inclusive education4 63% 50% 24% 38% 8% 13% 5% 0% 

                                                      

 
4 The Atlas Alliance secretariat has commented that these figures deviate from the figures they report to Norad. 

One reason for this might be that most partners have activities beyond what is carried out with funding through 

the AA. Also, the concept ”work with” might include both making sure disabled people go to school as well as 

advocating for the general right of inclusive education.  
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There will often be a grey zone in the difference between the two “disability needs”. For 

instance, access to credit can be a strategic disability need if disabled people for cultural or 

legal reasons are excluded from these services. If, on the other hand, access to credit is there 

for all to enjoy, but the disabled person needs to be informed or otherwise assisted in order 

to obtain a loan, then it can be described as a practical disability need. The same divisions 

can be made about access to health or education or any other sector. To distinguish the two, 

intimate knowledge of the situation on the ground in each country in terms of which legal, 

cultural and other exclusive barriers exist in each sector is needed. Thus, it goes beyond the 

scope of this evaluation to establish how much of the AA portfolio that meets practical 

disability needs and how much that meets strategic disability needs.  

 

3.6 Influencing change 
The “human rights”-declaration did not result in instant compliance. Similarly we cannot 

expect an easy change of practice by “duty bearers” overnight. In a general political decision 

making perspective the world is full of needs and expectations that cannot be fulfilled. Here, 

the concept of ”progressive realization of rights” becomes crucial5. Thus, tough priorities 

must be made. What is most important, to change the unsafe road that kills and handicaps 

people, or the assistance and help to those already handicapped by that same road?  

 

In their on-going strategic discussions, the Atlas Alliance has decided to focus on 

empowering people to make duty-bearers responsible. To understand how to influence duty-

bearers it is important to understand whom to influence. “Systems mapping” or 

“Stakeholder mapping” can be used to understand internal and external power forces and 

power asymmetries. For many weak actors to become powerful, it makes sense to organize to 

become a strong enough critical mass to be heard. However, being many and being 

organized is not automatically enough to provoke change. Power is not decided by numbers 

and organizational strength alone. In most of the countries where AA is present, power is 

distributed along family/tribe/kinsman lines, and maintained through a complex set of 

exchange of resources between the power-holder and their “clients”. And of course, 

economic and political interest groups always, in any society, stand above the formal 

distribution of power according to constitutional and democratic rules. People with 

disabilities are rarely represented among these groups. 

 

When undertaking the systems mapping, it is important that the Atlas Alliance does not 

forget that the internal power relations inside the disability movement (inside the DPOs as 

                                                      

 
5 Given the resource and knowledge restraints faced by many countries, the International Covenant on 

Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights introduces the concept of “progressive realization” of ESCR. At its core is 

the obligation to take appropriate measures towards the full realization of economic, social and cultural rights to 

the maximum of their available resources. The reference to “resource availability” reflects a ”recognition that 

the realization of these rights can be hampered by a lack of resources and can be achieved only over a period of 

time. Equally, it means that a State’s compliance with its obligation to take appropriate measures is assessed in 

the light of the resources—financial and others—available to it (…. The treaties, however,) impose an 

immediate obligation to take appropriate steps towards the full realization of economic, social and cultural 

rights. A lack of resources cannot justify inaction or indefinite postponement of measures to implement these 

rights. States must demonstrate that they are making every effort to improve the enjoyment of economic, social 

and cultural rights, even when resources are scarce.” (Quoted from ”Frequently asked questions about 

economic, social and cultural rights”, OHCHR Fact Sheet no. 33)  
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well as in between the DPOs) are equally important to understand, compared to the external 

power relations (who gains what from maintaining status quo and who gains what from 

changing it). Also, if the aim is to push for changes, it is important to understand the loyalty 

patterns of the people that populate the structures we work with. In many countries, 

advocacy and influence is a totally different game from the one we believe we know from 

the North (although personal networks probably count more in the North than we want to 

admit).  

 

Once a mapping has helped the Atlas Alliance to understand external and internal power 

relations, and through that decided whom to influence and whom to empower to exert 

leverage, it can be decided how to influence “duty bearers”, “power holders” or “decision 

makers”. Rights-based work can be done from a variety of different angles. We can ensure 

rights by making sure they are mentioned in the legal framework, we can make people able 

to claim their rights by disseminating information and empower the rights-holders, or 

effectuate rights through capacity building and awareness-raising among the duty-bearers. 

All these strategies will work in the same direction if they are wisely designed, and there is 

an interest in society for the propagated changes to take place. One aspect of the how is 

psychological: Which are the ways you should approach the persons in these roles? How are 

the cards best played? Is it with drums and banners? Is it with documents and conferences? 

There is a wide variety of influence tactics at the disposal of actors who want to make the best 

of their given or acquired cards. (Yukl, 2006) 

 

To look into how changes in society are promoted, we can borrow a framework from the 

action research “Reflection on Peace Practices” from the CDA Collaborative Learning 

Projects:6:   

 

Figure 1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

 
6 “Reflection on Peace Practices“, a framework by CDA Collaborative Learning Projects: 

http://www.cdacollaborative.org/programs/reflecting-on-peace-practice/-lessons-about-programs-effectiveness/ 
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Their research from peace-building practices can be transferred to other societal changes, 

such as inclusion for all. The framework says that for societal change to occur, one must 

work with key decision makers as well as the general opinion (“Key People” and “More 

people”). Further, one must work with both the personal level (culture, attitudes, “what’s in 

it for me?”) and societal level. Research shows that programs that focus on change at the 

individual-personal level and do not translate or link to action and change at the socio-

political level, have no discernible impact on the greater societal change. Impacts for the 

broader picture are more significant if these personal transformations are translated into 

actions at the socio-political level. “More People” must engage “Key People” and vice versa.  

 

If we transfer these insights into the Atlas Alliance approach, we find that their projects are 

spread across the four quadrants. The level of societal change as a result of the various 

interactions will vary, however, due to lack of effective linkages between all the actors and 

interactions going on in the quadrants. For effects to occur, a context and stakeholder 

analysis must be made to identify the playing field and all its players. For synergy to occur, 

proper coordination mechanisms to avoid overlap and identify and fill gaps must be in 

place. The rights-holders should build a “movement” to reach maximum number of “More 

People” and the “Key People” must be involved to change and motivate the Duty-bearers 

from within. The important thing is not in which quadrant of the matrix any given 

interaction is, as long as there are effective and efficient linkages created between all other 

interactions in the same playing field, and that gaps are identified and filled.  

 

One aspect of promoting and protecting the rights of people with disabilities that could 

work in their favour, is that they as a group do not directly threaten other vested interests, 

like workers, peasants, indigenous or others that find themselves in what may be perceived 

as a zero-sum game when it comes to distribution of power, resources and/or interventions. 

This fact may make their struggle less threatening. Disabled persons may also mobilize more 

general sympathy than other groups. On the other side, their power to strike against 

strategic positions and hurt the power groups at their core is of course much less than what 

other groups may mobilize. There is therefore reason to believe that the best strategy is to 

appeal to the moral and legal obligations of those with power and resources to make 

concessions, and mobilize an optimal manifestation of social solidarity for that purpose.   
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4 Assessment of the Atlas Alliance Portfolio 
 

4.1 Description of the portfolio 
Broadly speaking, the portfolio is thematically divided in 5 areas: Organizational 

Strengthening (O), Inclusive Education (I), Health Services (H), Community Based 

Rehabilitation (C) and Research (R).  

 

The table below tries to sum up to Atlas Alliance portfolio. Blue colour indicates a budget 

above NOK 500.000 and orange indicates a budget below NOK 500.000. The thematic cross-

country programmes are spread according to countries, in order to see the actual presence of 

the alliance (and the budget has been divided accordingly). 

 

Table 2 
  The Nor-

wegian 

Asso-

ciation of 

Disabled 

The Nor-

wegian 

Associatio

n of blind 

and 

partially 

sighted 

The Nor-

wegian 

Federation 

of Organi-

zations of 

Disabled 

People  

The Nor-

wegian 

Association  

for Persons 

with 

Develop-

mental 

Disabilities 

The Nor-

wegian 

Asso-

ciation for 

Spina 

Bifida and 

Hydro-

cephalus 

The Signo 

Foun-

dation 

The 

Nor-

wegian 

Dia-

betes 

Asso-

ciation 

SINTEF 

Tech-

nology 

and 

Society 

LHL 

Inter-

national 

  NAD NABP FFO NFU RHF SIGNO Diabete

s 

SINTEF LHLI 

Angola   O, H R             

Eritrea   O, H               

Lesotho O O, H               

Malawi O, C, I, I O, I, I, H   O, I, I H I, I, I     O, O, R 

Mozambique   H, O, I               

South Africa O, I                 

Tanzania       O, I H       H, O, R 

Uganda O,I O, I     H O       

Zambia C     C H   O   O, R 

Sudan         H       H, R, O, 

R, R 

Kenya         H         

Zimbabwe               C   

Namibia               C   

Africa 

Regional 

R O O O       R   

India   C               

Cambodia   O               

China     O     I       

Laos   C, O               

Nepal   O, C, H O, R O         H, R 

Palestine C         I       

Asia Regional   O               

 

The Atlas Alliance portfolio consists of 79 interventions, most of which are bilateral projects, 

but some are thematic cross-country programmes. The latter have been broken up into 

interventions in the table above to show the geographical presence. 

 

There are nine AA organizations that receive support via the Atlas Alliance. In addition, the 

Association of the hard of Hearing (HLF) cooperates in some countries via The Norwegian 
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Association of Disabled (NAD). The Atlas Alliance is present in 19 countries and regionally 

in Southern Africa, in Africa and in Asia.  

 

The nine Norwegian organizations have 707 partners. Approximately 50 percent of these are 

members-based Disability People’s Organizations (DPOs), and different umbrella 

constellations of these (both national cross-disability DPO federations and regional and 

international cross-disability confederations, and cross-country special disability 

federations), Patient organizations and Parents’ associations. Within the Norad-framework 

agreement, approximately half of the budget is destined to projects in partnership with these 

organizations. Just above one third of the partners are private and public service delivery 

institutions within health care, education and rehabilitation. These projects consume around 

one third of the annual Norad-budget. The remaining partners are research institutes and 

NGOs.  

 

4.2 Concrete experiences from the projects in Malawi 
The evaluation included a field visit to Malawi to assess the various levels of value added, 

and to look for the potential for new and broader organization, approach and interaction. 

Malawi was chosen as it is the one country with by far the most projects, hence the country 

with the potentially highest synergy effect of the combined efforts of the AA organizations.  

 

In total, there are 16 projects in Malawi implemented by 9 national partners with support 

from 8 Atlas Alliance organizations (see description of the portfolio Table 2 above). The 

partners are in the following categories: 2 Disabled People’s Organizations (DPOs), 1 DPO 

federation/umbrella, 1 public hospital, 1 public community based service deliverer, 1 

Malawi-office of a UK-based NGO, 1 private special school, 1 is a patient-organization, and 

1 is a private research institute.  

 

The evaluator met with both staff and members/end-users of most of these organizations. In 

addition, the newly appointed Director General of the Southern Africa Federation of 

Disabled works from Malawi, so does one of the executive board members. This 

confederation receives funding from a two of the Atlas Alliance Organization. Finally, the 

evaluator met with representatives from the Ministries of Education, Disability and Elderly 

Affairs, and Health, a co-funder of one of the projects, and the Norwegian Embassy.  

 

Value added of Atlas Alliance organizations: 

There was clear evidence of value added from Atlas Alliance organizations. Findings from 

the interviews in Malawi correspond with those of the survey in this respect. The 

Norwegian partners brought in special knowledge related to their organizations’ specific 

disability, and this was highly appreciated. However, such special disability knowledge 

only constitutes a small part of everything the Norwegian organizations bring into the 

cooperation partnerships. The development partners were more than satisfied with all the 

technical, administrative and managerial competence such as writing proposals, setting up 

monitoring systems, writing reports and financial management of the Norwegian partners.  

                                                      

 
7 The number of partners is derived from the partner list the Atlas Alliance gave to the evaluation team when the 

survey was sent out.  
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In addition, Norwegian partners brought in new approaches and new ways to work that 

were highly appreciated. (NAD and NFU have advised their members to create linkages 

with existing service providers instead of delivering the services themselves. Here, it seems 

that NABP has done the opposite; advised its partner MUB to go from being a pure 

advocacy organization into also delivering services itself. Nevertheless, all partners 

expressed great satisfaction.) Lastly, but most importantly, the partners in Malawi were both 

proud and happy with the partnership model their Norwegian partners engaged in. These 

partnerships are characterized by mutual trust and respect, dignity, equity, solidarity and 

long-term cooperation. The only exception here was the RHF, as they work through IF 

(International Federation of Spin Bifida and Hydrocephalus), and the evaluator did not 

succeed in meeting anyone who were able to verify the value added of RHF to the project.   

 

In Norway the evaluation team has several times heard mention of an “internal hierarchy” 

between the different disabilities. The exact same “hierarchy” was referred to in Malawi. 

Could it be that there is something universal about this constructed “hierarchy”, or have the 

Norwegian and other funding partners transferred this notion of higher end lower worthy 

disabilities to their Malawian partners?  

 

Results: 

All the partners told about a vast variety of outputs and outcomes that made them all very 

proud. Clearly, all projects are making a difference for individuals, families, disability 

groups, communities, and on some issues for the whole society. Examples are the passing of 

the disability bill that secures the rights to inclusion in society of all people with disabilities, 

independent access to voting stations for the blind, changes of the money notes so they can 

be identified by blind people, commitment by political parties ahead of elections to respect 

and implement the disability bill, inclusive education for a number of disabled children in 

several districts, access to various community based rehabilitation services, access to 

microfinance by parents of disabled children, access to livelihoods projects for rural blind 

women, lifesaving operations on children with spina bifida and hydrocephalus, improved 

access to diagnosis and treatment of TB patients in Lilongwe district and access to school by 

deafblind.  

 

Synergy, Network, Cooperation and Coordination: 

At the beginning of the present project period, the Atlas Alliance organizations called a 

meeting for all the development partners in Malawi who were told to “harmonize” and 

cooperate among themselves. For some reason, this message did not go down well. 

According to the development partners, there has not been any “harmonization” and hardly 

any synergies have been created between the different interventions. However, if we look at 

figure 2 below, a fair amount of contact and cooperation between the partners takes place. 

According to the partners, these contacts are all opportunistic, and do not relate to the AA’s 

instructions to “harmonize”.  

 

On the other side, the linkages created through the Operation Day Work projects seem to 

work well. According to the partners, this was because they have concrete tasks to cooperate 

on and coordinate their efforts around. The ODW partners cooperate and coordinate on a 

number of issues that are not related to the Atlas Alliance/ODW-projects, such as referring 



Evaluation of Atlas Alliance  

 

Scanteam – Final Report – 19 –      

users/members to each other, coordinating lobby and advocacy efforts, carrying out joint 

projects and campaigns. The evaluator was told that this cooperation has improved thanks 

to the ODW-initiatives where they were “forced” to cooperate by the Atlas Alliance.  

Figure 2 below shows the links and cooperation between partners in Malawi.  

 

Figure 2 

 

Due to light pressure from the Atlas Alliance, LHLI has asked their partners, who primarily 

work on TB- and HIV-control, to consider disabled people’s access to TB and HIV treatment 

and related services. This has created linkages between the disability actors and the TB-

actors that were not there before. Also, the largest AA organization in Malawi, NAD, has 

created both practical and strategic linkages between their different project partners.  

 

Despite the above, what came across most strongly during the visit was the sense of general 

lack of cooperation and coordination among the many actors within the disability sector in 

Malawi. This was mentioned and regretted by basically all interviewees. There have been 

previous attempts of coordination between DPOs, relevant service delivery institutions and 

Ministries, but these coordination meetings had stopped a long time ago. Now all actors felt 

they did not know what others were doing. There was a feeling of duplication going on 

without anybody knowing or telling. Also, there was a feeling that there were a number of 

gaps that are never identified. Further there was a feeling of lack of a functional referral 

system, and proper register(s) and statistics. There was a general feeling amongst the 

different actors of internal competition for funds and projects combined with lack of 

information and communication. This general feeling became accentuated when it came to 

the DPO federation FEDOMA. Both member DPOs and other stakeholders felt that the 
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FEDOMA-secretariat has developed into a separate DPO, operating in direct competition 

with its member- and owner-DPOs by getting funding for and implementing a large number 

of projects. Below are a few excerpts from different stakeholders, DPOs and others, about 

the perceived functioning of the FEDOMA-secretariat in relation to their members:  

 “Most DPOs feel deprived of having a voice. FEDOMA was supposed to carry out awareness 

and advocacy campaigns on behalf of all the DPOs in a coordinated manner. This does not 

happen today. Most of the time, FEDOMA only speaks on behalf of itself, and not on behalf of its 

members.”  

  “The executive council is not really doing its job. They are just endorsing what the secretariat 

wants them to endorse. The secretariat has all the money, thus all the power.” 

 “Projects should be implemented by DPOs. Today the secretariat does the DPOs work – and 

thereby deprives the DPOs of important practice, capacity building and knowledge.” 

 “FEDOMA is busy forming branches across the country, as well as a women and a youth wing.  

These organs are not legitimate, however, they are not anchored in the constitution, and people 

are neither elected nor selected representatives by the DPOs.” 

 “FEDOMA receives funding from NAD and many others, but only two DPOs receive funds. 

You cannot have a federation when the majority of members are so weak and the secretariat so 

strong.”  

 “Donors are creating war and competition instead of unity and solidarity.” 

 

4.3 Approach 
In general, the Atlas Alliance portfolio can be characterized as having a project approach 

rather than a programme approach8. This makes it likely that additional administrative 

work is being generated compared to a programme approach, as each project has its own 

separate plans, reports, audits, midterm reviews, final evaluations etc. If sensibly designed, 

programmes can be better positioned than projects to ensure gap-filling, hinder overlap, 

produce synergies and reduce the bureaucratic burden on partners and donors alike.  

 

As discussed in the previous chapter on the Atlas Alliance Theory of Change, both service 

providers and advocacy-based partners say that they work with a rights-based approach.  

 

From interviews with stakeholders in Norway, we have information that there is a lot to be 

desired in terms of both coordination between development partners in the partner 

countries and between the Atlas Alliance organizations regarding planning and designing of 

their project portfolio. Like we saw in Malawi, the tendency to work bilaterally without 

securing the necessary horizontal linkages can create a loss of potential positive impact, or 

worse, outright competition, distrust, and a general weakening of the disability movement.  

 

4.4 Added value of the Atlas-organizations 
Question 6 in the survey shows that the development partners feel their Norwegian partners 

are bringing many important issues into their partnerships. The number of answers for “Not 

at all“ or “Not applicable“ is very low, maybe with the exception of “Use of research“, 

“Tools and technology“ and to a lesser extent “Experience from Norway“ and “Planning for 

                                                      

 
8 A programme is a cluster of projcts or interventions that have a common results-hierarchy and common 

management mechanisms that ensure formal linkages and synergies betweent the interventions.  
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phase out/exit strategy“. All respondents to the survey said they received recommendations 

and feedback from their Norwegian partners concerning their project plans and reports that 

they felt were relevant and feasible. In the narrative sections of the survey, the respondents 

are overwhelmingly positive to the way their Norwegian partners cooperate with them. 

However, it is worth mentioning that interviews both from Norway and Malawi confirm 

that special disability related knowledge and knowhow is perceived as very important, but 

only constitutes a small part of the AA organizations value added to the partnerships.  

 

It seems that the AA portfolio is characterized by fairly longterm partnerships. Of the 40 

respondents to the survey, 18 had had a relationship with an Atlas Alliance organization for 

more than 10 years. The longest relationship was 23 years.  

 

The positive responses from the survey correspond with interviews in Malawi, where it 

became clear that all the partners to the nine Atlas Alliance organizations were very satisfied 

and impressed by the substantial value added the Norwegian partners brought to the 

projects and their partners, see annex J.  

 

4.5 Capacities and competencies 
There are 70 different development partners in the project portfolio. These are a mix of small 

and large, new and old DPOs, patient and parents-organizations, their federations, and 

confederations. There are private and public service providers within various different 

health-issues, community based rehabilitation and education. In addition there are research 

institutes. The capacities and competencies of these different 70 partners vary in all ways. So 

do their capacity needs. What becomes clear from the survey is that most partners are 

satisfied with the capacity building being provided by or via their Norwegian partners. Still, 

many have also suggestions for more, such as:  

 Promote governance and equal participation in organisations of all disability types  

 Work with us to mobilise resources for full implementation of our strategic plan of 2013-16, 

and possibly beyond. 

 Women and youth empowerment interventions. 

 Investment in advocacy programmes in the areas of education, health, ICT, employment and 

universal design. 

 We would appreciate support to look into our exit strategy.  

 Continue to strengthen our capacity especially in the area of developing programmes that are 

evidence based. 

 Help us build sustainability strengths and opportunities 

 Ensure more active participation in various political meetings and engage more actively large 

companies and businesses through fund raising activities. 

 By facilitating rights promotion activities. 

 To share and providing chances to learn more on how to ensure sustainability of various 

projects. 

 

4.6 Effectiveness and quality 
By effectiveness, we refer to the ability of reaching the objectives. The annual reports to 

Norad talk about a wide range of results, both practical and strategic, on user-level, 

organizational and institutional level, and societal level.  
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The secretariat of Operation Day Work told the evaluation team that the Atlas Alliance 

programme is the one programme in their portfolio with the best development results! 

 

In the survey, the development partners were invited to talk about the most significant 

change their organizations has brought about in their community during the last four years. 

We have received enthusiastic stories on how stigma is reduced, respect and inclusion is 

increased, blindness has been reduced in large geographical areas, how women have gained 

confidence and increased their participation in the communities, people are cured from TB, 

children with disabilities now go to school. The stories tell how the disabled people’s 

organizations and the patient organizations have empowered their members to claim their 

rights. In Cambodia, due to advocacy, the voting system changed so that blind people can 

now vote without assistance. In Malawi the Central Bank has changed the money notes in 

order for blind people to read them. One organization tells how former members have now 

become members of parliament and ministers. There is reason to believe that many projects 

will achieve their planned results. 

 

In total, there is a tremendous amount of results achieved that comes out of the total 

portfolio. The evaluation team still has reason to believe that a more holistic programme 

approach where formal links were more systematically established between the individual  

interventions, would enhance the effectiveness of the portfolio even more.  

 

60% of the respondents say they use Results Based Management to a large extent and 26% 

do so to some extent. Three respondents say they don’t use it at all.  

 

One tool to improve quality is the use of evaluations. In the survey, 71% of the respondents 

say that evaluations of the projects are useful to a large extent, and 24% say they are useful 

to some extent. Below are some tales of how partners have found evaluations to be useful:   

 Evaluations and reviews are very important for the planning of next year's activities. 

 Been able to identify gaps and areas where we have been doing well and been able to strategies and 

address areas that need to improve. 

 We receive technical explanation and recommendations that target program improvement and 

financial management, which is very important. 

 We have relied on lessons and good practices to replicate, improve or design new projects. 

 The reviews have helped us strategize better in our work and also to recognize and build better 

partnerships with other organizations. 

 They have helped in refining the objectives of the project through highlighting gaps and making 

recommendations on how implementation can be improved 

 To a very large extent - without them our progress would not have been achievable. 

 

Another element of quality that is highly emphasised by the Atlas Alliance is the use of 

research to make their projects as evidence-based as possible. In the survey, approximately 

10% of the respondents do not use research at all, 5% find the questions not applicable, and 

the remaining 85% use research to a large or some extent, see Question 15 in the Survey. 

Asked about their Norwegian partners, 35% of the respondents say that their Norwegian 

partner use research to a large extent and 38% do the same to some extent. In Malawi, 

research was mentioned by many of the interviewees to be of high value for the advocacy 
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work of the organizations. The way SINTEF carried out the living conditions surveys, where 

disabled people themselves for the first time were actively participating in gathering the 

data, was praised by several for being ground-breaking and inclusive. In Malawi, the local 

research partner of SINTEF had continued to make other studies in the same way, which 

was mentioned by interviewees to be a positive spin-off of the cooperation with SINTEF.  

Several interviewees in Malawi mentioned that they used the living conditions survey 

actively in their lobby and advocacy work to influence policy.  

 

As mentioned earlier, the Norwegian Atlas Alliance partners are praised by their 

development partners for bringing in capacities and competencies that improve and secure 

the quality of the work that is being done. In Norway, the Atlas Alliance secretariat is also 

working actively to quality assure the project design, approach and reporting. The 

evaluation team thus finds that a lot of good work is done in making sure that each project 

has as high quality as possible.  

 

4.7 Efficiency and synergies 
Based on all the information-gathering tools used in this evaluation, the question of 

efficiency and synergy stands out as the area with the highest potential for improvements.  

 

One obvious observation is the fact that the nine funding partners beneath the same 

umbrella do not design or plan the project or programme portfolio together (with a few 

exceptions, “Opportunity Zambia” as a common project between NFU and NAD being the 

most significant). Rather, each of them plans their interventions bilaterally with their own 

partners across the world. In the case of the Operation Day Work portfolio, this has been 

presented as a thematic programme on Inclusive Education. However, as discussed earlier, 

this is not a real programme either, but ten individual projects with ten different 

implementing partners in four different countries. Four of these projects are in Malawi, and 

as we have seen by figure 2 there is contact between the partners, but only practical ad hoc 

contact, no systemic programmatic contact.  

 

The evaluation team believes that large potential positive effects are lost by the Atlas 

Alliance organizations due to a lack of common planning and design of their interventions, 

thus missing the establishment of strong potent disability movements in the countries where 

the AA partners are present.  

 

Also, in terms of cost-efficiency, it is more expensive for nine organizations to work 

bilaterally with 65 projects rather than the nine working multilaterally with a handful of 

programmes. The 65 projects need their individual plans, follow-up-visits, capacity-

building, midterm evaluations, final evaluations, annual reports, home-based development 

advisor teams with organizational overhead, etc.  

 

In Malawi there is multitude of actors that could have worked together in the same direction 

to build a strong disability movement. Instead, there seems to be competition, lack of trust 

and limited cooperation and coordination. The umbrella organization of the DPOs, 

FEDOMA, has a secretariat that has become so strong that it is acting on its own, profiling 

itself and disregarding the interests of its owners and members. It is not unthinkable that the 
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Malawi case to some extent can be generalized, and that coordination, cooperation and 

synergy is also lacking in other countries where the Atlas Alliance organizations have their 

projects.  

 

When an entity, (organization, institution or even a country), is given an opportunity by an 

external benefactor (funding partner/donor/investor) to grow and blossom, that entity’s 

loyalty will gradually shift from its own constituency, (members/voters/citizens), towards 

the external benefactor. The leadership of that entity will make sure to have just enough 

legitimacy with its stakeholders to maintain its position, but use its resources to serve the 

benefactor to maintain the attractive support. This tendency is inherent in all development 

assistance, and will always be present to a certain degree. In the case of FEDOMA it seems 

to be present to a large degree, so large that the secretariat is on the verge of losing its 

legitimacy by some members’ threats to pull out. External benefactors should feel an 

obligation to understand the effects their support has on the internal dynamics of the entity 

they support.  

 

In general, large strong organizations are not in deep need of a strong umbrella 

organization. However, they are the ones able to influence and shape the umbrella 

organization so that it becomes a useful and relevant instrument for all. Also, for the sake of 

legitimacy and representativeness, the umbrella family needs the large and strong ones on 

board. The small and weak organizations need the umbrella, but they are not able neither to 

shape and influence nor finance the show. This inherent conflict of interest between large 

and small members will always be present in umbrella organizations where there is 

asymmetry among members. The state of the art is to strike the balance where all 

organizations feel that their interests are looked after. This is not enough, however. A true 

spirit of solidarity between the organizations and loyalty for the common cause are 

necessary requirements for an umbrella organization to be effective and efficient.  

 

External benefactors that support a small part of an entity should feel an obligation to 

understand the effects this support has on the whole entity when it makes one part 

relatively stronger than the rest.  
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5 The Atlas Alliance Organizational Structure 
 

5.1 The Umbrella Model 
For some time, there has been a discussion about the various organizational models 

prevailing among Norwegian NGOs when it comes to offering the best quality development 

cooperation and about the so-called umbrella model in particular. One report, “Tracking 

Impact” (Norad 2012), makes a clear distinction between umbrella organizations, defined as 

those that distribute Norad funds among its member organizations, and network 

organizations, understood as those that do not distribute such funds but limit their role to 

advocacy among and on behalf of their members. The Atlas Alliance is included among the 

umbrella organizations. However, the Atlas Alliance itself emphasizes that it is not a member 

organization properly speaking: it is a foundation. Notice that there is nothing generic in this 

definition of what an umbrella organisation is and is not. The term is not a precise concept in 

organisational theory, but serves its practical purposes, also for the Atlas Alliance regardless 

of them being a foundation or an organization.  

 

The notion of “umbrella” - being a metaphor, thus connotes several things: 

 Something is under the umbrella, in our case partners, members or affiliate organisations; 

 Something is over the umbrella, in our case the source of resources!  

 The instant association is protection from something, however the opposite is the case: 

collection of something: resources. This expansion of the imagery is caught in the 

illustration from the “Water management challenge”: the umbrella as a “cistern” of sorts. 

 

Figure 3 
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Seen from the inside the umbrella may indicate solidarity and protection like in trade unions: 

an organisation of organisations. In hostile or competitive environments, one stands 

stronger when together with others. This is the archetypical function of articulation of 

(“political”) interests. At the same time the different interests and opinions of the actors 

under the umbrella are “merged”, “coordinated” or compromised. This is the archetypical 

function of aggregation of (“political”) interests. 

 

Seen from the outside of the umbrella, it is this latter function of aggregation that is primarily 

in demand and indeed one of the two principal reasons for the present set-up. The second 

reason is: de-concentrating or privatizing execution, monitoring and control of public funds, i.e. 

outsourcing. This is an alternative to hosting a large number of publicly employed staff with 

specialized competency to manage the rather diverse and large portfolio in a responsible 

manner. Norad’s present setup and small size is made possible due to these umbrella 

configurations.  

 

An evaluation where the Atlas Alliance features from 20049 found that umbrella 

organizations represent a valuable network for the exchange of experiences, the discussion 

of common challenges and capacity building related to development work. The latter aspect, 

competence building, was seen as particularly relevant for application and reporting 

procedures, strengthening the compliance with Norad principles, providing professional 

support to planning, implementation, follow-up and evaluation. These aspects, plus the 

saving effect on Norad´s workload, are not least valued by Norad. It becomes quite clear 

that Norad has been a driving force behind this model. 

 

The umbrellas also have an important advocacy role. It is recognized as a principal drawback 

of the umbrella model that it implies extra administrative costs, and some extra bureaucracy. 

The question then becomes how to structure it in such a way that the expenses are 

minimized.  

 

Another review where AA features10 points out that the umbrella organizations are highly 

vulnerable and dependent on Norad when it comes to their financial basis, since they have 

almost no direct fund-raising capacity (or rather: no legitimacy to undertake it) on their 

own. This seems to be an area that member organizations would rather not leave to the 

umbrella (with possible exceptions for special campaigns like TV-innsamlingen – the annual 

TV marathon organized by the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation). The umbrella 

members/partners are also quite unwilling to take the responsibility for financing the 

umbrella secretariat, seeing this as a Norad responsibility since Norad has been so pro-active 

in the establishment of the umbrella structure as a way of facilitating its own work.  

 

When projects are implemented by the partner/member organizations (like in the case of the 

AA), it means that the umbrella secretariats have relatively little contact with the partners in 

                                                      

 
9 “Evaluering av ordningen med støtte gjennom paraplyorganisasjoner “(Norad, 2004) 
10 “Kartleggingsrapport om paraply- /nettverksorganisasjoner” (Norad, 2012) 

 



Evaluation of Atlas Alliance  

 

Scanteam – Final Report – 27 –      

the South. The main contact opportunity for the umbrellas is to organize network 

conferences as a way of promoting the exchange of experiences. This will assumingly reduce 

the advocacy role of the umbrellas in the South – and perhaps even internationally. It is 

important to note that support through umbrellas may provide better opportunities for 

relatively small/weak organizations to do development work. The question is whether all of 

them really have the capacity to contribute effectively to the reduction of poverty in far-

away societies. 

Decentralization of the management of projects to the individual member-organizations has 

been the prevailing system for Norwegian development umbrella organizations. The 

umbrella for the missionary-organizations, Digni, conducted a centralized pilot project for 

some years to integrate gender perspectives into the project portfolio. This centralization 

experience received mixed reactions from the members, however, and Digni has returned to 

a fully decentralized portfolio today. On the other side, the Forum for Women and 

Development (FOKUS) is designing a new model with a few centralized programmes that 

will be managed by the secretariat whilst the member-organizations will play an important 

role as resource persons. For smaller organizations not capable of managing their own 

development projects, this will be an important opportunity to participate in the FOKUS 

development agenda.  

The organizations forming part of the AA umbrella – with the exception of LHL 

International – distinguish themselves from most other northern NGOs doing development 

work, in that they represent an affected group of people, in this case with specific 

disabilities. They are disabled people’s organizations meaning that they have as a main purpose to 

improve conditions for their respective groups in Norway while they also want to share this work in 

favour of similar groups in the South at the same time. This – direct identification with the 

problems confronting the different groups of disabled people, and concrete experiences with 

support to and advocacy in favour of the same groups in the home country – is seen as 

agreat asset when it comes to promote the interest of disabled groups in the South. Such 

concrete identification may be lost or reduced if project responsibility is moved to the 

secretariat of an umbrella organization. 

 

On the other hand, the work with CRPD may have shown that joining efforts has been 

necessary in order to reach tangible results, internationally, in Norway as well as in many 

countries in the South. It would be a pity not to take advantage of this experience. The 

follow-up of the CRPD, in Norway, internationally and in countries in the South, will be the 

most important point of departure for this. It will also be important to lobby for ratification 

of the Optional Protocol in order to obtain the right to submit individual complaints, and to 

accompany such individual complaints. But such advocacy will always need to relate to the 

specific needs of the different groups of disabled persons. To strike the best balance between 

general and group-specific advocacy is an important challenge for the AA and its founding 

organizations.  

 

5.2 Experiences from DPOD (DK) and MyRight (S) 
The evaluation has made a comparison between the Norwegian Atlas Alliance and its sister-

organizations DPOD in Denmark and MyRight Sweden (please refer to Annex E).  
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The models in the three Nordic countries are similar, but also display some interesting 

differences. Most of the Danish disability organizations and their umbrella secretariat are co-

located in a modern building. The international development work is organized as a 

department of the Danish DPO umbrella DH (“Danske Handicaporganisationer”). Being 

located together can promote a common culture and enhance cooperation, and coordination.  

 

The Norwegian Atlas Alliance has the largest budget of the three organizations. They also 

seem to be more aware of the importance of the tools of the trade than the two other 

umbrella organizations in the comparison. AA works consciously towards developing their 

project manual and common tools, and allocates resources for this purpose. Neither the 

Danes nor the Swedes are pleased with their present status with regards to their learning 

technologies.  

 

Historically, the three umbrella organizations have received their funding from Danida, Sida 

and Norad respectively. However, there now seems to be a clear expectation from Sida to 

MyRights for more private fund-raising activities. This represents a change of the situation. 

The option of supplementing the resource base with income from sources other than public 

funds can also have a psychologically positive effect on the organization if they succeed.   

 

The way the three umbrella organizations allocate funds to their member organizations’ 

projects differ. In Norway and Sweden, the secretariat prepares a proposal to the board, 

whereas in Denmark there is an external specialised Grant committee.  

 

All three umbrella organizations have a rather large project portfolio as a consequence of the 

high number of affiliates and corresponding development partners. Whereas the Norwegian 

Atlas Alliance has a highly decentralised model in line with the tradition of Norwegian 

development umbrella organizations, the Danish development umbrella DPOD has recently 

adopted a hybrid model. They have selected four partner organizations in four different 

countries. The secretariat manages these pilot projects directly. In addition a brand new 

fund with money from Danida was established in 2013 (“Handicappuljen”) where all the 

member-organizations of DH can apply for development funding. There are different 

criteria for different types of projects/programmes. Applications larger than 5 million DEK 

are subject to an assessment undertaken by Danida’s grant committee. “Handicappuljen” 

invites member-organizations to design common programmes and solicit common funding. 

An internal review is planned for the autumn of 2014, and the Atlas Alliance is 

recommended to seek insight into the lessons learned from these new arrangements. 

 

The Swedish portfolio is decentralised as in Norway, with the exception that there are 

MyRight coordinators in a few countries. MyRight is presently undertaking a restructuring, 

but their future is uncertain. For this reason, this evaluation may not provide answers to 

several of the issues raised.  
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5.3 The Atlas Alliance organizational model 
 

Table 3: The Atlas Alliance Organogram: 

 

 
 

The Executive Board:  

Formally the Board controls it all and the degree of liberty and influence of the AA-

secretariat depends upon its ability to argue sensibly with the board. The constitution 

defines the Executive Board. It has between 4 and 8 members. Four organizations11 have 

permanent seats. The current practice is that the other organizations between them elect one 

representative for the board. According to the statutes, the four organizations with 

permanent seats should appoint either their chairman or their secretary general to sit on the 

board of the Atlas Alliance12. The remaining organizations are free to select or elect their one 

representative. The executive board changes every two years, but the members can be – and 

often are - reappointed. The relatively low turnover amongst the four permanent executive 

board members is perceived by many of the people interviewed as being a weakness for the 

Atlas Alliance. The board is perceived as conserving the old ways, making renewal hard. 

The organizational review carried out by Norad in 2009 recommended that the board 

included one external person. The board rejected this recommendation.  

 

                                                      

 
11 Norwegian Association of Disabled (NAD), The Norwegian Association of blind and partially sighted (NABP), 

The Norwegian Federation of Organizations of Disabled People (FFO), The Norwegian Association  

for Persons with Developmental Disabilities (NFU) 
12 In a comment to the draft report the secretariat infomred that this rule is treated with flexibility as there are 

members of the present executive board that have other positions in their organizations.  
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That the board consists of the top leaders of the organizations is an important signal that the 

development work of the organizations is well anchored in the leadership. Bearing in mind 

that none of these organizations are development NGOs, it is important that their 

development work is anchored in the leadership. On the other side, some of the people 

working with the development portfolio become frustrated that the board does not seem to 

share their perspectives regarding the development issues at hand. Also, in some 

organizations, there seems to be a lack of communication and understanding between the 

board members and the people in their secretariats working with development.  

 

Historically, the executive board has had a lot of power. Nearly all issues were presented to 

the board and they made their decisions. However, in the wake of the review in 2009, a 

restructuring process took place that endowed some more decision-making power to the 

director of the secretariat. The new structure has been in place since the beginning of 2012. 

 

The board allocates funds to the organizations for 5 years at the time in line with the 

framework agreement with Norad. The Atlas Alliance has worked out strict quality criteria 

for new projects. Given that four organizations have permanent seats on the board, and the 

rest of the organizations rotate their one representative, the power of the organizations is 

very asymmetric. According to some interviewees, this becomes particularly visible when 

funds are to be allocated. It appeared to the evaluation team that there was a certain 

frustration among some organizations about what they called “historical allocation key“ 

between the organizations. When the executive board is responsible for the allocation of 

funds, the board members can be tempted to represent their own organizations instead of 

thinking about the alliance as such. 

 

The secretariat: 

The secretariat is led by a managing director and has 8-9 staff. The secretariat has the 

secretary function of the AA decision-making and advisory bodies.  

 The general meetings are held weekly and most decisions, large or small, are 

communicated here.  

 More specialized issues are handled in smaller meetings attended by those involved and 

the director.  

 Delegated decisions are made by those responsible for the specialized areas – after input 

from the staff to the director general.  

 To learn from each other and from the different project experiences, debriefing 

sessions/orientation meetings are frequently conducted by AA staff involved when they 

have visited a project.  

 The managing director has the formal right and duty to make decisions and is 

responsible to the board for doing so. This being said there is an expressed wish to 

delegate within agreed limitations and with clear goals. 

 The director keeps close to matters of economic content and consequences. 

 

The internal division of work seems to function well for the most part, and the managing 

director assesses the staff competencies and motivation as AA’s strongest assets. The 

managing director has the direct link to the AA Executive board and its chairperson, and 

this too seems to function well.  
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The secretariat is the formal link between Norad and the AA organizations, and between 

ODW and the organizations. There are four staff members working with the project 

portfolio, assisting the Atlas Organizations in the quality assurance of their projects.  

 

The Atlas Alliance organizations appreciate all the good work that is undertaken by the 

secretariat. Especially they underline the policy work done on behalf of the alliance, the 

technical competencies of the staff, the bilateral advise and training, solid feedback on plans 

and reports, good coordination, service-mindedness, and invitations to take part in inclusive 

processes. The organizations miss the “Atlas School”.  

 

The Advisory Committees:  

The constitution mentions three advisory councils;  

1) The annual meeting: all the people in the organizations who are engaged with Atlas 

Alliance matters are invited to discuss issues once or twice a year. This meeting discusses 

overarching issues, such as the strategy of the alliance. 

 

2) Development aid committee: This council has members from all the nine organizations 

that have projects. They work together on a number of technical development issues. Before 

the organizational review in 2009 they used to prepare issues that were presented to the 

board. The organizational review recommended changes in the structure and tasks of the 

council, and today are advisors to the director and not to the board. There is some 

frustration among the members that there is no formal feedback-loop from the director on 

what happens to the advice they have provided.  

 

3) Information advisory committee: Four organizations (FFO, NAD, LHLI, NABP) that 

have their own communication department are represented in the information advisory 

committee. They have a framework agreement with Norad of NOK 750.000. Approximately 

half of this is used for common AA communication activities, and the rest is used on 

communication activities undertaken by the four organizations. The members of this council 

are professional communication officers, and not aid workers. They are developing the 

proposal for the next broadcasting campaign (“TV-aksjon”). Apart from this, they feel that 

the AA could benefit more from using their competence than they do today.  

 

In addition to the constitutional committees, there are two more operational committees:  

4) Financial Forum: One member per organization gathers three to four times a year to 

make systems and standardized schemes and procedures for the financial management of 

the portfolio. Most of the members are financial officers in their respective organizations and 

do not work specifically with development aid. Recently they have started a process to 

develop an anti-corruption tool. The members find the forum useful for exchanging 

experiences.  

 

5) Inclusion network: This is an open network for Norwegian Development Stakeholders 

coordinated by the Atlas Alliance (see “The inclusion project” below).  

 

The ad-hoc networks: 

Throughout the history of the Atlas Alliance, they have worked as a network-organization, 

setting up ad-hoc working groups whenever a need arises. These groups are set up on a 
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volunteer basis. Issues have been development of new tools, investigation of new concepts, 

preparation of issues to the larger advisory councils etc. There seems to be positive 

experience with this way of working.  

 

The inclusion project: 

One of the Atlas Alliance strategic objectives has been to influence the rest of the Norwegian 

development actors to include and mainstream disability into their development portfolios. 

Recently, the AA secretariat has negotiated an agreement with the Norwegian Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs to fund a project that aims at achieving this objective; The Inclusion Project. 

Under this project, the AA will council and train Norwegian development assistance actors 

in disability inclusion and mainstreaming. They will also initiative research and 

documentation activities. The project aims at making Norwegian development assistance 

authorities firmly demand that disability is mainstreamed in all Norwegian funded 

development interventions. The AA Organizations will participate actively in the execution 

of this project.  

 

The mentoring system:  

The Atlas Alliance has a system where an established AA Organization mentors a new 

organization that would like to enter into development work. In the system, the newcomer 

follows the mentor during one year, throughout the annual project cycle. They also sit with 

the secretariat for a given time to understand and learn specific technical development 

issues and processes. Participants in this system, both newcomer and mentor, have positive 

experiences from the mentoring processes. One objective of the system is for the newcomer 

to fully understand the responsibilities that come with development cooperation. People 

who have been part of the mentoring system have told the evaluation team that some 

organizations have opted not to start their own development projects after having been 

mentored for a full year. The mentoring system has thus succeeded in making the 

organizations aware that development cooperation might not suit all organizations.  

The Association of the hearing impaired (HLF) was mentored a full year by NAD and 

benefited greatly from the process. They decided not to establish their own development 

projects for the time being, but instead channel knowledge and knowhow through already 

established partnerships (like we have seen in Malawi).  

 

5.4 Appropriateness of the structure 
The Atlas Alliance is a foundation. The AA organizations are not development aid 

organizations. They are Norwegian DPOs and advocacy organisations that dedicate a 

relatively small part of their operations to development cooperation. Maybe because of this, 

they have chosen to organize their common development aid in a foundation. There are 

several justifications for foundations; the most frequent one is to create some sort of 

operational liberty and slack for the professional cadres recruited to perform specialized 

work. Funds are earmarked for the specific purposes and these purposes are spelled out in 

constitutional and strategy documents. To make this function well takes considerable 

delegation and trust from the affiliate organisations and their executive board to the 

secretariat. This again requires a clear understanding and agreement of the organisational goals 

and purposes. These must not only be formulated, but also communicated in inter-active 

ways to be effective.  
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A foundation does not in itself create dynamic action and interaction, nor does it in itself 

prevent bureaucratic dysfunctions. We argue that different structures can stiffen and stifle 

dynamic qualities in organisations. Change and development qualities in an organisation 

depend much more upon power and position in decision-making bodies than upon the 

overall structural set-up.  

 

According to the Norwegian law on foundations §36, the statutes of a foundation can allow 

for formal structures within the foundations besides the executive board that can have 

preparatory, advisory or decision making roles. This allows a foundation to have statutes 

that make the foundation look more or less like a member-organization.   

 

Most development umbrella organizations in Norway are member-organizations or 

associations. A member-organisation can imply many different principles and mechanisms. 

A member-organization can be more or less democratic, more or less changeable and 

“dynamic”, more or less inclusive. An organisational design is not given - one needs to 

specify and shape the different qualities that are wanted.  

 

A typical member organisation would have very firm principles about who has got what 

mandate and power to do what. The degree of autonomy for administrations would not 

follow automatically – as criteria for “member organisation”. A quality like “autonomy” is 

more a result of negotiation with the “owners” and boards, intention/ strategy formulations 

– and effect of leadership. 

 

If AA were to become a member organisation, it might come closer to what it promotes, and 

hence be better able to walk the talk regarding the importance of democratic structures. 

Within the present model where all project management responsibilities lie with the 

individual organization, the role-model effect of the Atlas Alliance towards the development 

partner organizations is minimal, however.  

 

We found under chapter 5.3 that the composition and roles of the executive board are 

perceived to be barriers to internal change. We recommend that changes in the composition 

of the executive board be made. We also recommend the establishment of an external grant 

committee, which would be fully in accordance with Norwegian legal principles for  

foundations. To implement these recommendations, changes need to be made in the 

statutes. In that process, it might be worthwhile thinking through whether the Atlas Alliance 

should make a structural shift and become a member-organization.  

 

5.5 Effectiveness, efficiency, quality and synergy 
We use the normal distinction between effectiveness (“outcome” rather than “out-put”-

orientation, “doing the right things” and achieving long-term effects) and efficiency (“doing 

the things right” and using resources in a “cost-effective way”).   

 

Each of the Atlas Alliance organizations works individually with their partners to design 

and plan the projects. There is reason to believe that the effectiveness of the portfolio would 

have increased if interventions were designed and planned jointly from the very beginning.  
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However, as has been mentioned earlier, the relatively weak connections between the 

different projects and the different actors mean that there is potential to improve on both 

efficiency and effectiveness. The decentralised model of the Atlas Alliance gives nine sets of 

development staff, nine sets of project accounts, nine organizations that travel to more or 

less the same countries, doing more or less the same kind of capacity building with their 

partners etc. Also there are mostly projects instead of programmes resulting in 65 project 

plans, results hierarchies, reports, monitoring systems, reviews/ assessments and 

evaluations. The price of this is high and seen in isolation not easily defended.  

 

One important quality-control instrument frequently used by the Atlas Alliance 

organizations is evaluations. They are actively used as a means to document results, 

consider effectiveness of approach, planning, find solutions to a problem, and revise plans. 

In the annual report to Norad for 2012, there are excerpts from more 20 external evaluations. 

In 2014 there are plans to evaluate another 20 projects. The budget for this is approximately 

3 mill NOK.  

 

People in the ODW-secretariat told that the Atlas Alliance delivered more than 400 pages of 

mid-term evaluations. These were thorough evaluations for every single one of the 10 

projects in the programme. Despite ODW-regulations saying that they only fund 

programmes and not projects, the Atlas Alliance has continued to make plans, reports and 

evaluations for the ten projects individually. Unfortunately, the ten mid-term evaluations 

were of such a magnitude that they were never read by the ODW-secretariat. Nor were they 

read by the Atlas Alliance secretariat. Also, some representatives from the organizations 

themselves tell that they do not have enough time to make proper use of the findings from 

the evaluations. The Atlas Alliance spends a lot of resources in terms of time and money on 

evaluations that are producing important and relevant information and analysis. There are 

no indications that the individual evaluation is of bad quality. However, it is clear that there 

is no centralized analysis of meta-analysis of the evaluations. Neither the secretariat nor the 

Development Aid Advisory Board seems to have human resources (time!) to systematically 

go through the evaluations to look for and analyse elements of common interest for other 

parts of the portfolio. This implies a loss of potential insights and improvement of the 

portfolio, and is thus both inefficient and ineffective.  

 

The Atlas Alliance secretariat has done a tremendous job making a solid project 

management manual. It is a thorough 159-page long manual with a wealth of high quality 

methods, checklists and tools13 available for the Atlas Alliance organizations to use. The 

evaluation team has checked to which extent the manual is in use by the organizations, and 

found that two organizations use the manual a lot, four use it a little, one never uses it (and 

the remaining never answered). Five of the seven respondents have their own manual, one 

has made this based on the AA manual, two have partly done so, and the remaining did not 

use the AA manual when making their own. It differs to a very large extent which tools the 

different organizations find useful and use often. However, all tools are used to some extent 

                                                      

 
13 One  organization requested that a new budget form be developed before the next framework agreement 

period.  
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by some of the organizations. The project manual has high quality. It seems to be poorly 

distributed and marketed within the Alliance, however. The making of the manual comes 

across as a low-efficiency activity, considering the intense work behind it on behalf of the 

secretariat, then not following up with resources or systems to ensure it is being known, 

appreciated and used.  

 

Table 4 
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The most recent tool that has been developed by the secretariat is a gender policy that is 

designed like a toolkit for organizations to develop their own gender strategies/policies. The 

document is both relevant and well made. However, like the rest of the manual, this gender 

policy has not been made known, and few organizations know that it exists.  

 

The OCAT (Organizational Capacity Assessment Tool) from 2012, on the other side, comes 

across as a far more efficient tool, even though the involved actual costs of making this were 

higher. This is because the OCAT is widely known and used by all, both AA organizations 

and development partners alike. Developing the OCAT involved several organizations over 

a long time, and they also had considerable funds to conduct training on how to use and 

understand the tool properly.  The participatory process ensured that the end product was 

relevant for the users, and also created deep ownership that ensures the enthusiasm and 

future use of the tool. Both Atlas Alliance organizations and development partners are very 

satisfied with this tool and the constructive processes it has been used for. Both AA 

organizations and the secretariat wish that future tool-development processes replicate the 

OCAT-process, something the evaluation team echoes.  

 

The survey and the interviews in Malawi confirm that overall, the partners are very satisfied 

with the knowledge, knowhow, capacity building, approach and partnership that the Atlas 

Alliance organizations bring to the table. The AA organizations were asked to rate their own 

strengths along some common technical development issues (see table 3 below). Here, 

members of the development aid advisory committee from each organization was asked to 

rate their own organization, and the development advisors in the secretariat were asked to 

rate the whole Atlas Alliance combined. Overall, we see that most of the organizations rate 

themselves fairly high, and most scores are between 5 and 8 (out of 10). 

 

This self-evaluation shows is that although none of the Atlas Alliance organizations are 

development organizations properly speaking, they all work with the exact same concepts 

and technical issues that the Norwegian development NGOs do. The evaluation team found 

the prevailing culture within the Atlas Alliance to be driven by an ambition of providing aid 

assistance at an equally professional level as that of the development NGOs. This is also 

very clearly articulated in the mentoring system described in section 5.3. On top of their self-

imposed professionalism within technical development issues, the Atlas Alliance 

organizations are expected to transfer value- and experience-based capacity from the lived 

lives of their members. We are not arguing that they do not do the latter to perfection, but 

we do argue that there are potential efficiency-gains to be made if the Atlas Alliance 

organizations and the AA secretariat worked together in a different way.  
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6 Recommendations: Moving towards the vision 
 

6.1 Building strong disability movements 
There is an untapped potential for synergies between the individual AA projects. For 

interventions to work in the same direction, linkages between the different partners should 

be ensured, but not only between the partners of the Norwegian AA organizations. For 

change to happen there needs to be a shift in power towards people with disabilities and 

their advocates. Such a power shift can happen if the combined efforts of all actors working 

in the disability field are strong enough. To help push this process, we recommend that the 

Atlas Alliance make a shift from project focus towards strengthening the disability 

movement in the countries they are involved. Individual projects might still continue as 

before, but linkages between these must be secured in order for all interventions to 

collectively support the disability cause in a given country (see figure 5 below). 

 

For the Atlas Alliance organizations to build or strengthen disability movements, 

establishing proper coordination structures is essential. Such coordination can be initiated 

by the relevant ministry, the DPO federation or any disability actor that is perceived as 

legitimate and enjoys respect from all. It is important that such coordination structures 

include all relevant actors/stakeholders, not only those who receive funds from via AA. If 

there are no obvious strong DPO-structure of other evident coordinator in a country, it is 

possible to hire an external consultant; set up a separate coordination office (like 

“Opportunity Zambia”), or a combination of these. 

 

To build a movement, all relevant actors must feel that there is a benefit for them. They must 

have something tangible in common, and they must benefit more than they give from 

participating in the coordination-network. Their common denominator must be something 

important for them and something larger than themselves – something they can only 

achieve together; something that will increase their unity and strengthen their solidarity. 

Identifying common communication or advocacy campaigns can be a practical way to start 

building the necessary sense of unity and solidarity that is needed to create a movement14. 

 

To build a strong disability movement, there must be solidarity and unity between all 

actors. In this case it is recommended that sister organizations that become strong through 

support from the Atlas Alliance are encouraged to support and strengthen others. The Atlas 

Alliance organizations should work systematically to make sure their partners do not 

alienate themselves from their national disability movement as a consequence of the 

strength they have gained from the development assistance. 

 

Thinking holistically in order for as many representative DPOs as possible to benefit, is 

especially important in countries where there are disabilities that we do not have in 

Norway. This is a delicate balancing act. On the one hand there is the value of the 

specialized competency of the organisations involved. On the other hand there is a need to 

                                                      

 
14

 “Inclusive education” has been mentioned by many as a potentially unifying theme. So has promoting 

disabled youth.  “Mainstreaming” and implementation of the CRPD are other possible areas that can unite all 

stakeholders.  
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include disabilities that don’t have active sister organizations in the North. The AA 

organizations should carefully analyse how their combined efforts can reach out to as many 

actors as possible, and avoid making some groups become even more marginalized.  

 

It is important that the national actors within the disability movement identify common 

goals. Strengthening DPOs just for the sake of it, without a larger goal, might not lead to 

substantial change. Likewise, coordination cannot be done for the sake of coordination, but 

for the sake of reaching a larger common goal - like “A world without man-made barriers”.  

 

The figure below shows what coordination in a country programme could look like. 

Everyone does not have to cooperate, but all actors involved should be directly or indirectly 

included in the coordination loop. In the figure below, there is a direct cooperation link 

between AA and the DPO umbrella. This is to illustrate the need for coordination on behalf 

of the alliance. AA here could be the secretariat, the Development Aid Advisory Committee 

or one of the AA organizations appointed to coordinate on behalf of the alliance.  

 

Figure 4 

 

 

 

6.2 From projects to programmes 
AA should make a shift from projects to programmes. Programmes might be more efficient 

as they reduce the administrative burden. More importantly, they make it easier to think 

holistically and strategically, and create the right linkages in order for the intervention to 

gain maximum effect. We believe common programmes can help release the untapped 

synergy of the alliance.  
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In order for the Atlas Alliance organizations programmes to have substantial effect, we 

recommend they consider concentrating on a handful of countries rather than spreading 

their interventions thinly across the globe. The selected countries could even be clustered in 

a region, thus making a regional programme.  

 

We recommend that Atlas Alliance programmes are geographically defined (country 

programmes - or even clusters of countries in a region) where the aim is to strengthen the 

disability movement. This can be done both via practical service delivery interventions, 

advocacy, capacity building, organizational strengthening etc. Securing solid coordination 

between all relevant disability actors is key.  

 

Programmes can also be made thematically; such as spina bifida early intervention today, 

there could be an eye care programme with exchange visits between the eye health clinics, 

there could be a program for deaf-blind education across the countries etc. But national 

linkages between all relevant actors must be secured, even if the programmes are designed 

thematically and cross-border! 

 

6.3 Need for donor coordination 
Proper coordination between all donors to the disability movement in a given country 

should be secured. Coordination means many things; agreeing on basic principles, 

supporting the movement in the same direction, identifying gaps and avoiding duplication, 

would be the most important ones. It has little effect to coordinate all Atlas Alliance 

organizations if other donors operate in contradictory ways, as was felt to be the case with 

the huge World Bank project implemented by the DPO-federation in Malawi.  

 

In deciding which countries - or even which regions - to work in, a mapping of the 

geographical strongholds of likeminded sister-organizations like DPOD and MyRight could 

be made, in order to discuss division of work.   

  

6.4 Support to DPOs 
To strengthen the disability movement, supporting DPO umbrella-organizations seems to 

be a sensible choice. The way such support is organized is important, however. To avoid 

creating destructive asymmetries in the power and capacities between the various disability 

actors, interventions must be designed in order for all members to feel they benefit. If 

support is given to an umbrella organization, the Norwegian partners should make sure 

constitutional decision-makers and actors, (General Assembly, Executive Board etc.), are 

included in defining how funds should be used. It is also important to make sure there are 

proper internal monitoring and reporting mechanisms put in place and that reports are 

submitted to the constituency. Umbrellas should not be given the opportunities to use 

external funding for activities that are not anchored in the plans and/or strategies that are 

approved/ developed by decision-making bodies. Execution of projects besides the mission of 

a member-organization will divert the attention and resources from what the organization 

was meant to be. In such instances the project may turn out to have negative wider effects, 

even if the project itself reaches its goals. 
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6.5 Becoming a conflict sensitive alliance 
In Malawi we have seen that external support has created increased internal competition 

and level of conflict instead of unity and solidarity. To avoid such harmful effects, it is 

highly recommended that the Atlas Alliance organizations and the Atlas Alliance secretariat 

analyse their combined engagements holistically from a “Do No Harm”-perspective. This 

would involve identifying positive and negative consequences that might occur internally 

and externally due to the intervention/support. In development aid it is not enough just to 

monitor the entity supported. One also needs to understand what effects the support has on 

the surrounding environment. This is often labelled as “conflict sensitivity”, an approach 

the Atlas Alliance is highly recommended to institutionalize in their operations. 

 

6.6 Service delivery 
As we have seen from our discussion about the Theory of Change, it can be equally effective 

to focus the interventions on practical disability needs as on strategic disability needs. Thus, 

this evaluation will not recommend to stop giving priority to service delivery. However, 

there are different ways of working towards service delivery for our target groups and 

friends. For AA funds to gain maximum effect and outreach, the development partners 

could seek to make sure that services are delivered is such ways that they create linkages to 

relevant service delivery actors. The economic empowerment scheme in Uganda is a good 

example. Here the disability actors negotiate inclusion of disabled people into existing 

micro-finance and credit schemes. Creating linkages can secure better and longer lasting 

services for more people than establishing short-term projects where the same services are 

financed directly. The evaluation team therefore recommends that the Atlas Alliance as a 

principle seeks to create linkages to existing service providers in all possible areas, and only 

funds the services directly where there are no other existing services to build on or link to.  

When direct service delivery is funded, it is advised that such efforts are combined with 

advocacy for the national health or education systems to ultimately taking permanent 

responsibility for the service. 

 

In general, advocacy based member organizations should try to avoid becoming project-

based service-deliverers. Such a move will often divert attention from the mission of the 

organization. Member organizations can develop member services (legal assistance, etc.) but 

should be careful with developing project-based service-delivery that only reaches a few 

members at the time. Membership care and referrals, recruitment, training and education, 

advocacy, good horizontal and vertical communication, good leadership and good 

governance should be the main focus of any member-organization. However, in a case 

where there is a General Assembly decision or an Executive Board decision to seek to 

become a service provider to fill identified gaps, this could be done, but it should not be at 

the expense of running the member organization according to the constitution and agreed 

strategies and principles. If projects are approved, it is important that these are properly 

communicated to the members, in order to avoid false expectations, misunderstandings and 

frustration.  

 

6.7 Innovation 
During the evaluation, many respondents have mentioned the need for innovation, new 

ways of working, research, spread of best practices and working with new target groups. 
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Sometimes some DPOs might be “set in their ways”, rid by perceived historical inter-

disability hierarchy and competition. In such cases new actors on the disability scene can be 

better positioned to push for change by working in new ways.  While working with their 

sister organizations, the AA organizations should look into the possibilities of setting up 

parallel new partnerships with new kinds of organizations. These could be ordinary 

existing organizations such as youth organizations, cooperatives, women’s organizations, 

farmers’ unions, labour unions etc. wanting to work for mainstreaming and inclusion of 

disabled, or they could be small innovative groups of individuals with good ideas worth 

expanding on. We recommend that identification of new partners be done with the help of a 

systematic power analysis (see chapter 3 on Theory of Change) to identify partners with a 

potential ability and capacity to push, promote and provoke desired changes.  

 

6.8 Atlas Alliance coordination 
Atlas Alliance organizations that are present in any given country should all work together 

to strengthen the whole disability movement in parallel with their own projects. Where one 

Atlas Alliance organizations has already established a partnership with the DPO umbrella 

organization, it makes sense to organize the coordination around these already existing 

partnerships. In countries where there is no AA support to a DPO umbrella or any other 

coordinating mechanism, the secretariat - or any other AA organization for that matter - 

could take lead in helping the disability actors coordinate themselves to strengthen their 

movement.  

 

Figure 5 
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It is recommended that the Atlas Alliance organizations carefully design and plan holistic 

country programmes together. Such planning could be carried out in workshops with AA 

organizations, developing partners and other central stakeholders including co-donors in 

the selected countries where AA wants to strengthen the disability movement. The example 

of “Opportunity Zambia”, where NAD and NFU support one project together, is worth 

replicating, both in terms of the cooperation set-up between the Norwegian DPOs and the 

coordination set-up in Zambia where there is no obvious strong legitimate national 

disability coordination body. NAD and NFU have divided responsibilities between 

themselves. This model can easily be expanded.  

 

6.9 Dividing responsibilities 
In countries where several AA organizations are engaged, they should make plans to 

rationalize their follow up. We have seen that all the AA organizations bring in more or less 

the same capacity building competencies into their partnerships. The AA organizations 

should share capacity building on general non-disability-specific issues like project 

management, financial management, fundraising, sustainability and exit strategies, gender 

mainstreaming, conflict sensitivity, advocacy, social mobilization, membership recruitment, 

transparency, democratic leadership etc. Instead of all the Norwegian organizations 

delivering all these issues to all their individual partners, common training sessions should 

be organized for all interested disability actors in a given country.  

 

Likewise, the AA organizations should take turns following up the country programme. 

They could coordinate different country-programmes, where for instance one Norwegian 

organization is responsible (lead-organization) for the technical project management in one 

country. In another country, another AA organization takes lead, and so forth. At the same 

time, in the same countries, all AA organizations follow up on specific disability issues with 

their sister DPOs. One good example of a rational way to cooperate is the way HLF sends 

audiographs via NAD to assist several projects and actors in Malawi – also beyond their 

own partners - a relatively small input from Norway, but with large and appreciated effects 

among the actors and disabled in Malawi. It is recommended that the AA organizations look 

carefully at this model to see how it can be expanded. One obvious area mentioned during 

the interviews was the need for the diabetes association and the association of the blind to 

cooperate, as very often people with diabetes run the risk of losing their sight. There is 

potential for increased effects building on already existing projects and partnerships.    

 

6.10 A stronger coordination role for the secretariat 
We have seen from Malawi that a secretariat of an umbrella organization can be too strong, 

and enter into competition with its own members. To a certain extent, there will always be 

some rivalry over territory between an umbrella secretariat and its members. However, 

there is large middle ground between the decentralised Norwegian model and the all too 

centralised Malawian model. Although there is no doubt about the high value added 

represented by the disabled peoples organizations being strongly involved in development 

cooperation, they do not have to do absolutely everything concerned with the management 

of the development projects. There are a number of ways of being involved and bringing 

forward Norwegian experience and the common understanding of sharing a disability. 

Here, we advise the AA to look into the new modus operandi of FOKUS (see chapter 5.1). 
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We would argue that a stronger coordination role of the secretariat of the Atlas Alliance is 

needed for the organizations’ aid interventions to gain effect and thrive. Also, we believe 

that only by playing a stronger coordination role and centralizing certain technical issues, 

can the secretariat be truly able to fulfil its role towards Norad as quality assurer of the 

portfolio.  

 

It is neither rational nor efficient that all the Atlas Alliance organizations, whether large or 

small, should have exactly the same competencies. Sharing of responsibilities between the 

organizations, as suggested above in section 6.9, might be difficult to organize. In that case, 

there is a room for the secretariat to fill.  

 

We would argue that some technical areas should be centralised and offered as a service to 

those organizations that are interested. Financial management is an obvious area that was 

mentioned by quite a few AA organizations. Monitoring is another. Capacity building of 

development partners and development of relevant tools in technical fields such as CRPD, 

mainstreaming, inclusion, disability budgeting, advocacy, project management, financial 

management, sustainability, RBM, monitoring, gender, conflict sensitivity, is third area.  

 

We strongly recommend that the commissioning of evaluations be centralised, either to the 

secretariat or to the development aid advisory committee. This would allow evaluations to 

be used strategically. When an evaluation is finalized, there should be broad discussions 

within the AA on findings and recommendations, in order for everyone to learn from issues 

of  general relevance.  

   

We also recommend that more common research activities be identified and carried out, and 

that common communication and advocacy campaigns be developed and carried out 

centrally.   

 

6.11 Structural changes 
Regarding the structure, the evaluation team recommends that the composition of the board 

be reconsidered. The relevance and quality in the decision-making processes would improve 

if there were a few more people added to the board, such as external development people, 

internal development people, and communication people. We recommend that nobody 

should be permanent members of the board, but that representatives from all AA 

organizations have equal rights to representation. We also recommend limiting the number 

of reappointments of the same board member to two or three terms, in order to secure a 

certain rotation of the board members.  

 

To avoid the present arrangement where the board members allocate funds to their own 

organizations, we recommend that a separate grant committee is established (like they have 

done in Denmark) that will allocate funds to the organizations based on the quality and 

innovativeness of their plans and proposals, as well as relevance in terms of strategy and 

prevailing and theory of change. This committee can be either an advisory committee to the 
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board, or a decision-making committee with mandate from the board15. We suggest that this 

committee be manned by friends of the AA, such as persons from Digni, Plan, FOCUS, the 

Norwegian Development Network and others.  

 

The advisory committees: A lot of people are members of one or several advisory 

committees today. They spend a lot of time, and most find it valuable due to the networking 

and possibility for exchange of experience and best practice. There is a lot of combined 

knowledge within these committees. AA should endeavour to create a more strategic 

mandate for the committees, and use the competencies of the committee members in a more 

effective and efficient way.  

 

6.12 Communication issues 
Internal Communication: To improve transparency and exchange information on what the 

different decision making bodies and advisory committees do and decide, we recommend 

that AA establish an intranet where all minutes and news can be posted and shared. 

 

External communication: According to people interviewed, AA is a well-kept secret in the 

Norwegian disability world. There is a need to make AA’s activities more known to the 

ordinary members of  the AA organizations. It is important to secure linkages to Norwegian 

disabled youth. Social media could be used here. Social media should also be considered to 

be used by the development partners for advocacy campaigns and social mobilization. 

 

6.13 Revision of Theory of Change 
The Atlas Alliance is recommended to review their Theory of Change as part of their on-

going strategy process. We have seen that most of their assumptions hold. The assumptions 

might be necessary but not sufficient conditions to bring about the societal changes that the 

Atlas Alliance strives towards. In this report, we have argued that both advocacy work and 

service provision can be “rights-based” depending on the way service-provision activities 

are carried out. We also argue that for societal change to happen, one needs to target and 

win the minds of both decision-makers and the general opinion. Both groups need to be 

strong enough to be able to push for necessary institutional and legal changes. Also, we 

have seen that a power analysis through systems mapping or stakeholder mapping is useful 

to analyse which partners to choose and/or how to work with them. These are elements that 

AA should look into when carving out their new Theory of Change. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

 
15 Ref Law on foundations para 36; http://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/2001-06-15-59 
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Annex A: Terms of reference (Norwegian)  

 

EVALUERING/EKSTERN GJENNOMGANG AV ATLAS,  

Organisering, fokus og innretning av portefølje 

 

Bakgrunn 

 

Atlas-alliansen er funksjonshemmedes organisasjoners egen bistandsstiftelse. Atlas-alliansen 

har en rettighetsbasert tilnærming til utviklingsarbeid.  

 

Stiftelsens formål er å styrke og utvikle bistanden og fremme menneskerettigheter for 

funksjonshemmede i land utenfor Norge og virke som pådriver og rådgiver for 

myndigheter og bistandsorganisasjoner i Norge.  

 

Atlas-alliansen jobber også med smittsomme (TB og TB/HIV) og ikke smittsomme (Diabetes) 

sykdommer. 

Alliansen forvalter, på vegne av 18 interesseorganisasjoner, en femårig samarbeidsavtale 

(2010-2014) med Norad og tilsvarende med Operasjon Dagsverk. I tillegg kommer en treårig 

avtale med Utenriksdepartementet for perioden 2014-2016. 

 

Atlas-alliansen er per i dag engasjert i 16 land med over femti prosjekter, i tillegg til 

regionale prosjekter. Våre partnere ute er hovedsakelig søsterorganisasjoner og lokale 

myndigheter, i tillegg til enkelte forskningsinstitusjoner og andre aktører. 

 

Atlas-alliansen er i gang med en intern strategidiskusjon og jobber parallelt med 

forberedelser til ny søknad om samarbeidsavtale med Norad fra og med 2015. Atlas-

alliansen ønsker eksterne vurderinger og innspill som kan bidra inn i strategidiskusjonen og 

til arbeidet med rammeavtalesøknad. 

 

Formålet med evalueringen:  

 Forbedre og øke kvaliteten på Atlas-alliansens bistandsarbeid i forkant av ny 

rammesøknad til Norad 

 Vurdere organisasjonsmodellen i Atlas-alliansen og foreslå alternative måter å drive 

alliansen og prosjektporteføljen på.  

 Analysere og klargjøre merverdien av å bruke funksjonshemmedes egne 

organisasjoner i utviklingssamarbeid, med vekt på å få frem hva som skapes av 

merverdi i de ulike ledd. 

Forslag til innhold og fokus: 

A) Vurdere alliansens organisasjonsmodell og tilnærming, og gi anbefalinger til 

hvordan Atlas-alliansen kan organisere sitt bistandsarbeid for økt synergi og 

samhandling, økt kostnadseffektivitet og helhetlig resultatoppnåelse.  

B) Vurdere porteføljen som i dag får midler gjennom Atlas-alliansen i lys av 

ovennevnte. Ha fokus på tilnærming og innretning av bistandsarbeidet, 

organisasjonenes merverdi, kapasitet, kompetanse, resultatoppnåelse og kvalitet, 

samt på bredde kontra konsentrasjon i tematiske og geografiske innsatsområder. 
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C) Vurdere sekretariatet og de ulike organene i alliansen på relevans, kapasitet, 

kompetanse, arbeidsmåter/metoder, kvalitet og merverdi. 

D) En slik gjennomgang bør trekke inn/presentere omleggingene som er gjort i DPOD, 

Danmark og i MyRight, Sverige, for å vurdere hva man kan lære derfra.  

E) Gjennomgangen bør ellers ta noen stikkprøver ute i prosjektland for å vurdere de 

ulike ledd om merverdiaspektet, men også for å vurdere potensialet for ny og 

bredere organisering, tilnærming og samhandling. 

 

Evalueringens omfang og begrensninger 

 

Referansegruppe 

En referansegruppe bestående av representanter fra Atlas-alliansens organisasjoner vil 

opprettes. Referansegruppens rolle er å informere, komme med innspill og å fungere som 

kontaktpunkt og diskusjonspartner for evalueringsarbeidet.  

 

Økonomiske rammer 

Økonomisk ramme for evalueringen er på ca NOK 400.000.  

Dette skal inkludere lønn og reiser til konsulent(ene).  Kostnader ved oppfølging etter at 

rapporten foreligger inkluderes også i totalbudsjettet. Vi ønsker at det gjennomføres et 

seminar hvor funn og anbefalinger deles med alliansen. 

 

Tidsramme og metode 

Evalueringen skal påbegynnes så snart som mulig  

Tidsbruk vil begrenses av de økonomiske rammene gitt for evalueringen.  

Vurdere på organisering/modell og på prosjektportefølje gjennom  

- dokumentanalyse (planer, rapporter, evalueringer) og  

- samtaler/intervjuer i Norge, Danmark og Sverige 

–stikkprøver/felt; for eksempel ett prosjekt per organisasjon eller velge ut ett til to 

land 

 Oppdragsbeskrivelse med teamforslag (der kvalifikasjoner klart fremgår) og tidsplan 

må godkjennes av Atlas-alliansen innen 15. desember  

 Utkast til rapport må presenteres innen utgangen av februar 2014 

 Endelig rapport må være ferdig i løpet av utgangen av mars 2014.  

 

Team 

Prosjektteamet bør bestå av ekstern konsulent/-er Det kan være ønskelig å supplere teamene 

med regionale konsulenter for de områdene der feltarbeider skal gjennomføres.  

 

Valg av case/prosjekter til feltstudiene 

Det er ønskelig å følge hele bistandskjeden med dypdykk i et par land. Kriterier for 

utvelgelse vil bli satt i dialog med engasjerte konsulent(er), men det vil være formålstjenlig å 

velge land hvor flere organisasjoner er inne med partnerskap og tiltak.  

 

Forventede resultater og oppfølging 

Evalueringen er tenkt å munne ut i følgende resultater: 

En analyse presenteres i rapporten og danner grunnlaget for konklusjoner og anbefalinger i 

henhold til formålet. 
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 Ny viten og læring for fremtidig arbeid; tilnærming, metoder og organisering. 

 Konkrete anbefalinger til Atlas-alliansens innretning og organisering av porteføljen 

  

Anbefalingene i rapporten bør ha en slik karakter at de vil ha betydning for videre arbeid 

med strategi og med langtidsplaner og søknad om samarbeidsavtale. For Atlas vil 

evalueringen kunne danne grunnlaget for fremtidig saksbehandling.  

Oppfølgingen etter evalueringen blir vel så viktig som selve evalueringen. Minst et 

oppfølgingsseminar bør gjennomføres i 2014. Etter dette vil det være alliansens ansvar å ta 

videre.  

 

Spesifikasjon av anbudet 

 

Gjennomføring: 

 Teoretisk fundament 

 Metode 

 Omfang og utvelgelse 

 Kompetanse og personell 

 Tidsplan 

  

Økonomi: 

 Timetall med honorar 

 Reisekostnader 

 Lokale kostnader 

 Andre kostnader 

 

Søknadsfrist: Opprinnelig frist var 10. desember 2013 – denne vurderes utvidet 

Ved spørsmål kontakt fagansvarlig i Atlas-alliansen, Berthe Stenberg 

Anbud sendes Berthe Stenberg på berthe@atlas-alliansen.no  

og til alliansens firmapost på firmapost@atlas-alliansen.no 

mailto:berthe@atlas-alliansen.no
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Annex B: List of reviewed documents 

Atlas Alliance Project Reports 

Atlas Alliance (2013):  Annual Report for 2012, “Open the Doors”, The Atlas Alliance, 

31.05.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013):  Annual Plans for 2013, “Open the Doors”, The Atlas Alliance, version 

December 2012 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Annual Report 2012, Malawi, MWI 0197 – Support to disabled people 

in Malawi, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Annual Report 2012, Malawi, Uganda, Zambia, Documentation and 

Research in CBR Programs QME 402, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Annual Report 2012, Palestine, Rehabilitation Programme in Palestine 

PSE 0028, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, GLO 0383, Global, Income and Nutrition, LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Global QZA-09/265-34 / GLO 0308, Global 

Health Communication Project, LHL International  

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Asia Africa Norway Project Seminar, GLO 

0342, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Regional Africa, AFUB advocacy towards 

African Union – Org. strengthening, Strengthening of Portuguese and Spanish 

speaking AFUB members – Org. strengthening, RAF 0364 RAF 0365, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Southern Africa Regional, Living Conditions 

Studies in Southern Africa SAF 157, FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Southern Africa Regional, Organisation 

Development in Southern Africa SAF 154, FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Region Asia, Asian Blind Union Org 

Development, RAS 0296, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Angola AGO 0291 AGO 0351, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Association of the Blind in Cambodia – Org. 

strengthening, Cambodia KMH 0305, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Norwegian-Chinese cooperation in 

Organisation Development, China, FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Sig-Am: Bilingual Education of Deaf, China 

CHN 0258, Signo 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Organisational Strengthening ERNAB, Eritrea 

ERI 0353, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, India IND 0280 (85856/2085) IND 0374 

(85861/2086), NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Organisational Development QME0213, IA, 

NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Kenya, Malawi, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, 

Zambia QME 0187, RHF 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Laos LAO 0288 LAO 0282, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Awareness Building Campaign Lesotho SAF 

154, FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Lesotho LSO 0283 LSO L 0289, NABP 
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Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, MWI 0319 (Health Communication), MWI 

0320 (Paradiso), MWI 0381 (Capacity Strengthening), MWI 0382 (TB/HIV Disability), 

Malawi, LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Malawi Union of the Blind, MWI 0284, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Organisational Development Malawi MWI 

0225, NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Malawi Chisombezi Deafblind Centre, MWI 

0348, Signo 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report SAF 0321, Malawi and Sudan, Triage -Plus LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Mozambique, Moz 0294 Moz 0293, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Nepal, Organisation development in Nepal 

NPL 156, FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Nepal NPL 0023, Nepal, LHL International 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Nepal, NPL 0371 NPL 0372 NPL 0295, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Pre-project on Living Conditions Studies in 

Nepal, NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Organizational Development Nepal NPL 0226, 

NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, The Palestinian Territories, Education 

development for deaf and hard of hearing in Palestine PAL 0307, Signo 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, GLO-3728QZA-09265 RUS-0399 and RUS -

0702, Strengthening civil society in Arkhangelsk and the TB control, and TB control 

in Arkhangelsk Region incl prisons, Russia, LHL International  

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, South Africa Organisational Development 

DPSA, RSA 0265, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, SDN 011 SDN-255 SDN 256, Sudan, LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, Gender project, Sudan and Tanzania GLO 

0405, LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report, TZA0191 and TZA 0315, Zanzibar, Tanzania, 

NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report LHL TZA 0248 (Tan 0248) LHL TZA 0343 (Tan 

0343), Tanzania, LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Uganda, UGA 0292 UGA 0370, NABP 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Uganda, Economic empowerment of disabled 

men and women in Uganda UGA 0400, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report ZAM 0216, Zambia, LHL International 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Zambia, Disability and rehabilitation program 

in Zambia ZAM 0349, NAD 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Status Report Zimbabwe and Namibia, Capacity building 

and provision of assistive devices for people with disabilities in Zimbabwe and 

Namibia GLO-3728 QZA 09/265, SAF 0185, SINTEF 

Atlas Alliance (2012): The Atlas Alliance, REPORTING ON RESULTS 2012, Agreement 

number: GLO 3728, QZA 09/265, Agreement period: 2010-2014 

FFO (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

LHL (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

NABP (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

NAD (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 
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NFU (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

RHF (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

Signo (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

SINTEF (2012): Annual Overall Report 2012 

 

Atlas Alliance Policy Documents 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Facilitator’s Guide to the Organisational Capacity Assessment Tool, 

Final version, 09 June 2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Facilitator’s Guide to the Organisational Capacity Assessment Process, 

Final version, 31 May 2013 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Vedtekter for Atlas-alliansen, last revised edition 09.02.2012  

Atlas Alliance (2011): Prinsipper og retningslinjer for bruk av midler , September 2011 

Atlas Alliance (2011): Gender Policy for the Atlas Alliance 

Atlas Alliance (2009): Manual in Project / Programme Management for the Atlas Alliance, 

Atlas Alliance Secretariat, December 2009 

Atlas Alliance (2009): Fadderskapsordingen i Atlas-alliansen, January 2009 

Atlas Alliance (2008):Kriterier for tildeling av midler til nye organisasjoner i Atlas Alliansen, 

April 2008 

Atlas Alliance (2007):10-års Strategi for Atlas-Alliansen 2007-2017, Likeverd Over 

Landegrensene 

Atlas Alliance: Code of Conduct, For Assignments on Behalf of the Atlas Alliance 

 

Contracts 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment FFO 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment LHL 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment NBF 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment Norwegian Diabetes Association 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment NFU 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment NHF 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment RHF 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment Signo 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Commitment SINTEF 

 

Long Term Plans 

African Union of the Blind (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014 for projects/programmes, 

dated 06.04.2011 

Atlas Alliance (2010): Revised plan for 2010-2014, dated 16.11.2010 

Diabetes (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Zambia, ZAM 0336 Organisational 

Development and Training and DAZ 

FFO (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Nepal NPL 156 Organization Building in Nepal 

FFO (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, (SAFOD) GLO 01/4111 QME 0185, Capacity 

Building in the Area of Rehabilitation Services and Provision of Assistive Devices for 

People with Disabilities in Namibia and Zimbabwe 

FFO (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, (SAFOD and SINTEF), SAF/QME 157 Living 

Conditions Surveys in Southern Africa 

FFO (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, (SAFOD) SAF/QME-154 Organisation building and 

strengthening in the Southern Africa Region 
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LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Regional Africa, GLO 0308 QZA 09/265-8 Effective 

health communication and patient empowerment 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Regional Africa, GLO 0383 Income generating 

program –south to south exchange Pre-Study 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, China, CHN 0155 Norwegian-Chinese Cooperation 

in Organization Building 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Malawi, MWI -0319 Communication Initiative 

Malawi (REACH Trust), MWI- 0382 Institutional Capacity strengthening of REACH 

Trust, MWI-0319 Access to TB/ HIV services among disabled people, Triage-plus 

phase 2, MWI-03209 Paradiso, Home Based care 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Nepal NPL 0023 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Malawi and Sudan QME 0321 Triage Plus  

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Sudan, SDN-0256 STPA, SDN-0255 Epi-lab (2010-

2012), SDN-0011 National TB Program (2011-2014), Epi-lab phase 2 (2013-2016) 

NEW! 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Russia, Revised Version: RUS 0702: TB control in 

Arkhangelsk Region incl prisons, RUS 0399 Strengthening civil society contribution 

to TB control in Arkhangelsk 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Russia, RUS 0702: TB control in Arkhangelsk 

Region incl prisons, RUS 0399 Strengthening civil society contribution to TB control 

in Arkhangelsk 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Tanzania, TZA 0248 Community TB and integrated 

TB and HIV control, TZA 0343 Capacity building TB/Hiv Mukikute patient 

organization 

LHL (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Zambia, ZAM0216 Strengthening community 

response to TB and HIV/AIDS (Phase 3). 

NAD (2010): Prioritised Application for 2011-2014 for Increased/Additional Funding, GLO 

06/282, GLO 06/349, UGA 0400,  

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, GLO 0342 Project Leader Seminar, Africa and 

Asia 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Eritrea, ERNAB Project ERI 0279, Eye Health 

Project ERI 0353 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, IND-0280, IND-0374, IND-0375  

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014 KMH-0305 Association of the Blind in Cambodia – 

Org. Strengthening 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, LAO 0288 Laos Association of the Blind (LAB) – 

Organisational Strengthening, LAO 0282 Laos Rehabilitation for the Blind and 

Partially Sighted in Savannakhet (LRBP) Rehabilitation Project 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Lesotho, LSO 0283, LSO 0289 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Malawi, MWI 0284, MWI 0364 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Mozambique MOZ 0294, MOZ 0293, MOZ 0367, 

MOZ 0368 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Nepal NPL 0295, NPL 0287, NPL 0372, NPL 0278, 

NLP 0371 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, RAS-0296 Asian Blind - Union Organisational 

Strengthening 1994-2012, RAS-0373 ABU - Women and IT 2013-2016 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Preproject planning Southern Africa, Zambia 
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NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Preproject planning Southern Africa, Zimbabwe 

NABP (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, UGA 0292, UGA 0370 

NFU (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NFU Organisational Development PODCAM – 

(MWI 0225) GLO - 01/411/0225, 2011 

NFU (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NFU Strengthening Inclusion Africa – QME 0223, 

GLO 06/282-21, 2011 

NFU (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Nepal, NPL 0226 Organisational Development 

NFU (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Tanzania, TZA (TAN) 0191 Organisational 

Development ZAPDD 

NFU (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Tanzania, TZA 0315 Inclusive Education in 

Zanzibar 

NFU NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NFU_NHF ZMB, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF LES 0227, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF MWI 0197, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF Northern UGA, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF PSE 0028 Rehabilitation Programme in 

Palestine, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF QME 402, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF RSA 0265, revised September 2010 

NHF (2010): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, NHF UGA 0400, revised September 2010 

RHF (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, QME 0187, East, Central and Southern Africa. 

Signo (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Signo CHN 0258 Bilingual Education of Deaf 

Children in China 

Signo (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Signo PAL 0307 Educational development for deaf 

in Palestine 

Signo (2011): Long Term Plans 2010-2014, Signo MWI 0348 Chisombezi Deafblind Centre 

 

Meeting Minutes  

Meeting Minutes (2013): Expanded Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 17.12.2013 09-15.30 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 23.10.2013 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 27.08.2013 at 09-

10.30 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 16.04.2013 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Extraordinary Meeting Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 13.03.2013 

13.00-16.00 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Fagrådet, dated: 18.10.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Fagrådet, dated: 01.09.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Fagrådet, dated: 14.06.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Fagrådet, dated: 04.04.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Fagrådet, dated: 15.02.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Informasjonsrådet, dated: 13.08.2013 09-11.00 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 16.10.2012 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Bistandsfaglig Utvalg, dated: 28.08.2012 

Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Informasjonsrådet, dated: 18.09.2013 09-11.00 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Informasjonsrådet, dated: 13.09.2012 09-11.00 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Informasjonsrådet, dated: 13.06.2012 09-11.00 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Informasjonsrådet, dated: 06.03.2012 09-11.00 
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Meeting Minutes (2013): Meeting Minutes Økonomiforum, dated: 02.10.2013 at 09.00-10.30 

Meeting Minutes (2012): Meeting Minutes Økonomiforum, dated: 29.11.2012 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Økonomiforum, dated: 10.03.2011 

Meeting Minutes (2011): Meeting Minutes Økonomiforum, dated: 08.09.2011 

Protocol (2013): Expanded Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 26.11.13, at 10-12.30 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 29.10.13, at 09.30-12.00 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 04.09.13, at 10.00 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 19.06.13, at 10.00-12.00 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 24.04.13, at 10.00-12.00 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 20.03.13, at 13.00-16.00 

Protocol (2013): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 14.02.13, at 09.00-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 21.12.2012, at 09.00-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 25.10.2012, at 09.00-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 05.09.2012, at 09.00-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 03.05.2012, at 09.00-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 26.03.2012, at 09.30-11.00 

Protocol (2012): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 09.02.2012, at 09.00-11.30 

Protocol (2010): Board Meeting Atlas Alliance, dated: 14.01.2010, at 09.00-10.30 

Presentation (2012): LHL Health Communications at Atlas Alliance 28.08.2012 

 

Norad – NMFA – ODW 

Atlas Alliance (2014): “Nobody left behind”, inkludering av funkjsonshemmede i norsk 

utviklingssamarbeid. 2014-2016, 24.01.2014 

Atlas Alliance (2014): “Nobody left behind” budget 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Atlas Alliance Reporting on Results 2012 Contract GLO 3728 QZA 

09/265, Agreement period 2010-2014, dated 28.07.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Letter of Progress for Contract GLO 3728 QZA 09/265, dated 

28.07.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Atlas Alliance Annual Report 2012, signed 19.06.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Atlas Alliance Budget Balance per 31.12.12, signed 19.06.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2013): Atlas Alliance Annual Report 2012 “Open the Doors!” 31.05.2013 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Atlas Alliance Annual Plans 2013 “Open the Doors!” version 

December 2012 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Results Budget for the Secretariat (total for all projects) 1.1-31.12.12 in 

NOK 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Activity Budget 1.1-31.12.12 in NOK 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Country Based Progress Report, Annex 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Success Stories Malawi, Annex 3 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Success Stories Uganda, Annex 2 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Overall Budget, Annex 1a Part 3 

Atlas Alliance (2012): Auditors Report, Annex 1b 

Atlas Alliance (2011): Atlas Alliance Annual Plans 2012 “Open the Doors!” version 29th 

November 2011 

Atlas Alliance (2011): Minutes from the yearly meeting between Norad and the Atlas 

Alliance, 19.01.2011 

Atlas Alliance (2009): OD 09: Atlas Alliansen Flerårig plan for 2010-2014, 13.11.2009 
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Atlas Alliance (2009): OD 09: Atlas Alliance Long-Term Plan 2010-2014 “Open the Doors!” 

version 30th October 2009 

Atlas Alliance (2009): “Åpne dørene!” Funskjonshemmet ungdom I Øst- og sørlige Afrika 

krever sin rett til utdanning, Atlas Alliansens søknad til Operasjon Dagsverk 2009 

Atlas Alliance (2009): Presentation to the Board meeting, follow up on the Organisational 

Review of the Atlas Alliance (Norad 24.06.2009), dated 02.12.09 

Contract (2010): Samarbeidsvtale mellom Direktoratet for utviklingssamarbeid (Norad) og 

Atlas Alliansen, signed and dated 06.04.2010 

Contract (2009): Avtale Mellom Operasjon Dagsverk og Atlas Alliansen 2010-2014, unsigned 

version 20 May 2009  

Contract (2009): Avtale Mellom Operasjon Dagsverk og Atlas Alliansen 2010-2014, signed 

version 20 May 2009  
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Annex C: List of people interviewed  

 

People interviewed in Norway 

Terje Iversen, director, NBF 

Hanne Witsøe, advisor, FFO 

Jenny Schaanning, advisor, NFU 

Elise Bjåstad, advisor, NFU 

Marit Skatvedt, advisor, HLF 

Svein Brodtkorb, head of international department, NHF 

Berthe Stenberg, deputy manager, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Bergdis Joelsdottir, advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Morten Eriksen, managing director, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Halvor Kasland, financial advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Trine Riis-Hansen, policy advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Patrice Vastel, advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Anja Stokkan, advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Silje Handeland, advisor, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Anne Nyeggen, communication officer, Atlas Alliance secretariat 

Anette Skomsøy, communication officer, FFO 

Svein Solhaug, senior advisor, Signo 

Merethe Bromseth, Financial advisor, LHLI 

Tone Øderud, Senior researcher, SINTEF 

Njål Løvik, finance officer, RHF  

Kristin Iversen, Controller, NHF 

Lars Ødegård, chair of the executive board, NHF 

Bjug Ringstad, board member, NFU 

Gunnar Haugsveen, deputy board member NBF 

Liv Arum, board member, FFO 

Gro Holstad, board member on behalf of small affiliates, Diabetes 

Gunvor Skancke, Department director, Civil society department, Norad 

Ida-Eline Engh, advisor, Norad 

Gørild Tomren, advisor, Operation Day Work 

Mette Moberg, Administrative and Financial Officer, FOKUS 

Jørn Lemvik, Secretary General, Digni 

 

People interviewed in Scandinavia 

Svend Erik Sørensen, Evaluator/“Paraplyorg”, 2700 Brønshøj  

Maria Lagus, Head dep. MyRight, Stockholm 

Marianne Frederiksen, Head of International Department, DPOD 

Kristian Høyen, DPOD 

 

People interviewed in Malawi 

Emma Kulombe, Project Coordinator, Chisombezi deafblind centre 

Mirriam Namanja, Secretary general, PODCAM 

Hanneck Mdoka, Program coordinator, PODCAM 

Enock Mithi, Program coordinator, PODCAM 
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Mourini Mlazie, Member, PODCAM 

Daria Phiri, Member, PODCAM 

Patricia Muhamba, Member, PODCAM 

Bobby Kuchisanja, Member, PODCAM 

Mourini Chikhwaza, Member, PODCAM  

Amos Malizani, Member, PODCAM  

Alick Chavuta, Executive director, MACOHA  

Mary Zefania, Assistant Rehabilitation officer, MACOHA 

Montford Mwarlija, Rehabilitation manager, MACOHA  

Kevin Jeremiah, end-user, livelihoods, MACOHA 

Happiness Kanyemba, end-user, livelihoods, MACOHA 

Ezekiel Kumwenda, Secretary General, MUB  

Violet Baleti, Project coordinator, rehabilitation for rural blind women’s project, MUB 

Maureen Tembo, Secretary of Secretary General, MUB 

Chrispin Kamanula, member, MUB 

Enwood Tchaungwe, member, MUB 

Loveness Phiri, member, MUB 

Adraidar Tengaze, member, MUB 

Dr. Emma Thomson-Stormer, Doctor, Queen Elizabeth Hospital 

Prof Eric Borgstein, Doctor, Queen Elizabeth Hospital 

Mussa Chiwaula, Director General, SAFOD 

Charles Khaula, Association of the Physically Disabled Malawi (APDM) 
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Muchaneta Mukiwa, Accountant, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Virginia Mnyalo, Accountant, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Naomie Kalua, DRUM Project manager, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Lilombero Mwafulirwa, NDI Project accountant, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Hermis Tebulo, Paralithical Case worker, DRUM, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Linda Mtila, Administrative secretary, FEDOMA Secretariat 

Rosemin Ghani, contact person, Parents Association of Spina Bifida and Hydrocephalus  

Mussa Chiwaula, Director General, SAFOD 

Alexander Chikonga, Country Manager, Motivation Malawi 

Dr. Ireen Namakhoma, Excutive Director, REACH Trust 

Agness Dissi, Personal Assistant for the Director, Paradiso Trust 

Elizabeth Mvula, Hotline Operator, Paradiso Trust 

Mirriam Msewa, Finance and Admin Manager, Paradiso Trust 

Fred Kaliati, Programme Manager, Paradiso Trust 

Emily Phiri, IGA Manager, Paradiso Trust 

Mary Mikundi, Office Assistant, Paradiso Trust 

Mercy Jambani, Dairy Farm/IGA Assistant, Paradiso Trust 

Mara Kumbweza Banda, Director, Paradiso Trust 

Emily Phungwako, Programme Manager Assistant, Paradiso Trust 

Mary Jere, OVC (orphan) Manager, Paradiso Trust 

Atanazio Debwe Chairman, Support group, Paradiso Trust 
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Jacqueline M´bwana Support group member, Paradiso Trust 

Eliza Mangadzuwa, Support group member, Paradiso Trust 

Upile Square, Team Leader/Coordinator, Paradiso Trust 

Suzen Khoza, Home based Care Volunteer, Paradiso Trust 

Grace Banda, HIV support group, Volunteer, Paradiso Trust 

Fletcher E. Y. Zenengeya, Principal Secretary, Ministry of Disabilities and Elderly Affairs 

Rachel Kachaje, Minister, Ministry of Disabilities and Elderly Affairs 

Steven Msowoya, Senior Advisor, MDEA / Programme coordinator D&R, NAD 

Andrew Kachingwe, Senior Programmes’ Coordinator, CBM 
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Hildegunn Tobiassen, Health coordinator, Norwegian Embassy 

Peter Msendema, Special Needs, Ministry of Education 

Isias L. Dambe, Deputy Program Manager, NTP, Ministry of Health 

 

People interviewed by phone: 

Lucy Muyoyeta, Programme coordinator, Opportunity Zambia 
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Annex D: Theory of Change 

 

Do the assumptions hold? 
Assumptions Do the assumptions hold? 

The communication, policy 

and advocacy work in 

Norway creates public 

awareness and engagement 

to include the rights of 

people with disabilities and 

TB in Norwegian 

development aid.  

Yes - The Atlas Alliance has come far in integrating 

disabilities in the Norwegian development agenda, and they 

are actively pushing the agenda further.  

The experiences of the AA 

organizations are actively 

used in the partnership with 

the partner-organizations.  

The Norwegian DPOs have strong identities, and use these 

actively in their partnerships. The survey confirms this: 42% 

of the partners said the Norwegian organizations to a large 

extent use their own experience from Norway in their 

dialogue with them, and 42% do so to some extent.   

Experiences from Norway 

are relevant, transferrable 

and replicable in the partner 

countries.  

In the survey, 37% of the partners confirm that the 

Norwegian experience to a large extent is relevant for their 

context, and 50% find it relevant to some extent.  Partners 

met in Malawi were overall very positive to the input 

brought to them by their Norwegian partner (with the 

exception of RHF, whose implementing partner only had 

formal relations with the organization IF). 

AA organizations cooperate 

and coordinate amongst 

themselves in the partner 

countries.  

From interviews with the Norwegian DPOs we understand 

there is ample room for improved coordination and 

cooperation both among Norwegian DPOs and among their 

partners in any given country. 

Initiatives, priorities and 

solutions are defined by 

local partner-organizations.  

According to the survey, 76% of the partners initiate their 

own project ideas and design to a large extent, and 21% do 

so to some extent, whereas 37% say their Norwegian 

partners to a large extent helps them with ideas and design 

to a large extent, and 58% say they do so to some extent. 

Further, 76% say they do their own project planning to a 

large extent, and 24% say they do so to some extent. 37% of 

the partners say their Norwegian partner helps them with 

project planning to a large extent, whereas 53% say they do 

so to some extent.  

All initiatives are built on 

documented facts.  

According to the survey, 37% of the respondents say they to 

a large extent base their projects on documented research 

data, and 50% say they do so to some extent.   
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Partner-organizations are 

democratic.   

Approximately 20 partner-organisations are service-

providers; most of these are public, and thus part of the civil 

service, and not democratic member organisations. 

However, nearly 50% of the partners are member-

organisations like DPOs, DPO-federations, DPO-

confederations, patient organizations or parent 

organizations. All these will have democratic structures, but 

it will vary to what extent they adhere to their own 

democratic rules, constitutions and communication 

processes. There are generally two reasons why 

organizations do not adhere to their constitutions; lack of 

understanding/culture of the importance of good governance, 

and lack of funds to hold general assemblies, executive 

council meetings etc.  

Partner-organizations have 

an active attitude towards 

user participation.  

According to the survey, 60% of the partners say their 

Norwegian partners focus on user participation to a large 

extent, and 28% say they do so to some extent.   

Partner-organizations 

develop capacities to become 

effective watchdogs and 

premise providers for 

developing programmes for 

inclusion.  

This is the aim of many projects. Again, many of the partners 

are service-providers, where their Norwegian partners assist 

them in making as inclusive, participatory and rights-based 

programmes as possible. 34% of the respondents to the 

survey say they to a large extent work as watchdogs, and 

29% do the same to some extent. 61% work to a large extent 

with capacity building of authorities, and 24% do the same 

to some extent.  

Access to credit and 

education will improve 

possibilities to access 

income, hence reduce 

poverty and exclusion 

among people living with 

disabilities and TB.  

Several projects create linkages for their members to 

microfinance institutions. Also, both DPOs and CBR-service 

providers run small income generating activities, and initiate 

saving and credit self-help groups. In Uganda, the DPO 

federation is piloting a larger saving and credit self-help 

group pilot project, and at the same time advocating all the 

existing microfinance institution to open up its services for 

people with disabilities.  25% of the respondents to the 

survey answered that they support income generation to a 

large extent, and 43% do the same to some extent. 

Partner organizations 

promote the rights and 

inclusion of people with 

disabilities and TB.  

80% of the respondents to the survey say they advocate for 

the rights of the disabled to a large extent and 13% do this to 

some extent. 76% say they work to a large extent to include 

disabled in all facets of society. 74% say they to a large extent 

accompany all their work with advocacy work to influence 

their authorities, and 79% say they to a large extent empower 

people with disabilities and patients to claim their rights.  
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Where AA cooperates with 

authorities, the partner 

organizations take part in 

planning, follow-up and 

evaluation of the activities. 

Not all projects with public service providers include the 

participation of DPOs. Using Malawi as an example, there 

are many formal and informal linkages between the DPOs, 

the DPO federation and the different public service 

providers. The DPO federation implemented one element of 

the public CBR-programme.  The extent to which they 

participated in planning was not confirmed. 

Partner countries are 

selected based on a high 

degree of exclusion and 

discrimination of people 

with disabilities and TB.  

22% of the respondents to the survey claim that people with 

disabilities are being excluded and discriminated against to a 

large extent in their country, and 57% say this is true to some 

extent. Most partners who responded in the survey had been 

partners for more than 10 years. It has not been possible to 

verify whether there was a large extent of exclusion and 

discrimination in all countries upon the initiation of the 

partnerships, and that as the projects have evaluated, this 

discrimination has reduced.  

Partner countries are 

selected where cooperation 

provides value added in the 

fight against poverty.  

The present portfolio includes 19 countries that belong to the 

following income categories (World Bank 2012): 

Low income countries: Eritrea, Kenya, Malawi, 

Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda, Zimbabwe, Cambodia, 

Nepal 

Lower middle income countries: Lesotho, Sudan, Zambia, 

India, Laos, Palestine 

Upper middle income countries: Angola, Namibia, South-

Africa, China 

Partner countries are 

selected where AA´s 

competence is requested.  

It is fair to assume that this assumption holds, as long as the 

AA organizations are not directly operational themselves, 

but implement their projects through partners. In the survey, 

most partners are very happy with their Norwegian partners 

and all the competence they bring into the partnerships. 

However, there are a few critical remarks. One partner 

requests less top-down approach. Another would like their 

Norwegian partner to show interest in their strategic plan, 

and support elements there, and yet another would like their 

partner to understand what their organization is all about, 

and not only show interest in their own funded tiny little 

project. 
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Are strategic objectives achieved? 

Strategic long-term 

objectives 

Comments 

All Norwegian development 

aid includes people with 

disabilities.  

The Atlas Alliance has come a long way in lobbying for 

making disability issues a crosscutting issue in Norwegian 

Development Aid. However, there is still a way to go before 

full integration has been achieved, ref. Norad evaluation 

report 1/2012: "Mainstreaming disability in the new 

development paradigm Evaluation of Norwegian support to 

promote the rights of persons with disabilities" 

The fight against TB is 

included and strengthened 

in all Norwegian 

development health aid.  

LHLI has been actively lobbying Norwegian authorities to 

combat TB globally. Norad recognizes that TB is on the 

increase, especially in Africa South of Sahara and in parts of 

the previous USSR-states. Norad supports the Global Fund to 

fight TB, AIDS and malaria and WHO, and also supports 

international research for an effective vaccination.   

Norwegian public opinion 

and all relevant Norwegian 

actors have gained an 

understanding of how 

disabilities and the fight 

against TB are linked to 

central issues in the 

Norwegian development 

cooperation agenda.    

It is beyond the scope of this evaluation to measure the 

opinion of the Norwegian public. However, due to the 

successful advocacy work of the AA, more and more 

Norwegian development actors are integrating disability in 

their development approach.  

Organizations and networks 

of people with disabilities, 

patients and parents in 

partner countries are 

strengthened in order to 

increase their ability to 

influence.  

There is reason to believe that most of the organizations that 

have received direct support from their sister organizations in 

the AA have been strengthened. Their ability to influence 

policy makers and the public opinion in their own country 

will depend on their relative strength and their ability to work 

in strategic alliances and network with other likeminded 

organizations and institutions, however. In countries where 

the combined support to the disability movement has been 

limited, there is reason to believe that some strengthening of 

individual organizations in isolation will not automatically 

lead to significant policy changes.  

People with disabilities in 

partner countries have 

fulfilled their right to 

education and information.  

There is reason to believe that the projects that focus on 

inclusive education have contributed towards the recognition 

of the rights to education for all. However, there is still a long 

way between having a right to inclusion, and actually being 

included.  
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People with disabilities in 

partner countries have 

secured equal social and 

economic participation.  

Although several projects in various countries focus on both 

social and economic participation for people with disabilities, 

it is still far to go before this can be said to be "equal" in the 21 

countries where the AA organizations are active.  

Preventive measures and 

treatment to stop TB are 

strengthened in the partner 

countries.  

In the seven countries where LHLI is active, Norway included 

there is reason to believe that the support provided by LHLI 

has contributed towards strengthened preventive measures 

and treatment to stop TB. However, TB-control depends on a 

number of factors beyond the control of LHLI and their 

interventions. 

Preventive measures and 

treatment against blindness 

are strengthened in the 

partner countries.  

The NABP eye care interventions have prevented many 

thousand people from becoming blind. The level of 

sustainability of the supported eye care institutions varies.  

The living conditions of 

people with disabilities are 

documented in partner 

countries.  

FFO and SINTEF have carried out living condition surveys in 

a number of countries. These surveys have to a large extent 

been used by the Disabled People's Organizations to advocate 

for the rights of people with disabilities. (However, these 

surveys are project activities and not “objectives”.) 

Women´s rights are focused 

on in all projects. 

Of the 40 respondents to the survey, most seem to have a 

reasonable understanding of gender issues. 76% claim that 

their project has mainstreamed gender sensitivity to a large 

extent, and 16% say this is true to some extent.  
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Annex E: Experience from DPOD (DK) and MyRight (S) 

 

In Denmark, Sweden and Norway different mechanisms have been put in place to handle 

the different situations. For the sake of the over-view the following table is presented and 

then afterwards commented upon on some of the 20 odd items: 

 

Overview table. Key information.  

Nordic organisational set-ups for managing development aid to disabled 

Aspect of the 

organizations 
Denmark Sweden Norway 

Name DPOD (DH) MyRight Atlas Alliance 
General status Recent restructuring. 

Established new sub-

system in place.  

Total system in 

transformation 
Strategy process. 

System in possible 

change. 

Structure design 

 

Umbrella structure 

for all HC-organi-

zations. Department 

inside DH.  

Umbrella structure 

of HC organizations. 

Legally: “enskild”  

 

Foundation and 

umbrella structure 

Dominant element 

in system 

Assembly of repres. 

elects Board of 

DPOD 

Kancelliet  Board of AA 

Board status and 

appointment 

Appointed by the 

affiliates/ members 

 

Annual meeting (28 

org. repr.) elects 

board 

Appointed by the 

affiliates/ members 

Personnel: No of 

staff in secretariat 

7  in the International  

Department 

 

8-9 permanent 

positions in 

secretariat 

9 

 

Personnel: Nordic 

admin. for overseas 

operations 

1 (Uganda)+ 2 local 

employees) 

12 regional/ national 

employed 

0 

Total Aid pers. in 

Nordic countries 

umbrella 

14 3-4 persons part 

time. The rest on 

ideal/vol. basis 

21 

Operations: total no 

of projects 

52 by member org.s 

7 direct from DH 

 

50+ 56 (Norad) +9 (OD) 

 

Structure: No of 

affiliates (total) 

32 members of 

DPOD 

30  16+3 

 

Structure: No.  

active affiliates/ 

members 

15 21  9 

Structure: No of 

host countries 

9 

(7 in Africa) 

 

7  19+regional 

HQ quality, layout 

and location 

Localized within big, 

well designed  

campus-like building 

for all handicapped 

Localized in practical 

general office 

environment, centre 

of town. Satisfied. 

Localized in a 

practical general 

office environment 

in centre of town. 
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orgs. in Denmark. 

 

Meeting rooms 

limitations  

Close to one affiliate. 

 

Technology and 

tools to facilitate 

change processes 

Several exist, but 

their USE is more in 

focus than their 

existence. 

Not pleased with 

situation. Revision in 

progress. 

Tools “box”/ 

”Manual” (2009) is 

being revised. 

“OCAT” in 

successful use. 

Resources situation Recentl expansion of 

channelled funds: 

Budget 2014: DKR 53 

mill 

Dramatic reduction 

in 2011. Slightly 

better in 2014. 2015 

uncertain 

In process of 

renegotiating new 5 

year framework 

agreement with 

Norad.  

Resources 

distribution 

Separated from 

administration: 

“Grant committee”  

Proposal from 

secretariat 

(“Kancelliet”) Board 

takes final decision 

based on 

project applications  

Board decision based 

on proposal from the 

secretariat 

Resources 

composition 

Danida contribution: 

90 % 

 

Sida contribution: 

90 % 

Operations budget 

and Secretariat now 

fully Norad/ MFA 

financed 

Total budget 

resources 2014 

2014: NOK 59 mill 37,2 NOK 

(7,6 NOK 

earmarked)  

79 mill. NOK + MFA 

+ OD  

 

Intentional/ 

strategy/ policy 

documents 

Just restructured. In development.  Strategy 2007-2017.  

Being revised in 

2014.  

Corporate culture Joint operation from 

HQ location. Highly 

committed and 

motivated.  

High awareness 

Past: Engagement 

domination. Now: 

Control focused. 

Future (hopefully) 

effective support org. 

/ go-between for 

members 

Very positive, 

motivating culture in 

secretariat.  

Affiliate dominated 

and minor common 

esprit in “umbrella” 

 

Main functions of 

secret. / admin. 

Double role: some 

hands on execution. 

Other advisory and 

control.                    

Both preparation, 

execution and control 

of issues & projects. 

Dominant role in 

many phases of the 

resource allocation.   

No execution of 

projects and 

programs 

Advisory role.  

Practically no 

execution of projects 

 

 

Comments to some of the points in the overview Nordic table: 

General observations of the Nordic setups. 

Organisation structures are strongly influenced by governmental coordination needs in all 

the three countries. There is in most systems a need to oversee/monitor de-concentrated 

operations and activities – and create an image of order. This certainly goes for the Nordic 

countries and development activities. So, similar basic systemic needs apply in all countries. 
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In addition, the three Nordic countries in focus have sister or brother organisations where 

representatives from these meet on a fairly regular basis. Inspiration and imitation naturally 

follow with regards to how the boxes and arrows are drawn – how communications and 

authority flow – in short: How organisations are designed. What is not copied or imitated, of 

course, is the volume and the divide of the resource flow. Such essential political questions are 

strongly influenced by the actors and their relations with the authorities and the changing 

regimes. However, globally the three countries are similar in their political structures and 

make-up: humanitarian and social-democratic.  

 

Structure/ design. 

Presently a consultancy work is being conducted that will assess the different aspects of 

organising aid using different types of “umbrella” mechanisms. Ours are just a few 

observations and reflections necessary for our report.  

 

The notion of “umbrella” – even “parasol” – being a metaphor, connotes several things: 

 Something is under the umbrella, in our case partner, member or affiliate organisations; 

 Something is over the umbrella, in our case the source of resources and pennies from 

heaven: sun, rain and wind symbol; 

 The instant association is protection from something, however the opposite is the case: 

collection of something: resources. This expansion of the imagery is caught in the 

illustration from the “Water management challenge”: the umbrella as a “cistern” of sorts. 
 

The set-up may be a foundation or not, but it can still be an “umbrella”. We should add that 

the term is not a precise concept in organisational theory, but serves these practical 

purposes. 

 

Seen from the inside the umbrella may indicate solidarity and protection like in trade unions: 

an organisation of organisations. You stand stronger when together with others in hostile or 

competitive situations – when the winds of changes shift. This is the archetypical function of 

articulation of (“political”) interests. At the same time the different interests and opinions of 

the actors under the umbrella are “merged”, “coordinated” or compromised. This is the 

archetypical function of aggregation of (“political”) interests. 

 

Seen from the outside of the umbrella, it is this latter function of aggregation that is primarily 

in demand and indeed one of the two principal reasons for the present set-up. 

The second: de-concentrating or privatizing execution, monitoring and control of public funds – 

outsourcing or get it “out of the system”. This is an alternative to hosting a large number of 

publicly employed staff with specialized competency to manage the rather diverse and large 

portfolio in a responsible manner. Norad’s present set-up and small size is made possible 

due to these umbrella configurations. The set-up can also be understood historically due to 

Norad’s descaling and division of work with other ministries, MFA in particular. 

 

Dominant element in the system. 

In a foundation, the executive board is responsible for all the actions of the entity, thus is can 

be labelled as the “dominant” mechanism or element that plays a decisive role in the 

decision-making in the system, although from 2012, the board started to delegate powers to 

the managing director. The board members are representatives from the affiliate 
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organisations – representative in the original sense of this term: someone who is taking care of 

the interests of their organisations. They might be formally independent, but they function 

as a de facto guarantee for the established order and division of resources. Their role is to 

oversee that things remain as they have been. With some exceptions the board prolongs 

what has been. This applies to budgets as well as the decisions regarding how the AA is 

being run. It appears as if the board sees its role as this, and we can see few things written 

that should motivate it to think and act otherwise. This probably means that if radical 

changes in the existing system are to be made, the board is not the first organ likely to 

propose these – unless asked to do so from outside or from above.   

 

In Sweden the board (“styrelsen”) has a similarly strong formal position, but it seems that 

the secretariat has a somewhat more influential position in the total process.  

 

Board status and appointment. 

Currently there are five members of the board in AA, where the four founding organizations 

have permanent seats, and the fifth seat rotates between the other affiliates. Boards often 

have power if they so wish. They have latent power. This seems to be the case here too. On 

the Norwegian scene the board’s key role is to make sure that the AA is set on course – and 

keeps its direction; that it remains loyal to what was the division of resources at the outset. 

When there are disagreements with the secretariat, dialogue processes often result in 

constructive compromises.  

 

Operations: total no of projects. 

For all the Scandinavian countries there are a high number of on-going projects. From a HQ/ 

central viewpoint this easily appears “dividing the resources too thin” for impact. Yet, 

“resources” are not just the money spent. For the actors and individual contributing 

organisations it is also a matter of making use of their special competencies and “value 

added”. So, there is a logic to a high number of projects here. However, could one combine 

and restructure and get the better from the two logics? We think so and will propose ways 

of achieving this. We shall basically argue that the number of actors involved will be high, 

given the different specialities to make the most out of their skills. However, the way the 

portfolio is organized can be done differently to get more effect out of the combined efforts. 

 

Structure: No of host countries. 

The total number of projects and number of host countries are subject to the same kind of 

logic: “dividing the resources too thin for impact”. It appears as if this is even more relevant 

when applied to number of countries than to number of projects. This is so because place-

culture insight is essential for project and program success. It takes a long time to tap into 

the know-where-who-how, etc. Reduction in number of countries operated in might help 

here. Not alone, but it makes possible organisational links between projects run by different 

operators which again can connect people and facilitate learning. 

 

HQ quality, layout and location 

The physical layouts of offices etc. are generally regarded/ assessed as high in all three 

countries. The new Danish HQ is a real jewel in this respect. It is located outside 

Copenhagen and caters for most needs – all organisations for the handicapped under one 

roof. The Stockholm and Oslo HQs are a bit less spacious and adequate.  
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Technology and tools to facilitate change processes 

The tools “box”/”Manual” (2009) of AA is scheduled to be revised. “OCAT” (Organisational 

Capacity Assessment Tool) is in successful use. The way it was introduced – and drilled into 

the organisations – is essential for its perceived success, and likely a model for getting in 

place other tools and technologies necessary for facilitating development. One can always 

argue that this level of “perceived” success is not a proof of final results, but we believe that 

it is a good indication of a positive development. 

 

In the two other Scandinavian countries there was less enthusiasm about existing tools. The 

reasoning seemed to be that relevant, generic technologies existed, but needed improvement 

and revision. There was also–in Denmark– the understanding that it was more important to 

introduce and train in use of relevant existing tools than to develop and/or acquire new 

ones. 

 

Resources situation 

All the countries in the comparison are completely dependent upon public financing. 90-100 

% is “money from above”/ outside.  

 

In the Swedish situation MyRight is negotiating a new framework-agreement with Sida, and 

the results are yet unknown. 

 

Resources distribution 

Whether or not the distribution-function is separated from the functions of the 

administration might well be the most important political-administrative feature in the 

organisational set-up. If there is a separate “grant committee” which is the case in Denmark 

– or similar – the administration/secretariat can conduct its operations “professionally” 

without being suspected and accused of pursuing its own interests or making biased 

decisions. 

 

Resources composition 

The financing of overseas operations of the Nordic countries being almost totally from 

government, the feared situation has happened: the state is paying for the “third”, the 

“voluntary” or the “civil” sector’s operations.  

 

Is that a bad thing? Yes and no. It is bad in the sense that is mentally degrades these type of 

activities to something that is not a high priority for the voluntary organisations and that it 

is something that is undertaken because it has an element of the exotic in it. They are doing 

it with money “given” to them – and this might undermine the mere notion of voluntary – in a 

sense.  

 

It is good in that it makes possible the use of their special capacities and skills. Their “added 

value” is indeed added due to the financing from government. This “added value” cannot 

easily be bought in a marked – from researchers and consultants. It is somehow “tacit” – like 

in “tacit knowledge”. This means that it has extra-rational qualities. The quality of being 

(lame, blind, deaf) – and feeling (the pain, the desperation, the likely sadness and bitterness). 

We quote Bateson: “The heart has its reasons that the reason does not understand”. 
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The tricky job is to find ways of conveying this special competency and ways of 

communicating and transferring both insights and skills to the partners in projects and 

programs. 

 

These issues are brought to attention by a more general, universal debate: the status of the 

“civil sector” vis-á-vis the state and the corporate (private) sector. The influential strategy and 

management writer Henry Mintzberg argues in his resent “electronic pamphlet”: 

Rebalancing Society. Radical renewal beyond left, right, and centre – that the only way we can 

achieve this rebalancing is by understanding and respecting what he coins the “plural” 

sector – our sector. 

 

However, to bring us back to where this reasoning started: does this not mean that the 

“voluntary” or “civil” cannot be totally crypto-financed by government – or corporations for 

that matter – without undermining its mere foundation? How to solve it? As is seen and 

intended already: By partial financing of operations and infrastructure – and by getting in 

place financing from non-governmental sources. Both TV-campaigns and contributions from 

voluntary donors are possible and legitimate sources, and the mere idea of CSR (Corporate 

Social Responsibility) fits well with this. 
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Annex F: Document Review of the “umbrella model” 

 

In the following, we will present the highlights of three general reports on this issue, one 

organization performance review of the Atlas Alliance specifically, and one evaluation of 

Norwegian support to promote the rights of persons with disabilities. 

 

“Evaluering av ordningen med støtte gjennom paraplyorganisasjoner “(Norad, 2004): This 

is the first evaluation we have found of the umbrella channelling system. The Atlas Alliance 

was one of the two cases studied, the other being Bistandsnemnda (an umbrella of faith-based 

organizations). The evaluation found that the umbrella organizations represent a valuable 

network for the exchange of experiences, the discussion of common challenges and capacity 

building related to development work. The latter aspect, competence building, was seen as 

particularly relevant for application and reporting procedures, strengthening the 

compliance with Norad principles, providing professional support to planning, 

implementation, follow-up and evaluation. These aspects, plus the saving effect on Norad´s 

workload, are not least valued by Norad. It becomes quite clear that Norad has been a 

driving force behind this model. 

 

The umbrellas also have an important advocacy role, particularly vis-à-vis the MFA and 

Norad. Little is said in the report about the broader advocacy value of the umbrellas. It is 

recognized, though, as a principal drawback of the umbrella model that it implies extra 

administrative costs, and some extra bureaucracy. 

 

We are not at all sure about whether this is the case or not. There has not been made any 

attempts to calculate or reflect around this. Maybe this would be an exercise worth 

undertaking. A central state administration in a directorate or in ministries, might indeed 

create more of such “extra administrative costs, and some extra bureaucracy”. The basic point 

is that administration costs money, and is unavoidable. The additional question is how to 

structure it in such a way that the expenses are minimized.  

 

“Support models for CSOs at country level” (Norad 2007): This was a Norad-

commissioned review – on behalf of the Nordic countries plus Netherlands, Canada and the 

UK – to assess experiences in six recipient countries of different models for donor support in 

favour of a “vibrant, pluralistic and democratic” civil society, meant as an input to the Accra 

Summit in 2008. Some observations from this review are relevant for our purpose.  One is 

that relatively little is known about channelling through intermediaries other than through 

direct support, but the trend seems to move in the direction of the former. According to this 

report, the indirect support “increases the potential for outreach, diversity, disbursement, 

mutual accountability and managing for results, as well as donor harmonization and 

alignment, because relations can be based on contracts with clear performance/success 

criteria and management structures that address conflict of interest/”principal agent” 

issues.”  

 

“Kartleggingsrapport om paraply- /nettverksorganisasjoner” (Norad, 2012):  

The latter aspect about extra administrative load is one of the issues discussed in this Report: 

All applications and reports in principle have to pass through four layers: the South partner, 
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Norwegian member or partner organization, the umbrella (Secretariat and/or Board), and 

finally Norad. The Report furthermore points out that the umbrella (and also network) 

organizations are highly vulnerable and dependent on Norad when it comes to their 

financial basis, since they have almost no direct fund-raising capacity (or rather: no 

legitimacy to undertake it) on their own. This is probably an area the member organizations 

(or founding organizations in the case of AA) would never leave to the umbrella (with the 

possible exception for very special large campaigns like TV-innsamlingen – the annual TV 

marathon organized by the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation). The umbrella 

members/partners are also quite unwilling to take the responsibility for financing the 

umbrella secretariat, seeing this as a Norad responsibility since Norad has been so pro-active 

in the establishment of the umbrella structure as a way of facilitating its own work.  

 

When projects are implemented by the partner/member organizations (like in the case of the 

AA), it means that the umbrellas have relatively little contact with the partners in the South. 

The main contact opportunity for the umbrellas is to organize network conferences as a way 

of promoting the exchange of experiences. This will assumingly reduce the advocacy role of 

the umbrellas in the South – and perhaps even internationally. It is important to note that 

support through umbrellas may provide better opportunities for relatively small/weak 

organizations to do development work. The question is whether all of them really have the 

capacity to contribute effectively to the reduction of poverty in far-away societies. 

“Tracking Impact – An exploratory study of the wider effects of Norwegian civil society 

support to countries in the South” (Norad 2012):  

The study states as a clearly underlying assumption that civil society is a value in itself in 

development endeavours. One crucial role of Norwegian NGOs is to offer the best possible 

support to civil society in partner countries, with the purpose of optimizing overall 

development impact. The study found that most NGO interventions are relatively small: 

beneficiaries are in the hundreds, not in thousands or millions. Their work is mostly 

targeted towards the poor but not necessarily the poorest among the poor. While the use of 

resources was generally found to be efficient, transaction costs may be high due to several 

“administrative layers”.  

 

A problematic aspect, repeated in another recent report (a Norad evaluation of the 

Norwegian Refugee Council in 2013), is that there seems to be an over-emphasis on short-

term results, while real and sustainable impact will often only be seen in a longer-term 

perspective. The donors are urging NGOs to focus more on long-term effects and ways to 

measure it. This might be one argument in favour of a more centralized implementation 

model, which would probably strengthen the capacity for more strategic work. It is seen as 

important to combine direct assistance with advocacy that may change the policy context. 

But again, the immediate social impact of NGO projects seems to be stronger than the 

broader political impact. NGOs are generally worried about a trend in the South towards 

narrowing the space for civil society, as part of more authoritarian tendencies in many 

partner countries. An important question to ask is whether this is also the case regarding 

disability issues. It might be that such issues are seen as less politically sensitive, thus having 

more legitimacy, particularly in countries that have ratified the CRPD. 
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The South partners clearly perceive the value of their international partnerships: most 

southern CSOs value their alliance with Norwegian NGOs not only for the financial 

assistance, but also for:  

(i) Support to capacity and competence building,  

(ii) Access to international networking,  

(iii) Moral and political support (including in advocacy).  

 

One challenge pointed out here is “classic”: the degree of dependency such partnership may 

imply. 

 

The study concludes that few if any of the Norwegian NGOs undertake their capacity 

building with the broader aim of “strengthening civil society” as such (meaning far more 

than formally constituted CSOs). How does this play out in the case of Atlas, working in 

favour of people with disabilities? 

 

Organizational performance review of the Atlas Alliance (Norad, 2009):   

The main focus of this Review was on the role, structure and capacity of the Atlas Alliance 

as an umbrella organization, asking whether there is an added value of channelling funds through 

the umbrella structure. Hereunder, the assessments of the role and capacity of the Secretariat 

was crucial. One challenge pointed out was maintaining “some sort of overview and control with 

the various layers of the system as the secretariat does not implement any projects”.  

The conclusion seems to be that the established formats and routines for planning, 

management, monitoring and reporting enable the AA to ensure relatively comprehensive 

and consistent plans and reports for the portfolio. 

 

“Mainstreaming disability in the new development paradigm”, with the sub-heading 

“Evaluation of Norwegian support to promote the rights of persons with disabilities” 

(Norad, 2012):  

This study argues strongly for a paradigm shift in Norway´s (and supposedly other donor 

countries´) approach to development programs in favour of persons with disability: from a 

medical/welfare approach focusing only on individual impairments – to a social and human 

rights-based approach “where focus is on removing barriers in society and investing in 

Universal Design” and “on building the capacities of national duty-bearers and systems”. 

The CRPD drafting and ratification process has clearly contributed to this paradigm shift, 

but observations and conclusions in the Report indicate that official Norwegian 

development cooperation still has a considerable way to go in that direction: Norway has 

only to a limited extent promoted disability as a human rights issue in the period covered by 

the evaluation (since 2002). Most of the funding studied in this evaluation has gone to 

service-provision of a gap-filling character, not sufficiently linked to societal structures that 

are necessary in order to ensure sustainable changes. 

 

Apart from a systematic re-orientation towards a rights-based approach, what is being 

strongly recommended is the mainstreaming of disability in other development initiatives 

(still said to be rare in development cooperation), and the need to translate this into concrete 

actions. It must be satisfactory reading for the AA to see that they represent the only 

exception from the rule that policy and guidelines for such mainstreaming are hardly 

known by any staff of Norwegian agencies or their partners. The main reasons for this are 
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said to be lack of policy priority, lack of understanding of the rights-aspect of disability, and 

also weak advocacy by the disability organizations. The latter finding constitutes perhaps 

the major challenge to the AA itself, leading to one of the report´s major recommendations: 

to “support AA and its members and partners to strengthen their capacity to advocate for 

and build capacity of development and humanitarian agencies/organizations for 

mainstreaming of disability in general development programs”.  

 

The evaluation claims that the “best documented and sustained outcome on improving the 

lives and enhancing the rights of persons with disabilities were found in the targeted 

projects” (i.e. projects targeted specifically at persons with disabilities). The largest single 

recipient, receiving 45% of the targeted funding, was exactly the AA (working in 20 

countries with service provision, individual empowerment capacity-building of 

organizations representing people with disabilities – DPOs, and advocacy). This is another 

strong recognition of the importance of AA´s work – in spite of the challenge referred to in 

the previous paragraph.  

 

It is recognized that “long-term financial and moral support from sister organizations in 

Norway has helped national disability organizations (DPOs) to develop their capacity”, 

making them stronger, more visible, more capable of influencing policy changes.  “Before 

the Norwegian support some 20 years ago”, it is claimed, “there were hardly any DPOs in 

the countries studied, which is a clear outcome indicator.”  

 

But, it is recognized; there are still major capacity gaps in some DPOs, focusing more on 

service provision than on joint advocacy for mainstreaming.  

 

According to the 2012 Report about Norwegian support to promote the rights of persons 

with disabilities, there is an urgent need to move from a medical/welfare to a rights-based 

approach, and to mainstream disability in other development and humanitarian initiatives 

(public and well as non-public). The AA is said to represent the only “good practice” in 

establishing policy and guidelines in this respect. This may be a strong argument for 

strengthening the role of the AA as an umbrella, perhaps most in common advocacy work, but 

perhaps even in the implementation of specific projects.  

 

The organizations forming part of the AA umbrella – with the exception of LHL – 

distinguish themselves from most other northern NGOs doing development work, in that 

they represent an affected group of people, in this case with specific disabilities. They are 

“user organizations”, meaning that they have as a main purpose to improve conditions for their 

respective groups in Norway while they also want to share this work in favour of similar groups in 

the South at the same time. This – direct identification with the problems confronting the 

different groups of disabled people, and concrete experiences with support to and advocacy 

in favour of the same groups in the home country – is probably a great asset when it comes 

to promote the interest of disabled groups in the South. Such concrete identification may be 

lost or reduced if project responsibility is moved to an umbrella organization. 

 

On the other hand, the work with CRPD may have shown that joining efforts has been 

necessary in order to reach tangible results, internationally, in Norway as well as in many 

countries in the South. It would be a pity not to take advantage of this experience in the 
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future.  

 

The 2012 evaluation of Norwegian support to promote the rights of persons living with 

disabilities shows very clearly that the common advocacy resources and efforts of the AA 

are very much needed in the years to come. The follow-up of the CRPD, in Norway, 

internationally and in countries in the South, will be the most important point of departure 

for this. It will also be important to lobby for ratification of the Optional Protocol in order to 

obtain the right to submit individual complaints, and to accompany such individual 

complaints. But such advocacy will always need to relate to the specific needs of the 

different groups of disabled persons. To strike the best balance between general and group-

specific advocacy is an important challenge for the AA and its founding organizations.  
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Annex G: Organizational review tool 

I. SWOT: “Strength, weaknesses, opportunities and threats”. 

When sampling points of view regarding the work the AA performs we use the well-known 

“SWOT”-format as a point of departure – and also a structure for our interviews. The SWOT 

analysis is used as a tool by the AA itself and described in the sourcebook “Manual”. The 

format is also used and regarded useful by the two Nordic sister organisations. In its 

simplest form these are the navigational questions:       

 Which are the S: strengths of the Atlas Alliance?     

 Which are the W: weaknesses of the Atlas Alliance? 

    

 Which are the O: opportunities of the Atlas Alliance?     

 Which are the T: threats of the Atlas Alliance?  

 

The development idea behind the SWOT analysis is that the exercise of addressing 

the previous questions will result in an enriching of the creative thinking process and 

“idea pool” – and facilitate the next logical question:  

    

 How should the AA be developed in the near future? 

 

II. “POSTRICE”: Probing into the SWOT analysis. 

To enlarge and deepen the perspectives and responses, we make use of a “model 

of organisation” referred to as the “POSTRICE”. These letters represent one 

aspect of any organisation. The model is derived and expanded from a well-

known work of Harold Leavitt.  

 

 
In our context we use the model to probe into the different aspects of the SWOT. 

 

P: Personnel 

O: Operations 

S: Structure 

T: Tools / Technology 

R: Resources 

I: Intentions /Strategy/Policy 

C: Culture 

E: External environment 
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Annex H: Terms of reference Field visit Malawi 
 

The consulting firm Scanteam has been contracted by the Norwegian Atlas Alliance to 

undertake an external assessment of the Alliance’s Organization, Focus and Portfolio.  

 

The purpose of the assessment of the Atlas Alliance is to: 

 Improve and strengthen the quality of the international cooperation of the Atlas 

alliance, prior to entering into a new framework agreement with Norad; 

 Assess the organizational model of the Atlas Alliance and propose alternative ways 

of running the organization and the project portfolio; 

 Analyse and clarify the added value of involving the different partner organizations 

in development cooperation, focusing on the issue of possible added value in the 

different levels of the network  

 

The assessment will make a sample inquiry in Malawi in order to assess the various levels 

regarding added value, but also in order to assess the potential for new and broader 

organization, approach and interaction.  

 

Scanteam will prepare interview guides that will be used in interviews with the partner 

organizations and members/users. These guides will be approved by the Atlas Alliance 

before departure.  

 

Logistics:  

FEDOMA will be responsible for the logistics in and around Blantyre: booking of hotel 

room (preferably a hotel with a restaurant and internet), airport transport, hiring of 

interpreter, planning and coordination of meetings with partner organizations and 

members/users, transport between meetings, planning of lunch during daytime.  

 

Reach Trust will be responsible for the logistics in Lilongwe: booking of hotel room 

(preferably a hotel with a restaurant and internet), airport transport, hiring of interpreter, 

planning and coordination of meetings with partner organizations and members/users, 

relevant ministries and authorities, transport between meetings, planning of lunch during 

daytime. 

 

Blantyre: 

Scanteam’s consultant, Ms. Kirsten S. Natvig, will arrive in Blantyre on Monday April 7th at 

12:10hrs by SA172, and leave for Lilongwe on Friday April 11th at 15:45hrs by ET21.  

 

Scanteam would like to meet the following organizations in and around Blantyre:  

1) Chisombezi Deafblind Centre (Signo): Visit to the centre.  

Group interview of relevant staff and implementing partners (max 10 people) (1 hour).   

Group interview/meeting with a handful (max 10 people) of students (1 hour). 

2) PODCAM  - Parents of Disabled Children Association Malawi (NFU): 

Group interview with partner and staff (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

Group interview with parents and children (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

3) Malawi Union of the Blind (NABP): 
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Group interview staff (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

Group interview and members (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

4) Queen Elisabeth General Hospital  (RHF) and Motivation (NAD): 

Visit to the hospital. 

Group interview with relevant staff from the hospital (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

Group interview with relevant patients (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

Group interview with relevant people from Motivation (1 hour). 

5) MACOHA (NAD)  

Group interview with relevant staff (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

Visit a couple of households in the community  

6) FEDOMA - The Federation of Disability Organisations in Malawi (NAD)  

Group interview of staff and member representatives (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

In addition we would like to speak with the Director of SAFOD, Mr. Mussa (1 hour). 

 

We ask FEDOMA to organize visits to two organizations per day on Tuesday 8th, 

Wednesday 9th and Thursday 10th, and a meeting with Mr. Mussa on either late Monday 

afternoon or early Friday morning.  

 

Lilongwe: 

Ms. Natvig arrives in Lilongwe on Friday April 11th at 16:00hrs by ET21 and leaves on 

Tuesday April 15th at 13:30hrs by SA7855.  

 

Scanteam would like to meet the following while in Lilongwe: 

1) Paradiso patient association (LHL):   

Group interview with staff (1 hour). 

Group interview with members (max 10 people) (1 hour). 

2) Reach Trust (LHL)  

Group interview with staff and researchers (1 hour). 

3) SAFOD (FFO-Africa Regional)  

Interview with Head of Board, Ms. Rachel Kachaje 

4) Ministry of Health regarding TB work 

Meeting and interview with relevant actors (1 hour) 

5) Ministry of Elderly and Disability Affairs regarding inclusion of disabled 

Meeting and interview with relevant actors (1 hour) 

6) Ministry of Education regarding inclusive education 

Meeting and interview with relevant actors (1 hour) 

 

And, if possible; The Norwegian Embassy or Ambassador.  

 

We ask Reach Trust to organize meetings with Paradiso staff and members as well as 

relevant Reach Trust staff on Saturday 12th.  

 

If possible, it would be good to meet Ms. Rachel Kachaje in her capacity as president of 

SAFOD on Sunday! 

 

On Monday April 14th Scanteam would like to meet relevant people in the Ministries of 
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Elderly and Disability Affairs, Health, and Education, and if time permits, a meeting with 

the Embassy/the Ambassador of Norway. Also, if time permits, we ask for a meeting to be 

set up with Mr. Steven Msowoya, the project manager for D&R project, at any possible time 

between arrival and departure.  
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Annex I: Options and input to the Strategy Process  
 

In structuring the available options we have chosen to use the POSTRICE-model that was 

used during large parts of the information gathering process in Oslo. The following options 

are generated bearing in mind that they will be used as input into the ongoing internal 

strategic process of the Atlas Alliance. In the following sections we repeat all recommendations 

provided in the Chapter 6, with the addition of a variety of options for the Atlas Alliance to 

consider as part of its internal strategy process.  

  

Personnel  
1) Centralization of some activities in a network setup:  

The development aid is highly decentralised, and today the organizations do most things 

related to the project management. In several of the affiliated organizations there are 

only 1-3 people working with development aid, and these people have to do everything 

related to the project management cycle. We recommended that some additional 

activities be more actively linked to the secretariat/centralized, such as:  

 Planning and commissioning evaluations 

 Common research activities 

 Financial management (for organizations that would prefer this service to be 

centralised, i.e. transfers, follow up, financial training of partners, accounts, reports, 

audits). 

 M&E functions (to organizations who would like some relief of such responsibilities)  

(If many of the AA organizations opt to make use of centralized services, human 

resources to the secretariats might have to be added). 

 

2) In addition to the nine people in the secretariat, there are another 20-30 people working 

with Atlas Alliance related activities. How can these be linked and add value to the 

common purposes? One of our recommendations is that the organizations consider 

dividing technical competence between themselves that they could offer to the rest of 

the Alliance. In this way all organizations do not have to master all tasks.  

 

3) We recommend general training in or strengthening of the capacities within the 

alliance on gender sensitivity and gender mainstreaming 

 

4) We recommend training in conflict sensitivity/Do No Harm approach for 

understanding the effects the interventions have on the relationships within the 

disability movement and between the disability movement and other stakeholders. 

 

5) Training/learning needs mapping. In addition to the above, we propose that a 

systematic and quick process of training/learning needs mapping inside the secretariat 

takes place. The needs registration must come as a result of dialogue between staff and 

management. It is likely to be connected with strengthening of the rights-based 

approach, the likely departure of LHLI, etc. and must be intimately linked to achieving 

the strategic objectives of the AA. (See proposal “I”/Intention.) Ask and answer the 

question: What do you need to learn (if anything) in order to do your job even better than today 

in the view of the alterations in AA and its work environment? 
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6) Recruitment plan/ proposal. The AA should consider what type of competency and new 

personnel that would be needed if the administration should be expanded. Such 

contingency plan-ideas make sense in the present situation – as arrows into the future 

and sharpen the thinking and notions of priorities. (Some have been mentioned, e.g. 

evaluation capacity).  

 

7) There is a high degree of professionalism in recruiting and developing people with 

development-professional backgrounds. Professionalism in our context also means a 

good knowledge of the administrative norms and trends emerging. The AA might 

consider to adopt a policy of combining professional backgrounds with target group 

experiences. This applies both when recruiting and developing recruited staff after 

recruitment (with special scholarships, trainee-position etc.) 

 

Operations/ outputs 
8) AA should make a shift from projects to programmes. Programmes might be more 

efficient as they reduce the administrative burden. More importantly, they make it easier 

to think holistically and strategically, and create the right linkages in order for the 

intervention to gain maximum effect. Programmes could be geographically defined, for 

instance country programmes where the aim is to strengthen the disability movement. 

Programmes can also be made thematically and cross-border - but national linkages 

must be there!  

 

9) To avoid potentially harmful effects from the interventions, it is highly recommended 

that the Atlas Alliance organizations and the Atlas Alliance secretariat analyze their 

engagements holistically from a “Do No Harm”-perspective. This would involve 

identifying which positive and negative consequences might occur internally and 

externally due to the intervention/ support.  

 

10) In order for the Atlas Alliance organizations to build or strengthen national disability 

movements, they should consider concentrating on a handful of countries (if feasible, a 

regional approach could be chosen, like Southern or Eastern Africa) rather than 

spreading their interventions thin across the globe. 

 

11) The evaluation team recommends that the Atlas Alliance as a principle seeks to create 

linkages to existing service providers in all possible areas, and only funds the services 

directly where there are no other existing services to build on/link to.  

 

12) To the extent possible, it is advised that partners that are member-organizations do not 

move into becoming project-based service-deliverers. If they wish to make this move, it 

is very important that the projects are defined and approved by the constitutional 

decision-making bodies, and the rationale behind the move is properly explained to the 

members in order to avoid misunderstanding, false expectations and frustration among 

the members. 

 

13) Linkages to existing service providers: The evaluation team recommends that the Atlas 

Alliance as a principle seeks to create linkages to existing service providers in all 
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possible areas, and only funds the services directly where there are no other existing 

services to build on/link to or as part of pilot-programs, innovative initiatives etc. 

 

14) AA is recommended that in addition to working traditionally with their sister DPOs, 

they look for other type of partners that could start up innovative ways of including 

disabled people in different areas of society. Such partners might be action research 

oriented institutes, youth organizations, etc.  

 

15) Common capacity building and south exchange: Traditionally, the AA organizations 

have focused on bilateral relationships within their disability speciality. However, this 

evaluation has shown that in the new portfolio, AA should consider setting aside funds 

for organizational development that are not partner or project specific. These should be 

used to exchange experiences within a thematic field, cross-country and/or cross 

disability.  

 

16) Develop common programmes in Norway: The inclusion project is an excellent example 

of how the alliance can generate common projects/processes. More such common 

processes could be developed. Ask and answer the question: How do you design and 

develop more common projects in Norway? How do you design and develop more common 

projects jointly with other Nordic countries?  

 

17) Develop research strategy and common research initiatives: AA should make 

a research strategy and identify which information gaps they have in order to position 

themselves for future challenge; such as implementation of CRPD and development 

and implementation of the Post 2015 agenda. Other common research topics could be on 

best practices or hindrances to universal design, mainstreaming, CBR, inclusive 

education, social welfare systems, access to employment, especially disabled youth, 

access to credit, access to technical devices, access to other services, etc. Ask and answer 

the question: How do you design and develop more common research? Could this be done 

together with other likeminded organizations, for instance the other Nordic countries? 

 

18) Develop common communication campaigns: The new annual communication 

campaign being planned for the international day of the disabled on December 3rd is a 

good example of how the AA can hit three birds with one stone. Public knowledge is 

built around common issues; then one builds common identity and ownership with the 

members of the AA organizations, and they build unity among the 20-30 people working 

with AA matters on a daily basis.  

 

AA should consider publishing more common articles, op-eds etc., (or organizing open 

breakfast meetings, workshops, seminars) on joint issues, such as implementation of the 

CRPD. Thanks to pressure from sister DPOs, inclusive education, CBR, building 

disability movement – general results achieved in countries AA is present. Focus on war 

and how this creates large groups of new disabled – focus on traffic and accidents and 

disabilities, certain illnesses that lead to disabilities, stigma, living conditions, 

millennium goals, Post 2015 agenda etc. AA has a huge potential when it comes to 

visibility in the Norwegian media.  
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In addition to campaigns and visibility in the media, they should investigate ways of 

using social media to reach out to the public, to the AA organizations members and to 

the political decision-makers. To further increase visibility, AA could look into the 

possibility of recruiting well-known disabled people to become “AA-ambassadors” – go to 

countries and talk about it publicly afterwards, front issues politically and in the media 

etc.  

19) Evaluations: At present, every organization commissions individual evaluations of 

every project. The findings are used by the partners and to some extent by the AA 

organization. Very rarely do the findings and recommendations reach beyond the 

project holding AA organization. We recommend that the function of planning and 

commissioning evaluations be moved from the individual project holder to the 

development council, to the secretariat – or to a combination of these two.  

 

This way, evaluations could be used strategically to look at both the quality and effects 

of the individual project, but also on the further effects in a wider perspective, thematic 

comparisons across countries etc. When the evaluation is finished, there should be broad 

discussions within the AA on findings and recommendations, in order for everyone to 

learn from issues that can be generalized.  

 

20) Internal Communication: There seems to be a need for more systematic horizontal 

communication between the different advisory councils, the board, the networks, the 

secretariat and the AA organizations. There is frustration that the different advisory 

councils work in isolation; no one knows what others do. No one seems to know what 

the board decides or what happens to advices provided by the advisory councils. 

Therefore, it seems necessary to develop communication tools and practices in order for 

all people dealing with AA-related issues to access the same information (see also 

section 7.4 Tools and Technology). Ask and answer the question:  

How can internal communications be improved between the different advisory councils, the 

board, the networks, the secretariat and the AA organizations? 

 

21) Planning of meetings and activities: In line with the above, the evaluation team has 

heard complaints that the planning of all the different meetings and processes done by 

different people in the secretariat is not aligned/coordinated. Most of the AA 

organizations have a small number of staff working with AA matters, which means that 

it is the same people who are called for all the meetings. For them, a predictable system 

with a coordinated calendar for all – including dates agreed well in advance, would be 

of great benefit.  

 

Several informants have forwarded the wish that agreed meetings are held on the agreed 

times and should not change. If people cannot participate (and often people from the 

smaller organizations cannot participate in all meetings) the processes should still go on 

as planned. People belonging to the groups should be given the opportunity to feed in 

their opinions into the process ahead of the meetings.  Absent people should be given 

the opportunity to update themselves afterwards by reading the minutes, in order for 

them to follow and be part of the process. 
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22) Consultancy on inclusion to other development actors: The AA organizations and the 

secretariat should seek to promote and sell their competence within inclusion and 

mainstreaming of disability concerns to development actors such as Norad, MFA, 

Norwegian NGOs and INGOs, World Bank etc. Regarding mainstreaming in 

international organizations, this should be done as a common effort by DPOs in different 

countries and their international coalitions. A small warning here is for the Atlas 

Alliance not to lend itself to “disability washing”! Ask and answer the question: How can 

such services be developed, promoted and sold?   

 

23) Joint advocacy-lobby-campaigns: The campaign on landmine victims has been a 

successful campaign. Similar campaigns should be developed; e.g. universal design 

integrated into procurement regulations for international development assistance 

 

Structure 
The probable departure of LHLI from AA gives an opportunity to rethink the way the work 

is set up and structures designed without much friction. This is a situation not caused by the 

divorce, but it becomes easier with LHLI running their separate activities. Ask and start 

answering this general question first: How can a network/umbrella type of organisation make the 

best use of its resources? 

 

24) Foundation: Foundation or not foundation? That is not necessarily the most important 

question. Ask and answer the questions:  

Which are the pros and cons regarding a foundation? 

What changes would a different structure make, and will these changes solve the challenges the 

critics of the foundation-setup see today?   

 

25) The Board: In order not to lose their value added as an umbrella organization, AA must 

make sure not to lose the institutional and day-to-day links with the affiliated organizations. 

The board is the most important link in this respect. It should be considered if the 

relevance and quality in the decision-making processes would improve if there were a 

few more people added to the board, such as external development people, internal 

development people, and communication people, and more than just one person 

representing the five non-founding organizations active in the alliance. 

 

The Atlas Alliance might also consider limiting the number of reappointments of the 

same board member to two or three terms, in order to secure a certain rotation of the 

board members.  

 

Ask and answer the questions: Is the Board to play an innovative and more professionally 

strategic role in the governing of the AA – and if so – how? 

 

26) The Board and allocation of funds. We would strongly argue that this function be given 

to an independent body (like they have done in Denmark). To avoid a dysfunctional 

arrangement where the board members allocate funds to their own organizations, we 

propose that a separate grant committee is established that will allocate funds to the 

organizations   - or advise the allocation of funds to the board -  based on the quality and 
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innovativeness of their plans and proposals, as well as relevance in terms of strategy and 

prevailing and theory of change. We suggest that this committee be manned by friends 

of the AA, such as persons from Digni, Plan, The Norwegian Development Network – 

and maybe also from Norad.  

 

27) The advisory committees: A lot of people are members of one or several advisory 

committees today. They spend a lot of time, and most find it valuable due to the 

networking and possibility for exchange of experience and best practice. There is a lot of 

combined knowledge within these committees. AA might be able to use them in more 

effective and efficient ways than today.  

 

Today there is one member per organization in the Development aid advisory 

committees. AA should look into who sits on the different councils in order for the 

alliance to benefit maximally from this. We observed that members of the different 

advisory councils are frustrated about lack of transparency around what happens to the 

advice they develop and forward.  

 

Many of the members would like these committees to become more strategic with 

defined goals, to be more operational and have more decision-making power within 

defined areas. This would alleviate the secretariat from having to do everything (that 

they often cannot do due to limited time) and make more out of the combined resources 

the AA possess. There might be current communication between the different advisory 

committees, and there might also be more common meetings between them. 

 

Ask and answer the question: How can the AA make better use of the combined know-how of 

the advisory committees? 

 

28) Ad hoc groups: The ad hoc groups are generally well perceived and valued. People 

come together to develop specific tools or discuss specific issues, and the groups exists 

as long as the discussion/process goes on. This mechanism works fine and seems 

popular, and should be used more.  

 

We can imagine a combination of advisory committees and ad hoc groups. Previously 

we coined this “Under the Umbrella”. Such set-ups should appear regularly, but 

attendance could be on an ad-hoc basis. Existing structures like the advisory committees 

might be redesigned to cater for such practices. Keys here are effective teamwork and 

constructive meetings. Notice the interesting difference between teamwork and “teaming” 

– the latter being a quicker sort of encounter: You meet briefly, do the work, and then 

dissolve when the work is completed. Ask and answer the question: Which areas and 

issues are particularly suitable for this type of ad hoc attention in the near future? 

 

29) The Secretariat and its relations. Since the AA contemplates ways to further improving 

their organization starting with its strategy, a role and function clarification workshop is 

recommended to achieve this. This is a general advice for organizations that have 

recently changed parts of their operations and “borderline” conditions. This is a logical 

step to take at a late stage in a development process. Somehow it can all “boil down” to 

individual tasks and responsibilities.  
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The clearer the existing job description documents are the better point of departure it 

offers. The general experience is that a specialized session including preparations, 

decisions/ recommendation about formalized practices and debriefing increases the 

quality of later cooperation and operations. 

 

The purpose of such an exercise would be: Quality control and improvements of existing 

documents and proper interpersonal clarifications of one’s job description and 

understanding. Paper-clarification is important, but insufficient, therefore such dialogue 

sessions are necessary. This basically means spelling out which organs and positions/roles 

should be responsible for what with the involved actors present. 

 

Ask and answer the question: Who does what, together with whom within what timeframe and 

budgets – towards which goals and purposes? 

 

Tools and Technology 
30) Internal communication: There is a distinct wish from a “critical mass” of members of 

the different advisory councils that the transparency of the decision-making processes 

should improve. We suggest that an AA intranet be established. Here minutes of all 

meetings can be posted immediately, and a calendar for all planned meetings found. 

Also, tools and templates, guidelines and procedures should be available on the intranet.  

 

Also, a regular newsletter could be made that includes all on-going processes and 

decisions made within all the different common platforms; secretariat, board, advisory 

committees, networks, common communication campaigns, proposals, inclusion project 

and future common projects, evaluations that concern more organizations etc. etc. 

 

Ask and answer the question:  

Which are the best ways to improve internal communications? How should this be handled? 

  

31) External communication: According to people interviewed, AA is a well-kept secret in 

the Norwegian disability world. There is a need to make AA’s activities more known to 

the AA organizations ordinary members. It is important to secure linkages to Norwegian 

disabled youth - Social media could be used here.  

 

32) IT/ digital technologies. We live in an extremely exiting age with regards to 

communications and technological innovations. The chieftains of the sector have some 

time ago forecasted that the most dramatic effect will be in the world of education. The 

notion of distant or mediated learning has already demonstrated its relevance in many 

ways – also for disabled people. We believe that the AA needs to keep a close watch of 

what is happening here by having someone in the organisation develop or keep a special 

attention on this issue. 

 

Ask and answer the question: How and how well is it handled now? How is the AA going to 

handle and profit from the technological revolutions that is on-going – and who is going to 

undertake the job?  
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33) Learning and process technologies. Traditionally learning/ training material has had its 

focus on “content” of learning. This is of course still important, but in addition, and it 

may be becoming as important, is the design and documentation of learning processes. 

 

Ask and answer the question: How do you go about to make people learn cognitively and 

action-wise – i.e. from what happens in one project to another?  

 

34) OCAT and its “Tail End”. AA should continue to use OCAT with their affiliate-

organizations. They could consider developing – possibly together with the LHLI – a 

specialized generic “After-the-organization-analysis module”. Ask and answer the 

question: After OCAT: What now? How can we move from understanding/ insight to action”.  

 

35) Common training modules: If the AA follows our recommendation on working in a 

more efficient way, sharing more of the capacity building with partners and more of the 

general follow up, then they could consider developing common training modules for 

the most sought after courses, such as CRPD, mainstreaming, inclusion, disability 

budgeting, advocacy, project management, financial management, sustainability, RBM, 

monitoring, gender, conflict sensitivity etc. 

 

36) AA might also consider developing a “Bank of Knowledge” (“BoK”) - possibly jointly 

with the LHLI and/or linked to the Norwegian Development Network (Bistandstorget). 

A “BoK” is a manner of creating more systematic attention to increase the effects of 

building systems of and for learning, and is recommended for “learning organization”. 

Several initiatives exist already. These could be merged to create synergies. Ask and 

answer the question: How can our tools and procedures be developed, stored, made easily 

recallable and available to other users? 

 

37) Templates and routines. AA should consider developing common templates for frequently 

occurring procedures, like travel reports. AA could also consider which aspect of their 

activities internally and externally (like follow-up and assessment work) that deserve to 

be standardized by developing templates, checklists and short descriptions. 

 

Ask and answer the questions:  

What needs to be recorded to enable reproduction of a successful activity or a successful process? 

What needs to be recorded to enable learning from what has been done?  

How should you record and document? 

 

38) Tools: The AA secretariat has spent a lot of time and effort preparing a thorough project 

manual. However, little seems to have been done to market and set this in motion within 

the AA organizations and with the partners. We understand that the AA considers 

revising the manual using a participatory process. Interested AA organizations 

participate. We believe this is a good idea. AA might profit from the positive ways the 

OCAT was developed, employing similar methodology for future tool-development 

processes. Tools must be adequately adapted to the different user groups. Resources 

should be secured for training and refreshment training in proper use of the different 

tools and templates.  
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Ask and answer the questions: How do we handle the revision of the AA Manual – making 

sure to profit from the OCAT experience? 

 

39) Internal training: There is a need to continue the Atlas school – small organizations don’t 

have resources to overlap properly when there is turnover of staff. The secretariat could 

standardize an intro-training for people who have just joined the AA- family. This might 

be linked to and stored in a “BoK”. Ask and answer the questions: How should the 

continuation of the Atlas School be undertaken? How could the interplay with digital learning be 

designed and put in place? 

 

Resources 
40) Create synergies - save money! By creating synergies as suggested under Portfolio 

options, where the AA organizations take turns in transferring capacity and follow up 

their individual project, and also by centralizing the financial management and 

evaluations, a lot of funds will be saved that can be used to develop the portfolio in the 

partner countries.  

 

41) Reconsider the equity-free principle: Today many of the organizations are exempt from 

the 10% equity demand that Norad normally requires. Some organizations are fully paid 

for all the work they do in regards to their development portfolio. It is advised that AA 

reconsiders their culture here and ask if it would be beneficial for the sense of ownership 

if all participating AA organizations contributed with some equity.  

 

42) Fundraising: One way of creating more operational freedom is through more 

independent incomes. This would also secure a more solid image and a greater 

legitimacy as an actor/ operator in one’s own right – not just an extension of the 

Norwegian government. Some emerging answers exist. In addition to the Norad and OD 

sources the tapping into other public funds, private organisations/ corporations and the 

CSR-source is possible, but which and how does one move? There is a need to develop 

common fundraising campaigns and ideas, e.g. by employing a professional fundraising 

firm, or develop in-house-capacity. Campaigns should be tailored in ways that create 

enthusiasm among ALL organizations. 

 

Ask and answer the questions: What kind of sources could the AA tap into to supplement the 

economic resource base of the organisation? What alternative sources exist? How could that be 

done? 

 

Intention/ strategy 
Our proposals here are meant to feed into this strategy process and facilitate its realisation 

by asking and answering a series of questions spearheaded by this  

 

43) How does the AA go about initiating a constructive strategy process?   

The ways of conducting a constructive strategy process should be rooted in the prevailing 

culture of AA. We propose a “question driven design” characterized by the following 

qualities: “participative”, “empowered”, “active”. Are these acceptable key words? 
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A “strategy process has three distinct phases:  

 I. The participative input and dialog phase;  

 II. The formulation and verbal quality control phase of the strategy document or 

“plan”;  

 III. The implementation and use in everyday/ on-going situations. 

 

Strategic departure: In 2014, there is an internal discussion within the Atlas Alliance to 

strengthen the rights-based approach to achieving strategic objectives, in partner countries as 

well as regionally and internationally. This includes democracy building and empowerment 

of organizations and individuals as rights-holders who can monitor and hold authorities 

accountable for their responsibilities if they fail as duty-bearers.  

 

This and most other strategy issues are in different ways linked to AA’s Theory of Change 

(ToC) and the notions of “value added”. One of the underlying, additional purposes of the 

on-going strategy process is for the Atlas Alliance to revise its ToC. The need to revise ToC 

is supported by our findings. It should be made more explicit – spelling out the premises for 

what is supposed to result in what.  

 

In chapter 3 of our report we have analysed and reflected upon AA’s ToC. This can be used 

as a point of departure for one part of the strategy process. No doubt, other sections of the 

report might also be useful background reading, but as with all strategy processes: it must 

be conducted from the inside by asking and answering the essential strategic questions. 

 

Asking and answering the following questions is essential for the strategy-process. Some of 

the questions are clearly of a preparatory character; others touch on essential points in the 

strategy formulation itself. Here are some important general questions:  

 Why is a strategy revision important to the AA? 

 Why is the ToC important to the AA? 

 Which are the basic elements in the existing strategic intentions/ formulations? 

 What should AA’s ToC read like – using as few words as possible? 

 Which “stake-holders” should be involved – in what phases? 

 What external process-consultants should facilitate the strategy revision? 

 How should the strategy process be designed and facilitated? 

 Which time-line, deadline and checkpoints should be chosen? 

(It is normally recommended that a good strategy process should last minimal three 

months.) 

 How much and what type of preparation work can be conducted in advance? 

 What venues should be used for the different encounters in the process? 

 How can the reformulation of the ToC is also become an organisation learning 

opportunity as well as an individual and group learning opportunity? 

 Should the revision be visualised and attention paid to the active use of the ToC – i.e. 

how it is communicated internally and to stakeholders? 

 If so, how? 

 Could and should the “values added” perspective be integrated in the wording/ 

conceptualisation of the ToC? (I.e.: Without the experience perspective, the effect of 

the institutional and organisation strengthening support will be severely reduced). 
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 How should the revised strategy be implemented and used in everyday operations 

once it is formulated? 

 

44) Today AA has (at least) five broad thematic areas in their portfolio. Many actors have 

mentioned an interest in focusing more on “Inclusive education”. The AA might 

consider making Inclusive Education their thematic trademark?  

 

45) AA should build their identity around the fact that they are DPOs (organizations of 

disabled people). (This should not refrain them from working with other partners, 

however.). We have seen in Malawi that there is internal hierarchy among the different 

disabilities, coinciding with the perceived hierarchy in Norway. In order to be able to 

strengthen the disability movement in partner countries, the AA organizations must 

have credibility. They should strive towards creating unity and showing solidarity 

between them in order to come across as a true movement in Norway.  

 

46) Workshops on influence tactics. The AA articulates the interests of its groups of 

suffering human beings in the third world. It articulates and lobby political interests. AA 

should look into the literature and organize workshops on influence tactics with the 

view of finding the better understanding and develop wise tactical ways of influencing 

power holders and duty bearers. The principal purpose of this would be to find the best 

possible use of the recently ratified CRPD documents. The work of Gary Yukl (2006) 

could be used as a point of departure. 

 

Ask and answer the questions:  

How can the AA use its capabilities to influence the power-holders and “duty bearers”? 

 

Culture 
“Culture” is a big word in the world of organizations. The POSTRICE model is an example 

of typical systems thinking. It implies that all dimensions (letters) are connected and 

mutually influence one another. “Culture” is more connected with everything else than any 

of the other dimensions. Indeed one may argue that “Culture” is part of everything else. 

Culture does not change over-night, but it is possible to mend and change given time, 

perseverance and a conscious intention. This report could easily have adopted a much more 

explicit organisational culture focus. When we have not made this choice it is due to the 

more indirect and diffuse nature of “Culture”. But the perspective is important so we supply 

a couple of examples of typical “Culture”-phenomena. “Values” are at the heart of 

organisational culture. By chance we are provided with some good examples that illustrate 

what organisation culture can consist of: anti-corruption and gender. 

 

47) Code for anti-corruption. The AA financial forum is in the process of developing or 

adapting a code for handling corruption. This process is likely to disclose some of the 

quint-essential values and principles of the AA itself. It might take the form of rules and 

dialogue – supported by the general Norwegian “Zero Tolerance”.  

 

It seems a good idea to have developed the anti-corruption code of conduct to attach to 

contracts. A code of conduct is about the culture of the organization, demanding 
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openness, non-misuse of power, protection of whistle-blowers etc. In order for such a 

code of conduct to be more than just an annex to a contract, the AA should make sure 

there is a process where the principles are properly shaped, introduced and internalized 

both within the AA organizations, the development aid advisory committee and the 

partner-organizations. Ask and answer the question: What can be done to get effects and 

changed practice from the anti-corruption set of rules? 

 

48) Gender issues are high priority from Norwegian point of view. It is deeply woven into 

ethnic, national and corporate cultures. These issues are certainly also of great strategic 

importance, women being powerful potential sources of change. AA might consider 

providing (financial) support for gender specific activities and research. It is 

recommended that a push is given for all AA organizations to adopt or develop, and 

then implement and institutionalize, a gender policy for their development work.  

Ask and answer the questions: What can the AA do to support the gender agenda? 

 

External Environment 
49) Coordination and Collaboration with other actors. AA should strive towards a more 

systematic coordination between themselves and other international actors within their 

area of operations in the countries where they work to identify gaps, avoid duplications, 

and make sure all efforts work in the same direction! Ask and answer the question:  

Which actors, networks and institutions in the AA external environment should be further 

developed or “played down” to enhance the chances of succeeding with AA goals? 

 

50) LHLI-cooperation. The AA should consider maintaining professional links with the 

LHLI for organizational development activities and other thematic areas seen as 

constructive. Divorces are more and less destructive. They can even become 

constructive. We have proposed something similar in our report to LHLI. 
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Annex J: Survey for the Atlas Alliance development partners 

(Separate attachment) 


