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 Preface 

This is an evaluation of the Sida supported Swedish Federation for Lesbian, Gay, 

Bisexual, Transgender and Queer Rights (RFSL) projects “LGBT Voices” and 

“Rainbow Leaders”. The evaluation was commissioned by Sida and carried out by 

NIRAS Indevelop between September 2016 and January 2017.  

The independent evaluation team consisted of:  

- Annika Nilsson, Team Leader  

- Jessica Rothman, Evaluator 

- Kristoffer Engstrand, Evaluator 

  

Quality assurance was undertaken by Niels Dabelstein. 

This evaluation report was finalised after Sida and RFSL provided comments on a 

draft report and a validation workshop was held with all stakeholders. 

 

 

The evaluation team would like to thank the respondents for openly sharing their ex-

periences and suggestions, providing us with a wealth of information that has enabled 

us to draw conclusions and make recommendations to Sida and RFSL about future 

avenues and opportunities.  
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 Executive Summary 

Background and aims 

The Swedish Federation for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer Rights 

(RFSL) has received Sida support for the projects “LGBT Voices” and “Rainbow 

Leaders” since 2012. The “Voices” project aimed at increasing the capacity and voice 

of RFSL and partnering organisations to advocate successfully for Lesbian, Gay, Bi-

sexual, Transgender and Intersex (LGBTI) rights and Sexual Orientation and Gender 

Identity (SOGI) issues in the UN and other global fora. The Sida support was used to 

mobilise civil society and governments in order to influence the Agenda 2030 pro-

cess, processes at the Human Rights Council and the Commission on the Status of 

Women and to lobby for inclusion of CSOs in the Equal Rights Coalition, which is a 

group of likeminded governments. 

The “Rainbow Leaders” project, which is part of a greater Partnership Programme 

between USAID and Sida aimed at developing capacity, inspire mobilisation and 

networking and enhance visibility of LGBTI organisations so that they can be more 

effective in promoting SOGI issues in local, regional and international areas. Since 

2012, 120 LGBTI activists from 84 organisations in 34 countries have participated in 

the Rainbow Leaders training project, which consisted of four courses over 4 years.  

The evaluation covers the period 2012-2015, but has also been informed by develop-

ments and advocacy results achieved in 2016. It aims to assess the results of the two 

projects as well as relevance, effectiveness cost efficiency and sustainability of the 

various approaches and results. The evaluation will feed into RFSL’s continuous 

work to develop programmes, structures and methods and Sida’s forthcoming deci-

sion on future funding for the project. 

The evaluation used a contribution analysis methodology. Data was generated 

through a desk study of already available data and evaluations, a survey to a sample 

(25%) of Rainbow Leader participants combined with follow up interviews, in depth 

interviews with 25 external key informants and 9 RFSL staff. 

Contribution Story 

The evaluation found that the LGBT Voices project has contributed to substantial 

strengthening of the international work of RFSL. RFSL has used the Sida support to 

recruit competent staff, develop its organisational structure, its administrative and 

financial systems and its strategic approaches. This has enabled RFSL to work more 

strategically and coherently in capacity development, networking, grant making and 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

advocacy, which is now based on an agreed overall strategy and clearly formulated 

results frameworks.  

This internal organisational strengthening has enabled RFSL to contribute to im-

portant achievements in four targeted advocacy processes as well as to the joint ef-

forts of Sweden in these processes, namely: the formulation of Agenda 2030 and the 

SDGs, the preparation of the resolution in the Human Rights Council on a mandate 

for an independent expert on SOGIE issues, the formulation of resolutions of Com-

mission of the Status of Women and the setting up of the procedures for the Equal 

Rights  Coalition of likeminded governments. Respondents provide detailed examples 

on how the RFSL representative influenced processes through facilitation, collabora-

tion, pro-activeness, persistence, visibility, legitimacy, leadership and professionality. 

These contributions are however still highly dependent on one individual.  

This internal organisational strengthening has also enabled RFSL to develop and im-

plement capacity development interventions for LGBTI activists – in connection with 

the ILGA World Conference (2012) and in the Rainbow Leaders format (in partner-

ship with Astraea). Both were seen as highly relevant to participants, especially in 

terms of movement building and strengthened networks. 

Respondents confirm that the capacity development through Rainbow Leaders has 

indeed contributed to increased networking, self-confidence and resilience among the 

participating activists. The activist have enhanced their leadership skills and im-

proved their networking and advocacy practices. To a lesser extent they have also 

improved managerial and fund raising practices of their organisations. There are a 

number of examples of Rainbow Leader participants improving networking and ad-

vocacy at national levels, thus demonstrating contributions of the project. Also partic-

ipants at the ILGA world conference training confirm improved advocacy practices 

(67% of respondents in post conference evaluation).  While the Rainbow Leader par-

ticipants are largely satisfied with the training some weaknesses have been identified, 

such as involvement of resource persons from the Global South/East as trainers and 

follow up support to participants.   

The contributions of the LGBT Voices project at global level were clearly visible in 

four strategic international advocacy processes. These contributions were based on a 

broad collaborative effort and consultations within the LGBTI movement. RFSL also 

contributed to the development and adoption of the Amsterdam Network principles 

(for advocacy on behalf or others), which demonstrate sensitivity to the importance of 

local ownership and involvement in the advocacy agenda. 

Relevance  

The two projects are highly relevant to Swedish policies and strategies guiding the 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

development cooperation, especially the Strategy for Democracy and Human Rights, 

and the Strategy for support via Swedish civil society. .  

The relevance of the training and networking events organised by RFSL under the 

two projects, has been significant for a large majority of the LGBTI activists who 

participated. They confirm that their networking, resilience and capacity to take ac-

tion have been strengthened as a result. In many cases their improved leadership skills 

has influenced practices of their respective organisations and improved the ability to 

strategize, fundraise, cooperate and advocate for change.  

The relevance of RFSL global advocacy is confirmed by external observers at the UN 

in Geneva and New York. However, the relevance of these advocacy efforts for the 

living conditions of LGBTI people on the ground is more long term and varies from 

context to context.  

Effectiveness 

RFSL has largely managed to reach the expected outcomes of the two projects, alt-

hough there are some areas of improvement related to effectiveness. 

The role of RFSL in advocacy processes has been substantial, but depends too much 

on one individual, which limits the scope. More could have been achieved with a 

team of staff members that could support each other and contribute complementary 

skills and diverse experiences from the movement. There are great needs for LGBTI 

advocacy in e.g. WHO, upcoming Swedish work in the Security Council, Agenda 

2030 implementation and monitoring, developments within faith based organisations.  

The intention to develop capacity and involve partners from The Global South/East in 

international and regional processes started at the ILGA World Conference in 2012, 

but has not been systematically followed up since.  The number of activists from the 

Global/South/East that engage at the international level is still few. A strategic and 

deliberate effort to  broaden the group of skilled advocates at the international and 

regional levels could enhance credibility and effectiveness. 

The investment in capacity development of activists through the Rainbow Leader 

training programme has led to strengthened capacities of participants and their organ-

isations. There are however a range of areas that need to be addressed in order to im-

prove effectiveness of the training, namely, utilisation of trainers from The Global 

South/East, follow-up systems and continued engagement with participants after the 

training, and more strategic selection of participants.  

Efficiency 

RFSLs internal organisational development went through initial difficulties, but is 

now at a level where strategy, systems, structures and competencies are in place to 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

manage the international programmes with quality. Main areas of that still need to be 

addressed are: 

- Dependence on Sida funding 

- M&E and financial management 

- Overloading of some staff members 

The outcomes achieved seem to be substantial compared to the small number of staff 

allocated for the tasks and the budget size for the respective projects. RFSL has used 

economy class venues, economy class flights and hotels and also made use of volun-

teers to keep costs low. Compared to similar training and conferences organised by 

other Sida partners the unit costs per participant is lower.  

The method of centralised training of individuals is sometimes seen as less efficient 

than organisational development coaching, which targets the whole organisation and 

its systems and structures. Very few activists and organisations can be reached by this 

approach. At the same time, investment in individual capacity development, especial-

ly leadership skills, can be a necessary precondition for organisational strengthening. 

It is however the view of the evaluators that it would be more efficient to adopt a 

training of trainers approaches in order to reach a larger group of activists and organi-

sations.  

Sustainability 

Sustainability of advocacy results cannot be taken for granted, as the environment is 

unpredictable and hostile. Space for civil society and human rights is shrinking in 

many countries and advocacy gains are under continuous threat. Efforts to hold the 

ground and turn the tide need to increase and find new avenues, also outside the UN 

human rights systems, in the coming years.  

Capacity development results are more sustainable, as activists who participated in 

the RFSL networking and training tend to stay in their organisations and continue the 

struggle. If they move on, they bring their commitment and networks along. Still, the 

activists are working under very harsh conditions and need on-going mentoring, 

backstopping and protection.  
 

Recommendations 

RFSL should consider  to: 

- Consolidate its work in line with the adopted international strategy. Continue to 

develop its M&E and financial control functions, define and develop the role of 

the International Affairs Committee and further explore synergies between the 

domestic and international programmes, e.g. in LGBT training design for various 

target groups, fund raising etc. 
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- Urgently find other sources of funding to reduce dependency on Sida, especially 

for the important work carried out by RFSL in collaboration with the Swedish 

delegations abroad and in the UN, which cannot depend on possible cuts in the 

aid budget. 

- Aim at increasing its advocacy team so that at least three persons share the re-

sponsibility, for sustainability, outreach and institutionalisation of capacity.  

- Subject to the availability of additional resources, widen the advocacy scope to 

other arenas outside the UN human rights system (e.g. WHO, upcoming Swedish 

work in the Security Council, Agenda 2030 implementation and monitoring, de-

velopments within faith based organisations)  

- Work strategically and long term to broaden the group of activists from The 

Global South/East that are invited and coached at the international level advoca-

cy spaces. Link these efforts to the capacity development programmes.  

- Develop the approach taken in capacity development programmes to address the 

weaknesses pointed out in this and the Astraea evaluations. This includes in-

creased utilisation of resource persons from The Global South/East, investing in 

training of trainers and linking movement building and training opportunities to 

regional and global LGBTI networks to enhance their involvement, legitimacy 

and capacity. 

Sida should consider to: 

- Continue using  RFSL as a partner in Swedish efforts to address human rights of 

LGBTI persons in both diplomacy and development assistance and understand 

that RFSL’s advocacy work and capacity development of activists and LGBT or-

ganisations are interlinked and one project cannot perform without the support of 

the other. Therefore, if Sida decides to continue its support to RFSL, core fund-

ing towards the strategic plan for international work should be the preferred mo-

dality. 

- Continue to take a broad approach to support to human rights of LGBTI persons 

and SOGI issues. In addition to RFSL, there are other important actors that play 

different roles in the fight for human rights of LGBTI persons and for SOGI is-

sues. The RFSL movement building efforts fits well with these aspects.  

- Take a consistent, coordinated and strategic approach to LGBTI issues, based on 

the CSO strategy, the Democracy and Human rights strategy and the various ge-

ographic strategies.  

- Although the partnership between RFSL and Astraea is seen as positive by both 

parties, Sida needs to reflect on how to address the parameters for future coopera-

tion under the US partnership and how it will relate to its support to RFSL. 



 

 

10 

 1. Introduction 

1.1  BACKGROUND 
The Swedish Federation for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer Rights 

(RFSL) was established in 1950, and is a Swedish non-governmental civil society 

organisation registered in Sweden. RFSL is the oldest organisation solely committed 

to the human rights of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and queer people in Swe-

den. RFSL’s commitment to global LGBTQ rights has been built up over a course of 

more than 35 years, dating formally from when RFSL joined The International Lesbi-

an and Gay Association (ILGA) in 1979. 

RFSL’s vision is “a society where diversity, and respect for diversity, is the norm; 

where people, regardless of sexual orientation and gender identity, and regardless of 

how we choose to express our gender, shall have equal rights and obligations, and 

equal possibilities to live our lives”. According to its International strategy for 2016-

2018 the objectives are; 

1. External: LGBTQ rights are respected at a global arena. 

2. External: LGBTQ communities are strong and organized. 

3. External: Sweden supports LGBTQ rights internationally. 

4. Internal: RFSL is a strong and responsible international actor. 

RFSL has received project support for the project “LGBT Voices” 2012-2016 and for 

“Rainbow Leaders” 2013-2016. The projects have been funded under different strate-

gies. Since 2016, both are managed by the Unit for Democracy and Human Rights. 

The agreement between RFSL and Sida was extended in 2016 to cover activities to 

the end of 2017 to give time for RFSL and Sida to learn and use the findings of this 

evaluation. The extension only covered the project “LGBT Voices”, which also in-

cludes a revised capacity building component called “Rainbow Academy” (a devel-

opment of the Rainbow Leaders concept). The total Sida contribution for the two pro-

jects is 18,6 million SEK for the period 2012-2017. The evaluation covers the period 

2012-2015, but has also been informed by developments and advocacy results 

achieved in 2016. The Rainbow Academy initiative has not been part of the evalua-

tion. 

1.2  AIMS OF THE EVALUATION 
This evaluation aims to evaluate RFSL’s projects LGBT Voices and Rainbow Lead-

ers, covering results from advocacy; partnerships and capacity development initia-
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tives implemented under the two projects. Also to assess relevance, effectiveness, 

cost efficiency and sustainability of the various approaches and results. 

The evaluation will feed into RFSL’s program development and Sida’s forthcoming 

decision on future funding for the project. Therefore, both RFSL and Sida are intend-

ed users of this evaluation.   
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 2. Method 

2.1  METHODOLOGY 
The evaluation has applied a Contribution Analysis methodology – as there are many 

ongoing parallel initiatives and because the contextual developments have also played 

a role (sometimes hindering progress). The following steps have been applied: 

1: Set out the attribution problem to be addressed 

The team has explored the contextual developments and parallel interventions to as-

sess the relevance and importance of the evaluated projects in these ongoing process-

es. These are described under the respective headings. Specific questions have been 

asked regarding the added value of the RFSL’s contributions. 

2: Explore the “theory of change”, including risks 

The Theory of Change for the project is reflected in the results frameworks and in the 

RFSL global theory of change.  In short, the ToC states that: 

1. If RFSL has capacity to engage effectively in international advocacy and to 

offer relevant support to LGBTI activists and organisations in difficult con-

texts  

2. Then these activists and organisations can sustain and develop their work, be 

more resilient to threats and increasingly develop strategic alliances 

3. Leading to more effective ways of networking and influencing the situation of 

LGBTI persons locally, regionally and globally 

The results have been compared to this theory of change to assess if there is evidence 

that support this theory. 

3: Gather the existing evidence in support of the theory of change 

The evaluation has combines quantitative and qualitative methods to gather evidence. 

A reasonable amount of survey data already existed (in particular from the Rainbow 

Leaders project) which has been used to inform the evaluation. To build on this we 

focused data collection on:  

a) Document review and internet research. The reviewed documents are listed An-

nex 7. 

b) Evaluation report of Rainbow Leaders, undertaken by Astraea in May 2016 

c) Personal e-mails with a web-based survey to a sample of 55 Rainbow Leader par-

ticipants. These represented countries and organisations that sent multiple partic-
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ipants (to capture possible synergies) and countries that sent only one participant 

(in comparison) – all are listed in Annex 6. The questions focussed on areas that 

were not fully explored in the previous evaluations. In total 30 participants (out 

of 55) replied to the survey, which represents 25% of the total number of partici-

pants in the Rainbow leader training. The respondents represent all cycles and 

geographical areas (figure below). Survey questions are found in Annex 4. The 

representation of participants is as follows: 

 

d) Undertaking in-depth interviews with respondents of the survey that expressed 

willingness to provide more detailed information. In total 10 such interviews 

were carried out (8% of the 120 participants). 

Interviews with key informants (external observers, partners and advocacy fo-

rums).  These interviews were carried out through Skype and face to face meet-

ings in Stockholm (with Sida staff and with members of the Amsterdam Advoca-

cy Network). In total 25 key informants were interviewed, representing Sida, the 

Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, international LGBT advocacy partners, 

USAID, Astraea and Williams Institute
1
, UNDP and the UN High Commissioner 

for Human Rights. The interview guides and list of respondents are found in An-

nexes 4 and 6.  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
1
 http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/founders-council/  

http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/founders-council/
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e) Interviews with 9 RFSL staff/leaders and application of an organisational self-

assessment tool (OCAT), which was originally intended for a workshop format. 

The workshop was cancelled due to time constraints and the self-assessment was 

therefore based on individual judgements. The interview guide and list of RFSL 

respondents are found in Annexes 4 and 6.  

All interviews were carefully recorded in notes that were used as a basis for the anal-

ysis. 

The representation of the total informants to this evaluation is as follows: 

4: Assemble and assess the contribution story and challenges to it 

With the above information, we have assembled a contribution story that expresses 

why it is reasonable to assume that the projects have contributed to the observed 

changes.  

5: Seek out additional evidence 

Having identified where the contribution story is less credible, additional evidence 

was gathered to augment and triangulate the evidence.   

6: Revise and strengthen the contribution story 

With the new evidence, a stronger story is presented. A feed-back and verification 

workshop will be held with RFSL and Sida in January 2017 to analyse findings, les-

sons learned and to develop useful recommendations for a possible way forward. The 

report will be adjusted based on comments that may arise from this workshop. 

2.2  LIMITATIONS 

The response rate from the Rainbow Leaders participant survey was 54%. There is a 

risk that those that did not respond were among the more dissatisfied. As we could 

triangulate the survey data with the Astraea evaluation and the RFSL post training 
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surveys, as well as seeking additional input from some of the trainers and observers to 

the training, we could gather sufficient data to make well-grounded conclusions.  The 

sample size (25%) and the representativeness of the respondents are deemed suffi-

cient, although the Latin American respondents were all from the same country. Ex-

ternal observers and trainers/organisers raised more concerns about the Rainbow 

Leader training programme than the participants, which is illustrated in the analysis. 

The external observers interviewed were stakeholders that had been proposed by 

RFSL, based on the stakeholder analysis made during the inception phase. This pro-

cess was transparent and the evaluation team had a possibility to influence the list. 

There are however very few stakeholders that have observed RFSLs contributions 

towards international advocacy processes and most of them are advocacy partners in 

these processes, sharing the same agenda (from peer organisations, from UN bodies 

and from the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs). There could possibly be a risk of 

bias in the views of the respondents, due to this fact. The risk is somewhat mitigated 

by the fact that they represent very different types of stakeholders. The evaluation 

team found that although most respondents had a similar and positive view on RFSL 

advocacy contributions, they were also ready to provide suggestions on improve-

ments.   

The contribution analysis was not as difficult as expected, considering that RFSL was 

part of a bigger group of government and CSO stakeholders working to influence 

policies and capacities. The specific contributions of RFSL could however be very 

well described by many observers, as will be shown in the findings below.  

Finally, the problem of RFSL being a “moving target” proved to make the evaluation 

somewhat difficult. So many actions have been taken by RFSL in 2015 and 2016, to 

mitigate problems, develop internal capacity and improve projects. This means that 

issues raised by some of the respondents refer to the situation that prevailed some 

years (or even one year) ago.  The evaluators have tried to take the recent develop-

ments into consideration, while still presenting the concerns raised by respondents. 



 

 

16 

 3. Overview of the supported projects 

3.1  RFSL’S INTERNATIONAL  WORK 
RFSLs international relations and competency has been gradually developed over the 

past decade through active membership in ILGA, co-leadership (with RFSU) of the 

International Training Programmes (ITP) on the human rights of LGBTI persons and 

increasing engagement with Sida and MFA as advisors and consultants. RFSL also 

engaged in grant making to a few partner organisations (via Forum Syd
2
), which con-

tributed to the international commitment and the understanding of development con-

texts. Initiatives carried out before 2012 included for example: 

- Development of tools and information for Sida staff on LGBTI issues 

- Implementation of International Training Programmes on the human rights of 

LGBTI persons  

- Engagement with Ministry of Foreign Affairs on asylum cases and diplomacy 

related to SOGI issues in e.g. in the UN, in Uganda and Russia 

- Support via Forum Syd (under the Sida  Strategy for support via Civil Socie-

ty) to selected partner organisations in Uganda and Indonesia 

Based on this foundation, the application for Sida support to LGBT Voices was made 

in 2012 to further institutionalise and develop RFSL capacity, to stimulate an interna-

tional LGBT movement that included organisations from The Global South/East and 

influence governments and UN policies and practices. Later, RFSL engaged in the 

USAID partnership as an organiser of a capacity building programme for LGBT or-

ganisations “Rainbow Leaders”. The project took its starting point in the experiences 

from the ITP courses. Sida is also supporting the RFSL programme Eastern Coalition 

for LGBT organisations in Eastern Europe.   
  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
2
 Forum Syd is a civil society platform with around 160 member organisations from Swedish civil society 
that are engaged in development aid. Forum Syd mediates grants from Sida to Swedish organisations 
cooperating with local partners in 70 countries. Forum Syd also advocates for just and sustainable de-
velopment. 
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Since 2012, Sida has supported RFSL in a more programmatic manner in three areas: 

- The “Voices” project which aims at increasing the capacity and voice of 

RFSL and partnering LGBTI organisations to advocate successfully for SOGI 

issues in the UN and other global fora. This project has for example supported 

capacity development of RFSL, communication, networking and preparation 

of inputs as well as participation of RFSL and LGBTI organisations in global 

advocacy events. Some of the activities have included advisory support to the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden. 

- The “Rainbow Leaders” project, which is part of a greater Partnership Pro-

gramme between USAID and Sida that aims at promoting the human rights of 

LGBTI persons through research, employment opportunities, grant making 

and capacity building of LGBTI organisations. The “Rainbow Leaders” pro-

ject focus on developing capacity, inspire mobilisation and networking and 

enhance visibility of LGBTI organisations so that they can be more effective 

in promoting SOGI issues in local, regional and international areas. Since 

2012, 120 LGBTI activists from 84 organisations in 34 countries have partici-

pated in the Rainbow Leaders training programmes.  

- The “Eastern Coalition for LGBTQ Equality”, which is a coalition of LGBTI 

organisation in Eastern Europe which aims at systematically counter anti-

discriminatory legislation such as  the repressive laws adopted in Russia from 

influencing developments in other countries in the region. This partnership 

supports capacity development, networking, awareness raising and advocacy 

in the relevant fora.   

These three projects are partly overlapping as organisational capacity development 

and networking are part of all three. This evaluation focusses on the LGBT Voices and 

Rainbow Leaders projects. The results frameworks that guided the projects are shown 

below.    

 

3.2  LGBT VOICES  
The results framework (2012-2015) guiding the LGBT Voices project was not com-

pletely logical in its design, (not being completely clear on the outcome and indicator 

levels). The framework was substantially revised in 2016, to make it more logic and 

SMART. This evaluation will however refer to the below results framework:  
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Expected outcomes Indicators 

The capacity and expertise of 
RFSL is strengthened and increas-
ingly in demand 

The Swedish government position on LGBTI/SOGI issues is in-
formed by accurate knowledge and information.  The govern-
ment agencies have access to correct information about the 
situation of LGBTI persons and about organisations active in DAC 
countries and internationally. 

Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Swedish civil society 
organisations working internationally, contacts RFSL or local 
LGBTI organisations for advice before taking action on LGBTI 
issues. 

Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Swedish civil society 
organisations working internationally have increased knowledge 
of LGBTI issues 

There is increased demand for RFSLs experience and knowledge 
(i.e. from Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Swedish civil socie-
ty organisations and international agencies). 

RFSL has increased contacts and knowledge of the LGBTI/SOGI 
situation internationally 

RFSL is making significant contributions to processes that make 
LGBTI persons’ human rights/SOGI issues visible and heard in the 
UN system and in other global arenas 

LGBTI organisations participating 
in the ILGA World Conference 
2012 have increased their capaci-
ty to promote LGBTI persons 
human rights/SOGI issues at 
national and international levels 
and strengthen their networking 
with other organisations in the 
same field  

Participating LGBTI organisations have increased their  under-
standing of effective advocacy methods and have been exposed 
to examples of good practice 

Participating LGBTI organisations have used networking contacts 
that were established/strengthened during the conference 

# of advocacy efforts that are jointly undertaken by national, 
regional and international LGBTI organisations 

Participating LGBTI organisations are working more strategically 
with advocacy. 

RFSL and partnering LGBTI organ-
isations  have increased their 
capacity to make LGBTI persons 
human rights/SOGI issues visible 
and heard in the UN system and 
in other global arenas  

The rights of LGBTI persons are increasingly visible within the UN. 

The promotion of the rights of LGBTI persons within the UN sys-
tem is more strategically planned and implemented.  

ILGA has adopted a revised UN advocacy strategy 

Targeted activists and organisations are invited regularly and 
systematically to official forums nationally and internationally to 
promote their agenda. 

 

3.3  RAINBOW LEADERS 

The expected outcomes of the Rainbow Leaders project were: 
Expected outcomes   

Medium term: Rainbow Leader 
training participants are equipped 
to lead and sustain organizations 
in effective local and international 
advocacy 

Outcome1: Rainbow Leader training participants have the pro-
fessional training, capacity, and tools to manage, sustain, and 
guide their organizations 

Outcome 2: Rainbow Leader training participants have in-
creased knowledge relevant to securing human rights of LGBTI 
persons in local, regional and international arenas 

Expected outcomes  

Medium term: LGBTI organizations 
have sustained resources and 
capacities to engage in successful 
long-term human rights efforts & 
campaigns 

Outcome 1: Increased capacity to seek resources from a diverse 
pool of funders 

Outcome 2: Increased access to sustainable networks of collab-
orators, allies, and strategic support systems 
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An initial analysis of the Rainbow Leader training participant lists show that many 

organisations participating in the training programme are Astraea partners/grantees 

and a few are partners/grantees of RFSL. The individual activists have thus benefitted 

from other interventions from these organisations. The evaluation team has attempted 

to take these aspects into consideration when isolating the Rainbow Leader contribu-

tion to results observed. The following charts provide an overview of the percentage 

of participants who have also received funding from RFSL or Astraea: 

 

Thus Astraea grantees made up a substantial part of the participants. It is also noted 

that the participation from some countries is more prominent, such as South Africa, 

Kenya, Zambia, Zimbabwe, India, Peru, Colombia, Ecuador, Bosnia and Serbia. 

Those were target countries within the partnership and were expected to make up 

80% of the participants. This condition somewhat limited the possibilities of making 

a broader strategic selection of participants. The possible benefits of having many 

participants from one organisation or country is explored and analysed in this evalua-

tion. 

 

Asraea 
grantee  

36% 

RFSL 
grantee  

5% 

Non 
grantee 

59% 

Share of organisations 

Asraea 
grantee  

52% 

RFSL 
grantee  

6% 

Non 
grantee 

42% 

Share of participants 
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 4. Findings 

4.1  LGBT VOICES 

4.1.1 Results/impact 

Outcome 1: The capacity and expertise of RFSL is strengthened and increasingly 

in demand 

Since 2012, RFSL has gone through an internal capacity development process in or-

der to meet the demands of the growing international commitments and the Sida 

funding requirements. At the start of the period (2012-2013), the international work 

was implemented by a few individuals working in different projects rather than as a 

unit under one strategy. Also, more than 100 volunteers worked to organise the ILGA 

World Conference in 2012. In this way, RFSL managed to carry out the planned ac-

tivities in 2012 and 2013 with quality, but in some cases at the expense of the well-

being of staff involved. There were also weaknesses in the management and financial 

control systems (as outlined in the system audit in 2013) and in the quality of Sida 

reporting. Monitoring and reporting did not make systematic use of the results 

frameworks and their indicators. The focus of reports was mainly on activities – even 

if efforts were made to evaluate and report on results of conferences, training and 

advocacy initiatives.  

In 2014, the executive director left the position and some key staff members went on 

leave. This left the organisation in a leadership gap situation for some time, putting 

the responsibility on the board and the new in-coming executive director to imple-

ment the required organisational and management improvements. Thus, the recruit-

ment of a new executive director focussed on finding a person who could lead the 

process of developing the organisational structure and management systems.    

As from 2015, RFSL has organised its work in six units, all of them headed by a Di-

rector. One of the units is the International Unit, which now has a Director and 5 full 

time staff members, with defined responsibilities for their respective area of responsi-

bility (e.g. Rainbow Leaders training, advocacy, grant making/partnerships). Most of 

the present staff members were employed from 2014 and onwards. A Theory of 

Change for the international work and a coherent international strategy for 2016-

2018, including manageable expected outcomes, have been developed and adopted.  

A new Finance Director for RFSL was hired in 2015 to improve financial control and 

reporting. The budgeting and accounting systems and routines are gradually being 

developed, and all system audit remarks from 2013 have been addressed.  
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In 2015 and 2016, the International Unit has also worked to improve the M&E system 

and revised the results frameworks for its Sida funded programmes. RFSL is present-

ly looking at recruiting a  controller to further improve organisational and risk as-

sessments and to improve monitoring and evaluation systems. The International Unit 

has started to use a knowledge management system on Dropbox and has regular team 

meetings to ensure synergies. The International Unit is now seen as a model for other 

units at RFSL in terms of management. The report to Sida on the Rainbow Leaders 

project (November 2016), demonstrates that there are improvements in reporting 

quality. 

A self-assessment by staff points at a high level of satisfaction with the present organ-

isation and management. Different aspects of the organisation’s ability were graded 

on a scale from one to four, where four represents excellent functioning and one rep-

resents poor functioning. In most areas staff graded the RFSL capacity at around 3.5. 

(Annex 5 shows the average grading made by RFSL staff members, using the OCAT 

tool).  Based on the self-assessment, interviews with staff and review of documenta-

tion over time, the findings are that RFSL has substantially improved its capacity in 

areas such as strategic planning, management systems and structures, M&E and staff 

capacity for international work. There are however still areas of improvement such 

as:  

- High dependence on Sida project funding makes the international work vulnera-

ble. There is a great need for a more diverse funding base and for core support 

towards the strategic plan.  

- Financial control and reporting and M&E of the international work needs further 

improvement although the 2016 results frameworks and reports demonstrate sub-

stantial improvement (this was also a Sida concern). The cooperation between the 

Finance and International units needs further fine tuning.  

- The security measures and the well-being of staff is a concern that needs further 

attention. The risk of over-working is high, with the high level commitment and 

ambitions of staff combined with the contextual needs and opportunities for ac-

tion and support. Time for joint reflection and learning needs to be defended. 

- There is high dependence on one staff member for international advocacy. This 

makes the organisation vulnerable. Resources for international advocacy is too 

limited compared to the challenges and the demands (e.g. RFSU has a team of 4-

5 persons). 

- There are still weak linkages between the international work and the domestic 

work, especially in terms of developing training/training methods and in fund-

raising, where synergies could be more effectively used.   
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- The newly elected International Affairs Committee (AIC) of the RFSL board still 

needs to find its role and mandate in relation to the international strategy and to 

the responsibilities of employed staff. 

- The relationship with Sida has been hampered by frequent staff changes on both 

sides.  The relationship with international partners is mostly excellent, but some-

times hampered by differences of opinion in terms of advocacy strategies. De-

spite strong efforts by RFSL to promote and support voices from the Global 

South/East, some still feel that RFSL is not on their side because they are repre-

senting a “Swedish perspective” and have a lot of resources to promote that per-

spective. This dual role of RFSL could benefit from further discussion between 

RFSL and Sida. What to do when partners in the South/East have another advo-

cacy agenda than RFSL and/or the official Swedish policy?  

External observers confirm that RFSL visibility in international forums has increased 

in the past two years, since 2014. This visibility and demonstration of capacity to en-

gage in international advocacy processes (see more below under “Outcome 3”) has 

increased the demand for RFSL in various international processes. The demand has 

increased to the extent that strict prioritisation has been necessary, and still overtime 

for staff members is high. No recording has however been made of the exact number 

of requests that are met and rejected.   

Many external respondents also reflect on the visibility of one individual only, repre-

senting RFSL in all international forums (the new advocacy officer employed from 

2014 and onwards). The staff member is held in high esteem as a professional, hum-

ble, process oriented, strategic and effective person. At the same time the dependence 

on one person raises questions around institutional capacity of RFSL.  

Although all of the external respondents find RFSL very collaborative, some would 

have wished to be included in this collaboration already at the planning stage of ad-

vocacy initiatives to further enhance synergies. This is mostly mentioned by those 

with another advocacy agenda (as mentioned above). A few respondents feel that 

RFSL should broaden their advocacy approaches and work also with processes that 

are not only human rights based, as this avenue might be less productive in some con-

texts. A few respondents (17%, n=4), have difficulties understanding RFSL and its 

role. They perceive RFSL as very “Swedish” and “new” to the issues. They feel that 

the RFSL approaches are “rigid” and not sufficiently informed of the realities on the 

ground in developing country contexts. Yet, most other respondents (83%, n=21) 

praise RFSL for their ability to bring the voices of their partners in the Global 

South/East to the table and state that RFSLs ability to link the international advocacy 

to their knowledge of the contextual situations and gaining trust and credibility from 

the global movement is one of the key added values of RFSL.    
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Outcome 2: LGBTI organisations participating in the ILGA World Conference 

2012 have increased their capacity 

At the 2012 ILGA conference there were 259 participants. 208 of them were scholar-

ship participants, 155 of them sponsored by RFSLs funding for the LGBT Voices 

project. The remaining 53 scholarships were sponsored by other Swedish, European 

and US based organisations. The scholarship participants came from all parts of the 

world as shown in the diagram below. It was the first time where participants from 

The Global South/East were in majority in ILGAs World Conference. The Confer-

ence has since been referred to as a starting point for a more global LGBTI move-

ment. It provided participants with an opportunity to share experience, develop advo-

cacy skills, develop their networking contacts and be empowered as a movement. 

  

For the African delegates, the Conference was the first meeting since the ILGA Afri-

can region was formally organised in 2007. The regional meeting held in Stockholm 

in connection with the World Conference, enabled Pan Africa ILGA to elect a new 

steering committee. Pan Africa ILGA is now an active regional member of ILGA 

with 44 member organisations. Its capacity development is being supported by Finish 

funding (according to ILGA HQ). The latest update of the Pan Africa ILGA web-

page is from October 2015. Pan Africa ILGA played an important role in the inputs to 

the Human Rights Council 2016, in support of the adoption of the resolution on a 

mandate for an independent SOGI expert.  

A follow up of the participants’ experience of the World Conference was made by 

RFSL after 10 months. It showed that:  

29% 

3% 

23% 

20% 

20% 

5% 

Regional representation of 
scholarships 

Africa 61

Anzapi 6

Asia 48

Europe 41

Latin America 41

North America 11

http://ilga.org/network/ilga-africa/
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Share of respondents increasing their networking 
after the Conference  

- The training provided on using the UN system for advocacy and on the role of 

social media in advocacy was rated as very useful by 43% of respondents and 

somewhat useful by 41%. 67% of respondents had changed their advocacy prac-

tices as a result of the new knowledge. 

- The opportunities to develop networking contacts resulted in increased network-

ing at international, regional and national levels (figure below). 64% of respond-

ents found the new networking contacts very useful and 31 % found them some-

what useful. 

 

A web-site “SOGI News” was created after the Conference to keep the participants 

updated and in touch. The web-page was closed down in 2016 due to lack of funding 

and due to availability of other networking tools such as ILGA web-page and e-mail 

serve lists. 

The ILGA Worlds Conference also put Sweden on the map as a leading international 

advocate for the rights of LGBTI persons.  

 

Outcome 3: RFSL and partnering LGBTI organisations have increased their ca-

pacity to make LGBTI persons human rights/SOGI issues visible and heard in the 

UN system and in other global arenas 

RFSL has made a strategic choice to focus its advocacy on the following four global 

processes: 

1. The UN Human Rights Council and its various treaty bodies and special pro-

cedures, to ensure that human rights of LGBTI persons and SOGI issues will 

be recognised and acted on as important human rights issues. 

2. The UN Commission on the Status of Women, to ensure that all women are 

included in plans, policies and programmes regardless of sexual orientation 

and gender identity/expression. 
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3. The development of Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development and the for-

mulation of SDGs to ensure the inclusion of LGBTI persons in the Agenda. 

4. The establishment and work of the Equal Rights Coalition, a coalition of 34 

governments that seeks to strengthen cooperation between countries in ad-

vancing human rights of LGBTI persons and to share information about how 

best to advance the human rights and inclusion of LGBTI people worldwide. 

In all these processes, RFSL works closely with Swedish government representatives 

to ensure that government and CSO processes are complementary and guided by the 

same back ground information and strategic considerations.  

The results achieved and the contributions by RFSL in each of these processes, ac-

cording to respondents, were as follows: 

1. The United Nations Human Rights Council, adopted a resolution on June 30, 

2016, on “Protection against violence and discrimination based on sexual orienta-

tion, and gender identity,” to mandate the appointment of an independent expert 

on the subject. RFSL was part of a rather large group of CSOs and governments 

pushing for the adoption. According to all respondents (10) that had observed 

RFSLs work leading up to the resolution, the contribution of the RFSL repre-

sentative was substantial in terms of coordinating between the Swedish govern-

ment delegation and the CSO community, in terms of taking a leading role in dia-

logue and coordination in the CSO group and in terms of facilitating meetings 

and contacts.  

“The RFSL representative moved in to UN spaces confidently, was able to 

contribute, filling gaps, not duplicating, showing responsiveness to others and 

is very collaborative”.   

“RFSL definitely contributed towards the adoption of the resolution. RFSL 

has international networks and local partners on the ground and is continu-

ously updated about on-going discussions in the field. This was very helpful 

and led to a situation where we could work strategically with diplomacy and 

CSO advocacy in combination. The RFSL representative has a high level of 

understanding of UN decision making systems and structures”. 

2. The UN Commission on the Status of Women kept text on SOGI issues in its 

resolutions until the last round of negotiations, when it was dropped. This is an 

improvement compared to previous negotiations. There were no major set-backs 

during the meeting in 2016, despite the strong, conservative CSO lobby. Accord-

ing to all respondents (9) that had observed RFSLs work in the commission, the 

RFSL representative substantially contributed to an enhanced awareness among 

government representatives and other CSOs though persistent networking, sup-
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port to text formulation and organisation of workshops on SOGI issues and hu-

man rights of LGBTI persons.  

“RFSL chaired the LGBTI caucus and fought to the end for LGBTI inclusion. 

RFSL managed to set up a diverse panel, organised side events and engaged 

with member states.  CSW is an important battle ground and RFSL contribut-

ed to holding the stand”. 

“RFSL fills a vacuum and contributes to the mobilisation of CSOs in the UN 

space. RFSL identifies organisations working on gender equality that can 

support human rights of LGBTI persons texts and arranges public meetings 

under the CSW, with focus on ‘forgotten issues’, such as sex workers and 

trans issues. The meetings had high quality and many perspectives were high-

lighted. Excellent moderation!”  

3. The texts in Agenda 2030 and the SDGs formulations kept an open formulation 

of non-discrimination, defending the inclusion of LGBTI persons in the Agenda 

2030 “Leave no-one behind”. While it was not possible to mention human rights 

of LGBTI persons specifically in the text, there is now room for interpretation 

and inclusion of SOGI issues. According to all respondents (6) that observed 

RFSLs work leading up to the adoption of the Agenda 2030, the RFSL repre-

sentative contributed in a very practical manner to the process. RFSL is now en-

gaged in developing indicators (UNDP) to monitor the SOGI aspects of the 

SDGs, which is highly appreciated by UNDP.  

“RFSL fully engaged in SDG ‘inclusion discussion’. Their added value was to 

coordinate and guide the LGBTI movement – doing internal advocacy and 

coordination within the movement. There was initially a lack of understanding 

of the framework and a bit of distrust of the process. RFSL helped to guide 

and explain that a general human rights based approach can advance human 

rights of LGBTI persons. RFSL contributed to enhance understanding within 

the LGBT community and advocate for engaging in UN processes” 

“If it wasn’t for the RFSL representative, people would not be informed when 

to engage. They is an exceptional advocate – always making sure that every 

bodies’ concerns are included. Making sure everybody feels heard and brin-

ing all voices to the table. Knowing what is possible in the UN. Has an ability 

to strategize and provide global aspects. The RFSL representative took a 

strong role in the Agenda 2030 process.” 

“RFSL engaged in the process and supported progressive countries to fight 

for important words and texts. RFSL helped delegations that lack capacity to 

make effective inputs.”   
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4. The Equal Rights Coalition was formally launched in Montevideo in 2016. The 

coalition consists of 34 governments working for human rights of LGBTI per-

sons internationally While the coalition does not formally include civil society 

groups, its Founding Principles includes a commitment to working with civil so-

ciety to avoid further marginalizing LGBTI people and creating common ground 

through open dialogue between its member countries. In Montevideo 2016, the 

RFSL representative made substantial contributions towards the CSO community 

inputs (verified by all 4 observers). 

“RFSL influenced processes and was chairing one of the sessions. RFSL was 

seen as a leader, they made that role for themselves. ILGA and Outright has a 

natural space, but RFSL had to work hard to show their value.”  

“The RFSL representative was co-chair of one stream and worked hard and 

successfully for CSO voices. The RFSL representative chaired one of the ple-

nary sessions and framed the discussion wonderfully.” 

5. Other results. Respondents also refer to the important contributions of RFSL in 

the Amsterdam Network which was formed after meetings in Madrid in 2011 and 

Dublin in 2012, where a group of NGOs working for the human rights of LGBTI 

people from countries in Western Europe and North America came together and 

debated an evolving set of guiding principles for international advocacy work. 

These guiding principles were born out of concern that an advocacy community 

in one country should not speak for groups in another country without a clear and 

informed mandate to do so. Some international engagements have the potential to 

do far more harm than good, and good intentions are not enough to guarantee 

positive results. The development of a common approach was based on ongoing 

conversations with activists from across the globe and resulted in the first Am-

sterdam Network Guiding Principles in November 2013.  Based on lessons learnt 

the document was updated in 2016. According to the other members of the Net-

work, RFSL’s experiences from working both with national level partnerships, 

training of activists and international advocacy have been very useful and sub-

stantially contributed to the development of the principles. This is also seen as a 

unique added value of RFSL by a majority of the external observers. 

RFSLs advocacy also led to changes in the Swedish reactions to Uganda in con-

nection with the proposed anti-homosexuality legislation in 2013. While the Min-

ister of Foreign Affairs initially wanted to react with cuts in the development aid 

to Uganda, RFSL managed to make the voices of the Ugandan LGBT movement 

heard. It was then judged that such reaction from Sweden would lead to further 

violations of the rights of LGBTI people. The threat of cutting aid was then with-

drawn by the Ministry.  

http://www.lgbtimontevideo2016.org/admin/files/lgbtimontevideo2016/upload/files/Equal%20Rights%20Coalition%20-%20Founding%20Principles%20ENG.pdf
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ILGA has developed a strategic plan and is now receiving core support directly 

from Sida. This has been enabled by RFSLs initial facilitation under the former 

Director (according to a Sida respondent). 

6. Critical remarks concerning the RFSL advocacy role and inputs. There have also 

been some critical remarks concerning the RFSL approaches: 

- There is a heavy focus on support to RFSL and Swedish participation in advo-

cacy processes and less on capacity development and inclusion of organisa-

tions from the Global South/East. Although RFSL has done its outmost to 

bring these voices to the table, there is limited self-representation from coun-

tries where human rights of LGBTI persons are oppressed. Generally organi-

sations from these countries are not funded to advocate on a sustained level 

internationally. RFSL has tried to sponsor selected activists from the Global 

South/East in some processes, but UN affiliated respondents claim that these 

are always the same people that are also used as “representatives of voices 

from the south” by other international LGBT organisations in their advocacy. 

- RFSL (and Sweden) is too much focussed on human rights entry points.  

There is a need to find other entry points, such as economic development, 

sexual and reproductive health and rights and faith based organisations. Hu-

man rights are not a good starting point in many countries. There is a need to 

find a way around the human rights agenda. 

- Despite that RFSL has consciously and consistently invited specifically 

transgender persons to panels and workshops, the Trans movement still feels 

that their particular issues are not taken up seriously in the international advo-

cacy processes.  

4.1.2 Relevance 

The project has a high level of relevance in relation to Swedish government policies, 

especially the Strategy for democracy and human rights 2014- 2017, which specifi-

cally mentions the focus on:  

- Strengthening of the positions and the security of human rights defenders  

- Strengthening of global actors, working for democracy and human rights 

- Strengthening the rights of LGBTI persons 

The relevance of the project to the conditions of the LGBTI people and their organi-

sations in countries with oppression and discrimination varies. In many countries the 

international advocacy gains can be used to hold governments to account and to mon-

itor their performance in Universal Periodic Reviews and Treaty Body processes. In 

other countries there could be risk of back lashes, if pressure on the human rights 

agenda is seen as too provocative and “western”. RFSL is well aware of this, as 

demonstrated in the Amsterdam Network Principles. In such countries, other advoca-
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cy avenues and support measures are needed in order to be relevant to the lives of 

LGBTI people. 

4.1.3 Effectiveness 

During the first two year period, the main focus was the ILGA World Conference in 

Stockholm and the follow up of its results. The World Conference was effective in 

terms of enhancing global LGBT movement building and including activists from 

The Global South/East in this movement. This is demonstrated by increased network-

ing and improved advocacy strategies among participants. The momentum has only 

partly been possible to maintain, due to limited sustained funding for DAC country 

participation at the international level.  

During the period 2014 to 2016, RFSL worked strategically with the four internation-

al advocacy processes mentioned above under Outcome 3. Respondents agree that 

these were the most strategic targets during the past two year period. Respondents 

also verify that RFSLs contribution to processes was substantial in terms of coordina-

tion/collaboration within the CSO community and in terms of cooperation with the 

Swedish government.  The results in terms of advocacy outcomes have been reasona-

ble considering the hostile environment.  

“RFSL is the most effective CSO together with Outright and ILGA. They have se-

lected strategic processes. In the last 18 months they have worked intensely on the 

SDG inclusion index. RFSL’s role is coordinating and facilitating of CSO contri-

butions and preparing them for constructive engagement. RFSL has a keen inter-

est to include activists from other countries and their perspectives. Their analysis 

is not western but inclusive.” 

There are rather few other civil society organisations that engage in international ad-

vocacy on SOGI issues and human rights of LGBTI persons, mainly ILGA World 

and Outright International (a US based foundation). There are also the Sexual 

Rights Initiative, aiming to represent voices from the Global South/East at the Hu-

man Rights Council, GATE, Global Action for Trans-issues that mainly focuses on 

WHO advocacy, ORAM, an organisation that focusses on refugees and humanitarian 

contexts and ARC International, an old LGBT advocacy organisation that started out 

from a health perspective. In addition there are some mainstream human rights organ-

isations, such as International Service for Human Rights (ISHR) and Human 

Rights Watch, which make substantial contributions to the SOGIE issues. Among 
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members of ILGA, there are (apart from RFSL) some that are increasingly engaging 

internationally in development cooperation such as FRI (Norway), Stonewall (UK), 

Human Rights Campaign (HRC) (US), Egale (Canada) and COC (Netherlands). 

COC is the only ILGA member which engages in UN advocacy alongside RFSL. FRI 

supports ILGA and ARC advocacy
 3

. The regional bodies of ILGA (apart from ILGA 

Europe which is very active) are still developing their advocacy capacity.  

When asked about the added value of RFSL the following was mentioned by at least 

five external respondents (out of 25): 

- RFSL is a member based LGBT organisation with 65 years’ experience of do-

mestic advocacy and can therefore speak with credibility and legitimacy. This is 

clearly added value in advocacy. RFSL’s international advocacy is led by a 

transgender-person which demonstrates that the leadership represents the move-

ment. 

- RFSL has the backing of its government. The collaboration between RFSL and 

the government representatives make advocacy more effective. Information and 

strategies can be shared and CSO and government efforts enhance each other.  

- RFSL is an important part of the Swedish resource base and has professional ex-

pertise, a global network and extensive contextual information that are needed by 

the government. It helps Sweden to keep its lead position on human rights of 

LGBTI persons on the international arena. RFSL also builds a bridge between the 

LGBT movement and the people of Sweden, though their good government con-

tacts. 

- RFSL is trusted by the LGBTI civil society community (most of it) as it has built 

good relationships with activists all around the world, thanks to its involvement 

in training and partnerships over a number of years.  

- RFSL is one of the few organisations that can bring together experience across 

the human rights and development spaces. This is thanks to the combination of 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
3
 ILGA World http://ilga.org/  based in Geneva, Outright International https://www.outrightinternational.org/ 
based in New York, Sexual rights initiative http://sexualrightsinitiative.com/ based in Geneva, GATES 
https://transactivists.org/  Global Action for Trans issues, based in Argentina and India, ORAM 
http://oramrefugee.org/ , based in San Francisco, ARC International http://arc-international.net/ based in 
Canada and Geneva, ISHR http://www.ishr.ch/ , based in Geneva, Human Rights Watch 
https://www.hrw.org/ with head office in new York, FRI https://foreningenfri.no/ in Oslo, Stonewall 
http://www.stonewall.org.uk/ in London, Human Rights Campaign http://www.hrc.org/ in the US, Egale 
https://egale.ca/  in Canada and COC https://www.coc.nl/engels in the Netherlands 

 

http://ilga.org/
https://www.outrightinternational.org/
http://sexualrightsinitiative.com/
https://transactivists.org/
http://oramrefugee.org/
http://arc-international.net/
http://www.ishr.ch/
https://www.hrw.org/
https://foreningenfri.no/
http://www.stonewall.org.uk/
http://www.hrc.org/
https://egale.ca/
https://www.coc.nl/engels
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partnerships and capacity development efforts and international human rights ad-

vocacy. Only Outright has a similar capacity – but Outright is not member based. 

- RFSL has the ability to serve as a bridge between the international level and the 

national level, where LGBTI people are oppressed. There is a need to do prepara-

tory work on the ground directly with national governments – to prepare for the 

international level. The Rainbow Leaders programme contributes to capacitating 

national level organisations to undertake such work. RFSL is able to make a link 

between re-granting/capacity development at national level and the international 

advocacy. 

- RFSL has a nuanced expertise. Understanding what is achievable and construc-

tive engagement in the UN processes. Understanding that the human rights and 

development agendas are interlinked. 

- The actually make a link between re-granting/capacity development at national 

level and the international advocacy! The build a bridge between the LGBT 

movement and the people of Sweden, though their good government contacts.   

The respondents use the following adjectives to describe RFSL’s work (the size of the 

words represent the number of times the word was used by different respondents): 

 

Even if RFSLs programme is seen as effective under the hostile conditions prevailing, 

there are some questions raised regarding the way forward in terms of global advoca-
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cy engagement. The criticism expressed by four out of 25 respondents can be summa-

rised as follows:  

“How do we enter into the complicated space of the “others” who are stuck in a 

narrative that is protecting values and traditions? There will be increasing work 

on sharing our stories, bring it into the mainstream (e.g. faith leaders, traditional 

leaders), we need to use more of a development language on poverty reduction 

and economic development – not only claiming human rights using rights lan-

guage. We need objective facts/data and indigenize the LGBTI language. We must 

no longer have a west imposing, and definitely not making our issues an “aid con-

ditionality”. We need broad conversations of human sexuality rather than human 

rights of LGBTI persons.” 
 

4.1.4 Efficiency 

The advocacy results and the results of the ILGA World Conference, 2012 document-

ed above have been achieved within the parameters of the following reported expend-

itures (in SEK): 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

ILGA 4 442 432    4 442 432 

LGBT Voices  1 225 087 1 238 917 1 626 423 1 343 298 5 433 725 

 

Initially, Sida’s support to ILGAs office in Geneva went through RFSL as well as the 

costs for organising the ILGA World Conference in Stockholm 2012. This is the rea-

son for the higher costs in 2012.  The costs of the ILGA World Conference were kept 

low by making extensive use of voluntary work by RFSL.  The Conference enabled 

259 activists to participate and develop networks and enhance knowledge. It also pro-

vided an opportunity for Sida and Sweden to demonstrate its leading role and will to 

promote human rights of LGBTI persons.  

Apart from the support to ILGA and the World Conference in 2012, around 1.3 mil-

lion SEK per year has been used for RFSL’s international advocacy and its coopera-

tion with and support to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 90 % of this funding has 

been used for RFSL’s own participation, facilitation, coordination, networking - in-

cluding staff salaries. Per diem, travelling and hotel costs have been kept at an econ-

omy class level.  

10% of the funding has been used for supporting the participation of other activists 

and organisations in international advocacy. There has been limited capacity devel-

opment of other organisations and activists under this project. This has rather been 

done under the Rainbow Leaders project. 

It is clearly difficult to judge cost efficiency of RFSLs advocacy and movement 

building efforts, as the value of these achievements cannot be priced. It is however 
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clear that RFSL has targeted the most strategic international processes and made its 

outmost to keep costs at a low level.  Respondents would have wished more presence 

of RFSL in Geneva and New York, rather than less. The demand is clearly more than 

can be met with the resources presently available at RFSL. 

4.1.5 Sustainability 
Human rights advocacy results can never be taken for granted. The development in 

recent years shows that gains have to be constantly defended. Respondents point at 

the limited sustainability of policy changes that do not have the public support. Many 

point at the necessity to expand advocacy to new arenas and initiatives using new 

approaches, such as working with faith based organisations, engaging with poverty 

reduction and access to job programmes, taking a starting point in broader sexual and 

reproductive health and rights etc.. 

RFSL is entirely dependent on Sida funding for its international advocacy pro-

gramme. This makes the work vulnerable to shifts in priorities of Sida. Furthermore, 

RFSL advocacy is dependent mainly on one individual staff member and the relation-

ships and trust built by this person. Sustainability would require a larger team and 

more institutionalisation of competencies and contacts.   

 

4.2  RAINBOW LEADERS 

4.2.1 Results/Impact 

The results framework for the Rainbow Leaders project set out the following out-

comes: 

 

Outcome 1: Rainbow Leader training participants are equipped to lead and sustain 

organizations in effective local and international advocacy  

Outcome 2: LGBTI organizations have sustained resources and capacities to en-

gage in successful long-term human rights efforts & campaigns 

According to RFSL’s annual report 2015, pre and post-training assessments reveals 

that participants perceive substantial increases in their own leadership skills after 

completing the Rainbow Leader training programme. This evaluation has sought to 

understand if the leadership skills gained by the individual participants are sustained, 

and what outcomes can be seen within their organisations in terms of their ability to: 

 Manage and develop the organisation 

 Network with others 

 Advocate for change 

 Mobilise resources  
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Thirty respondents from the Rainbow Leaders project
4
 rated several aspects of organ-

isational strengthening as a result of the training programme, showing positive impact 

as follows: 

 

Manage and develop the organisation  

A recent evaluation conducted by Astraea
5
 found that, “Participants were very posi-

tive about the training and its impact on their work”.
6 According to the evaluation the 

top tool or skill applied within organisations was appreciative inquiry by a significant 

margin (nearly three times as much as any other tool). One third specifically noted 

that they had applied coaching practices in their professional roles. The evaluation 

suggests that appreciative inquiry captured three factors that participants valued: 1) 

AI enabled activists to identify real problems and solutions in their own context; 2) 

The facilitation of this section was participatory and engaging; 3) The approach dealt 

with the harsh and often traumatic realities that activists faced and helped them shift 

perspectives and practices without ignoring their challenging contexts. The impact of 

appreciative inquiry is far-reaching for organizations’ efficacy internally and exter-

nally. 

The Astraea evaluation states that, “Rainbow Leaders irrefutably built the capacity of 

participants”.
7
 The evaluation looked for capacity increases related to creating 

change within participants local, national and regional contexts. Across all areas of 

capacity increases, 75% of responses were either “increased greatly” or “increased 

slightly.” The top four areas where participants’ skills have “increased greatly” are all 

related to more effectively communicating and garnering awareness of LGBTQI 

rights: 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
4
 The informants participating in this evaluation represents a sample-size of 25% of the total participants 
(30 out of 120 persons) 

5
 RFSL’s Rainbow Leaders Long-term impact report, Astraea, May 2016. The informant sample size 
consisted of 52% of the participants (n = 65). 

6
 Ibid 

7
 Ibid 

Fundraising 1

Monitoring & evaluation

Inernal cooperation and 

well-being among staff 1

Management, systems 

& structures 1

External relations

improved substantially improved  improved a little no change

6

16

To what extent did Rainbow Leaders contribute to your organisational strengthening?

4

6

615

12 2

15

16

86

10

17

8
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1. Increasing LGBTQI people’s awareness of their rights (n = 27, 48%) 

2. Media awareness (n = 22, 39%) 

3. Increasing decision-makers’ support and awareness (n = 20, 37%) 

4. Increase public understanding and awareness (n = 16, 28%) 

 

Capacities and practices in monitoring and evaluation have been strengthened with-

in organisations. Eighty-seven percent of Rainbow Leaders respondents in this evalu-

ation claimed that their M&E organisational practices have “improved” to “improved 

substantially”. Fifteen of the respondents provided examples of organisational chang-

es related to M&E. The following are some shared examples:  

“If it wasn’t for the session with RFSL, my M&E skills as an individual would not 

be improved. We have manged to improve our monitoring plans in the organisa-

tion and we speak the same language when it comes to M&E” 

“We are implementing a M&E plan for each action we implement” 

“This year I had a training with the South African Police and I used the monitor-

ing techniques that we used in the Rainbow Leader training programme” 

 

Positive results can be seen regarding strengthened management systems and struc-

tures whereby participants have implemented changes to improve their organisations. 

70% (n=23) of the respondents in this evaluation claim that their management sys-

tems and structures have “improved” or “improved substantially” (only one person 

claimed that there has been no change) since attending the training. The respondents 

shared mixed examples of how their organisations have improved but also that there 

are still challenges remaining that they are working on, but now with a greater aware-

ness of what needs to be done. Some examples of improved systems and structures 

shared by the informants include: 

“We did our organisational chart and we took into account a better definition of 

roles and distribution of tasks and functions that we didn’t have before that gener-

ated many inconveniences” 

“The organisation has not received funding that would allow us to put a proper 

management system and structure in place however small scale systems are en-

couraged and maintained” 

“We improved the way we manage our organisation that is also a federation like 

RFSL” 

 

Improved internal cooperation within organisations and well-being among staff is 

another area of results that participants have identified. Seventy-seven percent (n=23) 

of respondents to this evaluation claimed positive changes in this regard. Preventing 

burn-out is recognised as an important aspect in the LGBTI activist community due to 

constant negative pressures and endless advocacy needs. Research suggests that so-

cial justice and human rights activists, whose activist work is fraught with unique 
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challenges, can be especially susceptible to vocational burn-out.
8
 Many respondents 

shared examples of how their internal cooperation has improved but many comment 

that there is still more that needs to be done in terms of well-being: 

“We adopted wellness and stress management in our organisation, and we organ-

ise regular burnout prevention programmes” 

“The way I relate to my colleagues has improved substantially. I am much more 

calmer now and reflective rather than reactive. This is due to appreciate listening 

skills I learned from Rainbow Leaders” 

“The training has built me to be a leader that is focused, sensitive and ethical 

while at the same time assertive. I always encourage good working relationships 

among my team members. I also ensure that issues are addressed as they come in 

a constructive and caring manner. I am even nominated as the role model of the 

year in the national annual LGBTI Feather Awards” 

 

Network with others and advocating for change 

When asked about the most lasting success of Rainbow Leaders, participants in the 

Astraea evaluation consistently emphasized the impact of long-lasting personal con-

nections with other activists. As one respondent stated, “Each lesson was very practi-

cally useful, but the biggest benefit is the acquaintance and the exchange of individu-

al activism experiences.” Another said, “[Rainbow Leaders succeeds most in] provid-

ing safe space to learn from each other. 

Participants in this evaluation are overwhelmingly positive to how the training pro-

gramme enhanced their networking and advocacy (contacts with other LGBTI orgs, 

human rights orgs and authorities and decision makers). Eighty-six percent (n=26) of 

the respondents stated that their networking has “improved” or “improved substantial-

ly” because of Rainbow Leaders (14% scored “no change” or “improved a little”). 

The most positive networking results was in relation to external relations.  

Half of the participants shared examples of established and strengthened networking 

with other LGBTI organisations locally, regionally and globally. There are examples 

of joint actions that have been taken as well as providing each other with support and 

professional exchanges when needed. These can be summarised as follows:  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
8
 Burnout in Social Justice and Human Rights Activists: Symptoms, Causes and Implications, Cher 
Weixia Chen and Paul C. Gorski. 2015. Oxford University Press. 
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Networks & cooperation 

with other LGBTI orgs 

Networks and coopera-

tion with human rights 

orgs 

Networks and contacts 

with decision makers 

- collaborating in the 

space of the Commission 

for the Status of Women 

- networking in India has 

substantially improved 

with our leadership 

- several new alliances 

between Latin American 

organisations 

- several organisations 

collaborated on a commu-

nity film project 

- WhatsApp groups are 

used for knowledge ex-

changes, asking and 

providing support 

- we facilitated support 

from more human rights 

organisations for Belgrade 

Pride  

- part of the Network for 

Social Organisations in 

Ecuador 

- engage more with CSO 

networks in Indonesia on 

advocacy of criminal code 

and attempts to criminalise 

LGBTQI 

- working with the Human 

Rights Commission in 

Ecuador 

- part of the national task 

team to combat hate 

crimes in South Africa, 

and task team formulating 

the hate crimes bill 

- part of team of activists 

that meets with Executive 

& Legislative Cabinet on 

LGBTI public policies 

- engaging more with 

school management struc-

tures, traditional leaders, 

church leaders, etc. 

- engaging more with other 

donors  

 

Interview excerpts from participants further illustrate networking results that Rain-

bow Leaders has contributed to:  

“We have started involving the local country government and it’s working well” 

“I believe that this was the best thing that the course left us, and it was the consol-

idation of key alliances with other organizations and activists of the region, coex-

istence, sharing the trip, experience, learning is something that generates strong 

links and we have been able to consolidate them over time and make joint actions 

with other countries and our country with whom we were in Rainbow leaders” 

“As an organisation we are now having ease in engaging with policy makers and 

other stakeholders to ensure the LGBTI persons enjoy their rights. We have estab-

lished strong networks and have become part of several LGBTI members based 

organisations and also leading other initiatives”  

 

Mobilise resources 

According to RFSL’s annual report 2015, the element of the programme that focuses 

on fundraising was identified as one of the most important among the tools that par-

ticipants got access to during the duration of the training.  For many it was the first 

time they received structured instructions, feedback and tools to apply for grants.  

“I am much smarter in fundraising. I used skills from Rainbow Leaders and I mo-

bilised local donors. We designed many small projects with small budgets and I 
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wrote grants concepts which were successful. We got support from UNAIDS and 

UN Women. Before that I never wrote any concept or proposal.”  

 

As fundraising skills increased from the training received (70% of respondents in this 

evaluation claimed improved capacity), many organisations developed fundraising 

strategies and applied the fundraising methods learned. Ten participants shared ex-

amples of access to amplified funding and new donors that can be attributed to their 

increased fundraising capacity. New donors include bilateral, multilateral, private 

sector and NGOs. Two participants articulated that they have even been supporting 

other organisations successfully with their fundraising efforts.   

The Astraea evaluation found that 42% of participants report an increase of resources 

to the LGBTI population, and 31% an increase or resources to their organisations 

since participating in Rainbow Leaders. The report states, “Together, we find a strong 

interrelation between internal skills, including especially appreciative inquiry, fund-

raising, and monitoring and evaluation, and the ability to conduct compelling advoca-

cy, build allies, and mobilize communities”.  

4.2.2 Relevance 
The Rainbow Leader training programme is highly relevant to both the Strategy for 

Support via Swedish civil society (2010-2015 and 2016-2022) and the Strategy for 

Democracy and Human Rights 2014-2017.  

The project is also relevant to the participating activists and their organisations. This 

evaluation is able to confidently corroborate the conclusion made in the recent eval-

uation undertaken by Astraea
9
, stating that, “Activists overwhelmingly applaud the 

Rainbow Leaders project as useful, important and engaging leadership training pro-

gramme”. The Astraea evaluation included responses from a larger sample size of 

Rainbow Leaders (54% = 65) compared to this evaluation (25% = 30). 

96% (n = 29) of the Rainbow Leader informants participating in this evaluation 

claimed that, “The Rainbow Leader training programme is relevant to my specific 

needs as an organization”.
10

  When asked what was the most important and helpful 

aspects of the Rainbow Leaders project, the following received the most mention (in 

order); 1) leadership training, 2) networking, 3) training in monitoring and evaluation, 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
9
 Ibid 

10
 When asked about the relevance of the training programme 15 persons responded ”to a large extent” 
while 14 persons responded ”totally”. One person responded “somewhat”. 
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4) training in fundraising, and 5) training in security and well-being. Participants in 

the later cycles were more satisfied, demonstrating that RFSL improved contents over 

time. 

93% (28) of the respondents claim that the Rainbow Leaders project is different from 

training provided by other organisations. The difference is attributed to the peer learn-

ing approach and network building, the collaborative approach of RFSL, and the top-

ics covered in the training. The fact that the training was exclusively for LGBTI ac-

tivists, made participants feel safe, which facilitated learning and experience ex-

change.  A majority of the external informants interviewed validate that the Rainbow 

Leaders training programme is relevant to strengthening capacities of LGBTI activ-

ists. There was however concerns that the relevance of the training could have been 

further enhanced with more contexts related contents and trainers. It should also be 

noted that the need for capacity development of the LGBT movement is much greater 

than the 120 activists reached by the training programme.  

4.2.3 Effectiveness 
The evidence gathered in this evaluation

11
 indicates that the Rainbow Leaders project 

has been effective in contributing to the expected outcomes as defined in RFSL’s 

Theory of Change, namely, that, “LGBTI advocates are equipped to lead and sustain 

organisations in effective local and international advocacy. LGBTI organisations have 

sustained resources and capacities to engage in successful long-term human rights 

efforts and campaigns”.  

Strengthened individual capacities have led to organisational changes that have mate-

rialised in management and systems, improved project management with better moni-

toring and enhanced internal collaboration and well-being of activists. Organisations 

have increased their funding, and collaborate more in networks within the LGBTI 

community and with other human rights organisations, ultimately resulting in more 

effective advocates for change.  

Organisations who had more than one participant attending the training programme 

unanimously claim (25 interviewed) that it contributed to more effective organisa-

tional change, as is illustrated by the following comment, “Each person from our or-

ganisation participated in a different cycle and that on its own created a platform for 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
11

 Both primary data collected as well as secondary data collected from previous monitoring and evalua-
tion reports 
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sharing, facilitating a conversation with other staff members and looked at activities 

that will help us manage ourselves better moving forward in the organisation”. 

The training programme has been effective in creating what RFSL refers to as “the 

rainbow feeling”, something that is verified by two thirds of the respondents in this 

evaluation. RFSL is praised for being inclusive, accountable and transparent, and an 

organisation that listens and learns.   

 

The effectiveness of the training was enhanced by the collaboration between Astraea 

and RFSL. Although this collaboration was donor initiated and required time to estab-

lish roles and responsibilities at the onset, it led to a complimentary approach where 

both organisations played to their strengths which benefited the programme.  RFSL’s 

final report for Rainbow Leaders
12

 states, “From RFSL’s point of view the coopera-

tion with Astraea has had a strong added value, both for participating organisations, 

and for experience exchange between the two organisations. Some participating or-

ganisations have, through the structure of the partnership and the cooperation between 

RFSL and Astraea had a great opportunity to participate in Rainbow Leaders, and in 

parallel receive small-scale grants from Astraea, as well as to participate in their 

Comms Labs; a training focusing on ICT. This undoubtedly strengthens the possibil-

ity for Rainbow Leaders participants to make use of the skills gained during the train-

ing, and vice versa for Astraea grants to be used in the most effective way by grant-

ees. Also, RFSL and Astraea have been able to exchange experiences when it comes 

to designing training, and working with M&E of training programs. RFSL comes out 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
12

 November 2016 
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of the Rainbow Leaders program with a strengthened capacity when it comes to de-

signing training programs, a strength that we bring in to the planning of future train-

ing.”  

Despite the positive outcomes of Rainbow Leaders training, the evaluation has identi-

fied areas where effectiveness can be improved. While the topics covered in the train-

ing was deemed relevant, and the content useful, some aspects of the programme re-

ceived substantial criticism from participants, both in this evaluation as well as 

Astraea’s evaluation. The main weaknesses where improvements can be made to in-

crease the effectiveness of the training programme can be summarised as follows: 

- Outreach: The programme only reached 120 participants and had no compo-

nents supporting a training of trainers approach. A training of trainers approach, 

with coaching and backstopping, could have improved outreach substantially. 

- Follow up systems: The biggest criticism the programme received from partici-

pants was the lack of follow-up training and support. Seventy-five percent of the 

participants in this evaluation (n=22) confirmed that they had not had any inter-

action with RFSL after the programme, and those who did had mainly interac-

tions at external conferences. Most felt that RFSL had not nurtured relationships 

after the programme as they had expected and needed, nor reached out to them in 

difficult times (i.e. when colleagues were murdered, when important events hap-

pened in their country or organisation). Many commented that follow-up training 

were needed to ensure more effective organisational change, as some were not 

able to put the knowledge into practice because of additional capacity gaps.  

- Diversity and experience of trainers: trainers were not representative enough of 

the regions and cultures, nor informed sufficiently of the realities and difficult 

contexts relevant to the participants. Several participants remarked that it would 

have been good to have more trainers from Africa, Asia and Latin American, and 

that the capacity of the participants was under-utilised in the training, especially 

alumni who could have been engaged in future programmes (RFSL did however 

engage previous participants as facilitators on a few occasions). Some trainers 

seemed out of touch with the realities of the participants and lacked an under-

standing of their needs, which may have been a result of a lack of preparation or 

possibly ill-suited trainers for the particular needs of the programme.  

- Facilitation and training methods: Some trainers received extensive praise by 

participants, while others were deemed to be less relevant in their competence 

and approach. A few participants commented that there was an unnecessary di-

vide between students and staff and that there wasn’t enough group engagement 

or inclusion of participants in facilitating sessions, and less peer-to-peer learning 

than what was feasible.  
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- Mentoring: Structured mentoring of participants during the programme (and be-

tween the two sessions) did not work well, as confirmed by RFSL and partici-

pants. The idea of mentoring was considered to be highly relevant but there re-

mains room for improvement. The first cycle had a design whereby staff was 

meant to mentor participants which did not materialise as intended. RFSL adjust-

ed the approach after understanding that it didn’t work, whereby the following 

cycles endeavoured to structure group peer-to-peer mentoring. This worked bet-

ter and in some cases well, while overall there remained weaknesses. Many par-

ticipants commented that the mentoring should have been given more effort as 

it’s a key aspect to their capacity development.   

- Participatory development of content: To enhance the relevance of the content 

of the programme several participants suggested the need for RFSL to undertake 

more comprehensive needs assessments based on the particular participants and 

the national/regional contexts. Some participants found RFSL’s examples and 

way of working to be quite far removed from their own realities.   

- Selection of participants: The selection of participants is a key aspect to the ef-

fectiveness of achieving the programme objectives. Although RFSL made great 

effort to select strategic participants
13

 it wasn’t always realised. At the design of 

the programme Sida and USAID agreed that 80% of participants should be se-

lected from Astraea Foundation partner organisations from the target countries 

within the LGBTI Global Partnership, including Zambia and Zimbabwe. These 

limited the possibility for more strategic considerations in the selection process. 

Some participants didn’t hold key positions in their organisations and were less 

inclined to transfer their knowledge and skills acquired during the training. Some 

participants mentioned examples of other participants who lacked constituency in 

their home countries while there were other activists who would have been more 

relevant for the programme, something that RFSL could have identified through 

peer referencing.   

There were also some self-critical views expressed by trainers and organisers, espe-

cially around the Spanish language course. It was considered less relevant and effec-

tive, as the set up and programme content was not adapted to the regional context. 

Strangely the participants of that course have not been more critical than those par-

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
13

 Defined selection criteria have been applied by the Rainbow Leaders selection committee (criteria 
include quality of application, position of organisation and person, diversity of LGBTI persons and ag-
es, and covering identified countries) 
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ticipating in other courses. In general they have expressed a similar level of satisfac-

tion, both in the Astraea evaluation and in this evaluation.    

4.2.4 Efficiency 

The total cost of the Rainbow Leaders, with 120 participants, amounted 4 318 

758sek. Costs covered programme management and administration, trainers and 

study visits as well as travel and accommodation costs for participants.  

  

Cost efficiency of the Rainbow Leaders project has been measured in several ways. 

Evidence shows that RFSL has actively sought cost efficiencies related to expenses of 

the project, such as securing good rates for accommodation and travel. Economy class 

venues and travelling has been used. 

The cost of Rainbow Leaders has been benchmarked against 27 Sida funded interna-

tional training programmes (ITP)
14

 that have similar set-ups whereby a group of par-

ticipants from several countries spend approximately three weeks of training in Swe-

den and one or two weeks in another country for follow-up training. The training pro-

grammes are similar in form but vary in number of participants and input (i.e. number 

of training days and mentoring time) and thus a straight forward comparison cannot 

be made. Rainbow Leaders averaged 25 training days per programme. Other Sida 

funded ITPs range between 31-36 training days in duration. Rainbow Leaders aver-

aged 27 participants per programme. Other Sida funded ITPs averaged 21-30 partici-

pants.  

The benchmarking does provide a useful assessment of the Rainbow Leaders cost 

efficiency, showing that Rainbow Leaders is below the average cost per participant, 

ranking 5
th

 out of 28. The average cost per Rainbow Leader participant is 

160 000SEK, while other training programmes averaged 145 000-202 000SEK per 

participant). However, when the cost is broken down per training day and participant, 

the cost is slightly higher than the others, averaging 6 400SEKper day, while others 

range between 4 500-6 100SEK per day. This is due to the low number of training 

days in comparison with the other training programmes. The figures below illustrate 

how the cost of Rainbow Leaders compares to other similar programmes.  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
14

 Implementing partners of the ITPs range from Swedish state agencies, civil society organisations, 
universities and consultancy companies. The selection criteria for the sample was data availability. 
The list of ITPs can be found in annex 6 – Documents reviewed. 
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Some external informants perceive the cost of Rainbow Leaders to be high (as it fo-

cusses on 120 individual activists) and think there are more cost efficient ways to 

achieve organisational capacity development results. The evaluation has not under-

taken an analysis of alternative methods for developing the capacity of LGBTI activ-

ists and their organisations, such as providing technical assistance on site to organisa-

tions, or undertaking country based training programmes as this typical “ITP format” 

(i.e. a two-part training with the first hosted in Sweden and the second in a home 

country of the participants) was a conscious decision at the design phase  The amount 

spent on each organisation in the Rainbow Leader training averages EUR 6 000, 

which could alternatively finance a limited amount of technical assistance. This might 

have been more efficient for management system development, but would not have 

yielded the same results in terms of networking and movement building, nor in-depth 

leadership training. 

4.2.5 Sustainability 
When training is relevant, useful and of good quality, the sustainability of individual 

capacity development results tend to be high. The findings from this evaluation show 

evidence that the participants are retaining the knowledge and skills they have gained 

and are using them to the benefit of their organisations, although some of the 

knowledge transferred during the programme has not been put into practice yet. The 
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personal capacity changes, specifically gained leadership skills, influenced by the 

programme, are being applied and organisational benefits can be seen in improved 

systems and ways of working, and funding is being secured from various sources. 

Participants have become part of networks and collaboration efforts as a result of the 

programme which strengthen the sustainability of activist actions. Indications are 

strong that the results from the programme are sustainable. However, evidence of 

these organisational changes has not been found (i.e. verification of systems and pro-

cedures in place), and there may be a risk that the developed capacity remains with 

individuals which would indicate that sustainability is not guaranteed if the individu-

als leave. This is often the case with civil society organisations that are driven by 

committed activists.   
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 5. Conclusions  

5.1  CONTRIBUTION STORY  

The Theory of Change 

states that: 

The evaluation concludes that: 

If RFSL has capacity to 

engage effectively in in-

ternational advocacy and 

to offer relevant support 

to LGBTI activists and 

organisations in difficult 

contexts  

 

The LGBT Voices project has contributed to substan-

tial strengthening of the international work of RFSL. 

RFSL has used the Sida support to recruit competent 

staff, develop its organisational structure, its adminis-

trative and financial systems and its strategic ap-

proaches. This has enabled RFSL to engage in capaci-

ty development, networking, grant making and advo-

cacy, which is now based on an agreed overall strate-

gy and clearly formulated results frameworks.  

This internal organisational strengthening has enabled 

RFSL to contribute to important achievements in the 

four targeted advocacy processes as well as to the 

joint efforts of Sweden in these processes. Respond-

ents provide detailed examples on how the RFSL rep-

resentative influenced processes through facilitation, 

collaboration, humbleness, persistence, visibility, le-

gitimacy, leadership and professionality. These con-

tributions are however still highly dependent on one 

individual. Furthermore, as a member of ILGA’s 

global movement a closer joint planning would proba-

bly have further enhanced outcomes. 

This internal organisational strengthening has also 

enabled RFSL to develop and implement capacity 

development interventions for LGBTI activists – in 

connection with the ILGA World Conference (2012) 

and in the Rainbow Leadership format (in partnership 

with Astraea). Both were seen as highly relevant to 

participants, especially in terms of movement building 

and strengthened networks. 
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Then these activists and 

organisations can sustain 

and develop their work, 

be more resilient to 

threats and increasingly 

develop strategic alliances 

 

Respondents confirm that the capacity development 

through Rainbow Leaders has indeed contributed to 

increased networking, self-confidence and resilience 

among the participating activists. The activist have 

enhanced their leadership skills and improved their 

networking and advocacy practices. To a lesser extent 

they have also improved managerial and fund raising 

practices of their organisations. While the participants 

are largely satisfied with the training, it is obvious that 

the outreach is limited compared to the need (120 ac-

tivists participated in the Rainbow Leader training) 

and that there is room for improvement in the ap-

proaches taken.  

Leading to more effective 

ways of networking and 

influencing the situation 

of LGBTI persons locally, 

regionally and globally 

 

There are a number of examples of Rainbow Leader 

participants improving networking and advocacy at 

national levels, thus demonstrating contributions of 

the project. Also participants at the ILGA world con-

ference training confirm improved advocacy practices 

(67% of respondents in post conference evaluation).  

The evaluation team found only one example of con-

tribution at the regional level i.e. regional collabora-

tions between organisations in Latin America. The 

contributions of the LGBT Voices project at global 

level were substantial in four strategic international 

advocacy processes. These contributions were based 

on a broad collaborative effort and consultations with-

in the LGBTI movement. RFSL also contributed to 

the development and adoption of the Amsterdam 

Network principles (for advocacy on behalf or others), 

which demonstrate sensitivity to the importance of 

local ownership and involvement in the advocacy 

agenda. 

 

The evaluation makes the following conclusions in relation to the DAC evaluation 

criteria:   
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5.2  RELEVANCE  
The two RFSL projects are relevant to both the Strategy for Support via Swedish civil 

society 2016-2022 (CSO strategy) and the Strategy for Democracy and Human Rights 

2014-2017. The CSO strategy aims at a “vibrant and pluralistic civil society in devel-

opment countries that, from a rights based perspective, works for improved living 

conditions for people living in poverty in all its dimensions, greater respect for hu-

man rights and for global sustainable development”. It specifically mentions that 

“Swedish civil society organisations could be supported to perform advocacy outside 

Sweden in order to create an enhanced understanding of global development and 

sustainability issues that are relevant to people living in poverty - strengthening ad-

vocacy towards decision makers at global, regional national and local levels”.
15

 The 

Strategy for Democracy and Human Rights 2014-2017 aims at “strengthened democ-

racy and gender equality, increased respect for human rights and freedom from op-

pression.” It specifically mentions:  

- Strengthening of the positions and the security of human rights defenders  

- Strengthening of global actors, working for democracy and human rights 

- Strengthening the rights of LGBTI persons 

The relevance of the training and networking events organised by RFSL under the 

two projects, has been significant for a large majority of the LGBTI activists who 

participated. They confirm that their networking, resilience and capacity to take ac-

tion have been strengthened as a result. In many cases their improved leadership skills 

has influenced practices of their respective organisations and improved the ability to 

strategize, fundraise, cooperate and advocate for change.  

The relevance of RFSL global advocacy is confirmed by external observers at the UN 

in Geneva and New York. However, the relevance of these advocacy efforts for the 

living conditions of LGBTI people on the ground is more long term and varies from 

context to context. In some countries the advocacy gains in the UN can be used to 

monitor and put pressure on national level authorities. In other countries, where socie-

tal attitudes and legislation are very oppressive, backlashes may happen when the 

human rights agenda is perceived to be driven from the outside. The differences of 

opinion on the most strategic advocacy approach were openly discussed in connection 

with the resolution adopted in the Human Rights Council in June 2016. RFSL has 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
15

 Unofficial translation from Swedish 
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done its outmost to develop principles for consultation and representation and to prac-

tice these principles. RFSL has made specific efforts to address this exclusion e.g. at 

the Commission on the status of women and in training. 

The added value of RFSL is summarised as: 

- There is great value of having a competent Swedish civil society resource base 

on human rights of LGBTI persons, which advices Sida and MFA to make in-

formed strategic decisions in both development and diplomacy arenas. RFSL has 

professional expertise, a global CSO network and extensive contextual infor-

mation which are  highly valued. RFSL understands what kind of engagement 

that is achievable and constructive in UN processes and can supplement govern-

ment actions effectively.  

- RFSL is a member based LGBT organisation with 65 years’ experience of do-

mestic advocacy and can therefore speak with credibility and legitimacy. RFSL is 

trusted by the global LGBTI civil society community as it has built good rela-

tionships with activists all around the world, thanks to its involvement in training 

and partnerships over a number of years. The good contacts with the Swedish 

government also give RFSL a strong position in international forums. 

- RFSL is one of the few organisations that can bring together experience across 

the human rights and development spaces. This is thanks to the unique combina-

tion of engaging both in partnerships and capacity development projects with na-

tional level activists and organisations and in international human rights advoca-

cy. There are only few other organisation with similar capacity; COC (Nether-

lands), ILGA Europe and Outright (although Outright is not member based). 

- RFSL has the ability to serve as a bridge between the international level and the 

national level. RFSL is able to do preparatory work on the ground directly with 

national partners and thereby reach their respective governments – to prepare for 

the international level advocacy. RFSL is able to make a link between re-

granting/capacity development at national level and the international advocacy. 

5.3  EFFECTIVENESS 
As shown above, RFSL has largely managed to reach the expected outcomes of the 

two projects, although there are some areas of improvement.  

The investments made in international advocacy through the LGBT Voices project 

has contributed to strengthening of the Swedish diplomacy on SOGI issues and to the 

influencing of processes related to Agenda 2030, the resolution taken by the Human 

Rights Council on the mandate of an independent SOGI expert, the Commission of 

the Status of Women resolutions and the donor initiative Equal Rights Coalition. The 

role of RFSL in advocacy processes has been substantial, but depends too much on 

one individual, which limits the effectiveness. More could have been achieved with a 
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team of staff members that could support each other and contribute complementary 

skills and diverse experiences from the movement. Respondents express a high de-

mand for more SOGIE advocacy in many strategic international processes (i.e. WHO, 

upcoming Swedish work in the Security Council, Agenda 2030 implementation and 

monitoring, developments within faith based organisations etc.). The intention to de-

velop capacity and involve partners from The Global South/East in international and 

regional processes started at the ILGA World Conference in 2012, but has not been 

systematically followed up since.  The same few activists who have demonstrated 

capacity to engage at the international level seem to be invited to all spaces.   

The investment in capacity development of activists through the Rainbow Leader 

training programme has led to increased resilience, self-confidence, movement build-

ing and networking. Some organisations have also managed to improve their func-

tioning in terms of accessing increased funding and improved organisational profes-

sionalism. The strengthened capacities of participating organisations has contributed 

to the Global LGBTI Human Rights Partnership intermediate objective of stronger 

mobilization and visibility to secure rights in local, regional and international areas. 

There are however a range of areas that need to be addressed in order to improve ef-

fectiveness of the training, namely, utilisation of trainers from The Global South/East, 

follow-up systems and continued engagement with participants, and selection of par-

ticipants.  

5.4  EFFICIENCY 
RFSLs internal organisational development went through initial difficulties, but is 

now at a level where strategy, systems, structures and competencies are in place to 

manage the international programmes with quality. Main areas of that still need to be 

addressed are: 

- Dependence on Sida funding 

- M&E and financial management 

- Overloading of some staff members 

The outcomes achieved (and described above) seem to be substantial compared to the 

small number of staff allocated for the tasks and the budget size for the respective 

projects. In comparison, RFSU
16

 has a team of 15 people working on international 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
16

 RFSU is a Swedish organisation that has been internationally engaged in projects and initiatives 
concerning sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR) for many years. RFSU receive Sida 
funding for various initiatives. 
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programmes of which at least four focus on international advocacy processes, in part-

nership with its global umbrella IPPF, focussing on very similar processes to RFSL.  

RFSL has used economy class venues, economy class flights and hotels and also 

made use of volunteers to keep costs low. Compared to similar training and confer-

ences organised by other Sida partners the unit costs per participant is lower.  

The method of centralised training of individuals is sometimes seen as less efficient 

than organisational development coaching, which targets the whole organisation and 

its systems and structures. Although investment in individual capacity development, 

especially leadership skills is one method do achieve organisational strengthening. It 

is however the view of the evaluators that it would be more efficient to adopt a train-

ing of trainers approaches in order to reach a larger group of activists and organisa-

tions. Many participants confirm that they would be more than ready to take on such 

roles, if supported. It would also add to the effectiveness in terms of movement build-

ing if training were more linked to ILGA regional networks, and perhaps hosted by 

them.    

5.5  SUSTAINABILITY 
Sustainability of advocacy results cannot be taken for granted, as the environment is 

unpredictable and hostile. Space for civil society and human rights is shrinking in 

many countries and advocacy gains are under continuous threat. In November 2016, 

an initiative from the African group in the General Assembly tried to make the resolu-

tion from the Human Rights Council (referred to above) invalid. The effort was un-

successful, for now. The upcoming role of the US as a defender of these values is not 

certain. Efforts to hold the ground and turn the tide need to increase and find new 

avenues, also outside the UN human rights systems, in the coming years.  

Capacity development results are more sustainable, as activists who participated in 

the RFSL networking and training tend to stay in their organisations and continue the 

struggle. If they move on, they bring their commitment and networks along. Still, the 

activists are working under very harsh conditions and need on-going mentoring, 

backstopping and protection. Future capacity development efforts need to consider 

such aspects. 
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 6. Recommendations 

6.1  FOR RFSL 

RFSL should consider to: 

- Consolidate its work in line with the adopted international strategy.  

- Continue to develop its M&E and financial control functions, define and develop 

the role of the International Affairs Committee and further explore synergies be-

tween the domestic and international programmes, e.g. in LGBT training design 

for various target groups, fund raising etc. 

- Urgently find other sources of funding to reduce dependency on Sida, especially 

for the important work carried out by RFSL in collaboration with the Swedish 

delegations abroad and in the UN, which cannot depend on possible cuts in the 

aid budget. This includes exploring opportunities to solicit resources from vari-

ous Swedish development cooperation appropriations. 

- Better coordinate international projects internally and communicate with Sida 

through one focal point.  

- Aim at increasing its advocacy team so that at least three persons share the re-

sponsibility, for sustainability, outreach and institutionalisation of capacity.  

- Subject to the availability of additional resources, widen the advocacy scope to 

other arenas outside the UN human rights system (e.g. WHO, upcoming Swedish 

work in the Security Council, Agenda 2030 implementation and monitoring, de-

velopments within faith based organisations)  

- Work strategically and long term to broaden the group of activists from The 

Global South/East that are invited and coached at the international level advoca-

cy spaces. Link these efforts to the capacity development programmes.  

- Further develop its co-planning and synergies with other global and regional 

LGBTI networks and organisations in both advocacy and capacity development 

to strengthen their involvement and capacities and to link the movement building 

to concrete organising and networking.  

- Develop the approach taken in capacity development programmes to address the 

weaknesses pointed out in this and the Astraea evaluations. This includes in-

creased utilisation of resource persons from The Global South/East, investing in 

training of trainers and linking movement building and training opportunities to 
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regional and global LGBTI networks to enhance their involvement, legitimacy 

and capacity. 

It is recognised that RFSL has already initiated some of these recommendations. 

6.2  FOR SIDA 

Sida should consider to: 

- Continue using  RFSL as a partner in Swedish efforts to address human rights of 

LGBTI persons in both diplomacy and development assistance and understand 

that RFSL’s advocacy work and capacity development of activists and LGBT or-

ganisations are interlinked and one project cannot perform without the support of 

the other. Therefore, if Sida decides to continue its support to RFSL, core fund-

ing towards the strategic plan for international work should be the preferred mo-

dality. 

- Continue to take a broad approach to support to human rights of LGBTI persons 

and SOGI issues. In addition to RFSL, there are other important actors that play 

different roles in the fight for human rights of LGBTI persons and for SOGI is-

sues (as mentioned on page 30). The RFSL movement building efforts fits well 

with these aspects.  

- Take a consistent, coordinated and strategic approach to LGBTI issues, based on 

the CSO strategy, the Democracy and Human rights strategy and the various ge-

ographic strategies.  

- Although the partnership between RFSL and Astraea is seen as positive by both 

parties, Sida needs to reflect on how to address the parameters for future coopera-

tion under the US partnership and how it will relate to its support to RFSL. 
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 Annexes 

ANNEX 1 -  TERMS OF REFERENCE 

1. Background  
The Swedish Federation for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer Rights (RFSL) 

has received project support from the Sida unit Democracy and Human Rights (hereinafter 

DEMO –unit) since 2012. The overall project objective aims to increase freedom of speech 

and rights for LGBT people globally through advocacy work. The agreement has in 2016 

been extended to cover activities to the end of 2017 to give time for RFSL and Sida to learn 

and use the findings of this evaluation. The project includes from 2016 also a newly devel-

oped version of the Rainbow Leaders training programme called Rainbow Academy. Rain-

bow Leaders was previously supported by another Sida Unit; Global Economy and Environ-

ment. The total Sida contribution for this two projects are 18, 6 MSEK for the period 2012-

2018. RFSL was established in 1950, and is a Swedish non-governmental civil society organ-

isation registered in Sweden. RFSL’s goal is that the same rights, opportunities and obliga-

tions shall apply to LGBT people as for everyone else in society. RFSL works locally, na-

tionally and internationally. The Sida supported project is directed to RFSL’s international 

work.  

  
2. Evaluation Purpose  
This evaluation aims to evaluate RFSL’s project LGBT Voices and the Rainbow Leaders 

project within the following three main areas;  

-Advocacy;  

-Partnership;  

-Capacity development.  

 

The Evaluation will feed into RFSL’s program development and Sida’s forthcoming decision 

on future funding for the project. Therefore, both RFSL and Sida are intended users of this 

evaluation.  

 
3. Evaluation Questions  
i. Assess and analyse the achievements of the project in relation to the outcomes, results 
framework and planned objectives in project documents;  

ii. To what extent is the project likely to achieve intended sustainable impact and outcomes, 

enabling and disabling factors such as for example context, other conditions, challenges and 

opportunities, why/why not? Are the planned objectives relevant and sustainable given the 

context/problem analysis? Any unforeseen outcomes?;  

iii. Identify and describe strengths and weaknesses in the strategies/approaches/priorities tak-

en and in the planning, implementation and monitoring of the project. Describe challenges 
and solutions to these sought by the project. Summarise lessons learnt.  

iv. To assess and issue recommendations on effectiveness, usefulness, relevance and added 

value as well as on possible continued support to the organisation.  

  

These questions should be further developed and refined during the inception phase of this 

evaluation.  
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4. Delimitations  
This evaluation covers the Sida supported LGBT Voices and Rainbow Leadership project. 

Other Sida supported RFSL projects will not be included in this evaluation.  

  
5. Approach and Method  
The method for this evaluation shall be elaborated on in the proposal as well as in the incep-

tion report. How LGBTI people and organisations/actors will be involved in the evaluation 

will be elaborated on in the proposal and the inception report. The evaluation shall consist of 

the following phases:  

 

1. Inception phase: Shall contain an initial desk review and interviews with key stakeholders 

to establish a reference group to be involved throughout the evaluation process as well as to 

define the scope of the evaluation and the evaluation questions. It will result in an inception 

report (maximum 10 pages) with the development of a work plan, detailed description of 

methodology for gathering and analysing the data. Sida shall be given time to comment on 

the inception report before the Sida approval of the inception report.  

  

2. Data collection and analysis: Review of project documents, including project proposals and 

reports, Sida assessments as well as Sida strategies, policies and guidelines. In addition the 

evaluation should review other documentation relevant to achievements of the RFSL sup-

ported project. Interviews with RFSL staff and other stakeholders to get an informed opinion 

of achievements and challenges. Interviews with relevant staff at Sida and the MoFA. The 

data collection will possibly include field visits or other measures to include beneficiaries and 

partners of the RFSL projects.  

  

3. Reporting and presentation: A final draft report should be prepared for comments by Sida 

before being finalised. The consultant(s) should present the final draft report at a meeting 

with Sida and RFSL.  

  

6. Stakeholder Involvement  
Sida finds the stakeholder involvement a key to a successful use of this evaluation. The 

stakeholders consist of RFSL’s beneficiaries; partners and target groups of the RFSL project 

such as for example LGBTIQ organisations and activists, but also for example government 

officials indented to be reached by RFSL programme. The stakeholders shall be consulted 

through the evaluation process. Identification of stakeholders and methods for this participa-

tion shall be presented in the inception report. It is important to note that this project is global 

and therefore there is a need to find innovative methods to gather this information.  

 
7. Evaluation Quality  
The evaluation shall conform to OECD/DAC’s Quality Standards for Development Evalua-

tion. In addition, the evaluators shall use the Sida OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in 

Evaluation. Appropriate methodology and methods for evaluation will be worked out in de-

tail in dialogue with Sida. The evaluators shall specify how quality assurance will be handled 

by them during the evaluation process. The inception will be discussed with, and revised after 

comments by, Sida and RFSL.  

 

8. Time Schedule, Reporting and Communication  
The evaluation is planned to start in September and end in mid –December by the latest.  

After initial meeting with Sida: 

1. Study the background documents and material provided by Sida, see below.  
2. Workshop at Sida with RFSL, where purpose and evaluation questions will be discussed  
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3. Present and discuss inception report with Sida and RFSL. Time shall be given for com-

ments.  
4. Evaluation phase with interviews of relevant stakeholders at Sida, RFSL and target groups 

of the RFSL project, further reading of reports and assessments.  
5. Possible field visit or other methods to gather the information from stakeholders.  

6. Submission of draft report of maximum of 30 pages, excluding annexes. The methodology 

used should be described and explained in the draft report. Any limitations shall be made 

explicit and their consequences discussed.  

7. Presentation of report for relevant Sida staff working with the strategy.  

8. Submission of final report of a maximum 30 pages. The methodology used should be de-

scribed and explained in the final report. Any limitations shall be made explicit and their 

consequences discussed.  
9. Presentation of the report.  

  
The methodology used should be described and explained in the inception and final report. 

Discussions regarding field visits and selected contributions for review should be held with 

Sida during the inception phase.  

 TERMS OF REFERENCE  
Any limitations shall be made explicit and their consequences of the outcome of the evalua-

tion should be discussed in the reports. The inception, draft and final reports should be writ-

ten in English. The final report shall be professionally proofread. In the proposal for carrying 

out this evaluation, an overall draft time and work plan should be presented including 

planned delivery dates (please see the time schedule above) for the reports, field visits and the 

presentation of the report. RFSL should be involved in the identification of key stakeholders 

for the establishment of a reference group. The proposal should include a detailed description 

on how the evaluation team aims to reach key stakeholders and beneficiaries. Please take into 

account that RFSL has partners in several countries and the tender must therefore also include 

a budgeted plan for visits if assessed as needed. Upon signing of the contract with the con-

sultant, time and budget for the evaluation will be approved by Sida. The Evaluation Team 

shall present a draft inception report to Sida for discussion and approval. The final inception 

report should be approved by Sida, and will serve as a guiding document for the rest of the 

evaluation. Subject to decision by Sida, the final report might be published in the series Sida 

Evaluation.  

 

9. Resources  
The assignment should start in September. It is suggested that the inception report should be 

presented in September/October, the first draft of the report submitted in November and the 

final report in December. The final report shall be submitted within two weeks of receiving 

comments by Sida and RFSL on the draft report. It estimated that the evaluation will cost up 

to 500 000 SEK.  

  
10. Evaluation Team Qualification  
Required competences of the team members are:  

 

I. Academic degrees in Development, Social science, Political science, Democracy, Human 

Rights and/or other relevant areas.  

II. Professional experience in working and/or evaluating of in the area of Human 

Rights/Human rights of LGBTI persons. Team members should have documented LGBTI 

competence.  

III. Qualified as according to Sida’s frame work agreement.  
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Experience of evaluation of international development work, particularly in areas of or relat-

ed to human rights, advocacy, marginalized groups civil society. Experience of working in or 

with repressed environments, and with a shown understanding of the impact that a continu-

ously shrinking space including increased security concerns has on organisations and their 

ability to act. The competencies of the individual team members should be complimentary, 

and can include both consult level 1, 2 and 3 led by a senior team leader at consult level 1. 

The Evaluation Team should use a participatory approach and have a gender diverse balance. 

Due to the sensitive nature of some of supported projects/programmes in the Strategy a Dec-

laration of Impartiality and Confidentiality is to be signed by the evaluation team. The evalu-

ation team must be independent of the evaluated activities and no stake in the outcome of the 

report  

 

11. Appendices  
References:  
Annex 1. Results strategy for special initiatives for human rights and democratization 2014-

2017.  

Annex 2. Results strategy for global action on socially sustainable development 2014–2017.  

Annex 3 - Sida format for reporting. 
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Annex 2 -  INCEPTION REPORT 

1. Introduction  

1 .1  GLOBAL CONTEXT  
The evaluation is undertaken in a context of increased international polarisation in 

discussions and positions on the rights of LGBTI (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender 

and intersex) persons as illustrated by the debate and the vote in the United Nations 

Human Rights Council on June 30, 2016 on the adoption of ta resolution on “Protec-

tion against violence and discrimination based on sexual orientation, and gender iden-

tity” mandating the appointment of an Independent Expert on the subject. The resolu-

tion was eventually adopted with a set of hostile amendments by a vote of 23 in fa-

vour, 18 against and 6 abstentions. A joint campaign of 628 non-governmental organ-

isations from 151 countries had called on the Council to adopt the resolution and cre-

ate the SOGI (Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity) Independent Expert. 

The global context is also marked by shrinking space for civil society, hostile legisla-

tion, stigma, discrimination, threat of violence and violence faced by many LGBTI 

persons in the regions where RFSL is active. 

1 .2  THE EVALUATED PROGRA MMES 
Before 2012, RFSL engaged in development programmes on a project based manner. 

Initiatives included for example: 

- Development of tools and information for Sida staff on LGBTI issues 

- Implementation of International Training Programmes on the human rights of 

LGBTI persons  

- Engagement with Ministry of Foreign Affairs on asylum cases and diplomacy 

related to SOGI issues in e.g. in the UN, in Uganda and Russia 

- Support via Forum Syd (under the Sida  Strategy for support via Civil Socie-

ty) to selected partner organisations in several countries 

The International Training Programmes have been finalised, but the other internation-

al engagements continue. Since 2012, Sida has also supported RFSL in a more holis-

tic and strategic manner in the following main areas: 

- The “Voices” project which aims at increasing the capacity and voice of 

RFSL and partnering LGBTI organisations to advocate successfully for hu-

man rights of LGBTI persons in the UN and other global fora. This pro-

gramme has for example supported capacity development of RFSL, network-

ing and preparation of inputs as well as participation of RFSL and LGBTI or-

ganisation in global advocacy events. Some of the activities have included ad-

visory support to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Sweden. 
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- The “Rainbow Leaders” programme, which is part of a greater Partnership 

Programme between USAID and Sida that aims at promoting SOGI rights 

through research, employment opportunities, grant making and capacity build-

ing of LGBTI organisations. The “Rainbow Leaders” programme focus on 

developing capacity, inspire mobilisation and networking and enhance visibil-

ity of LGBTI organisations so that they can be more effective in securing 

SOGI rights in local, regional and international areas. Since 2012, 120 LGBTI 

activists from 84 organisations in 34 countries have participated in the Rain-

bow Leaders training programmes.  

- The “Eastern Coalition for LGBTQ Equality”, which is a coalition of LGBTI 

organisation in Eastern Europe which aims at stopping the repressive laws 

adopted in Russia from influencing developments in other countries in the re-

gion. This partnership supports capacity development, networking, awareness 

raising and advocacy in the relevant fora.   

These three programmes are partly overlapping as organisational capacity develop-

ment and networking are part of all three. This evaluation focusses on the LGBT 

Voices and Rainbow Leaders programmes.    

 

2. Assessment of the scope of the evaluation  

2 .1  AVAILABLE DATA  
The available documentation that has been briefly reviewed during the inception 

phase of the evaluation includes RFSL project applications and results frameworks, 

data on the 120 participants of the Rainbow Leader programme, data on the partici-

pants of the 2012 ILGA conference in Stockholm, the RFSL strategy and theory of 

change for its international work, the government strategies governing Sida’s decision 

for funding, Sida assessments and formal agreements, annual reports from the two 

programmes and an evaluation of the Rainbow Leader programme conducted by 

Astraea in 2016.
17

  

The Astraea evaluation  

The Astraea
18

 evaluation from May 2016 concluded that:  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
17

  Which is one of the partners in the Global Development Partnership, cooperating with RFSL in the 
Rainbow Leaders programme 

18
 52 percent of 120 participants responded to the Astraea evaluation questionnaire 
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 Activists overwhelmingly applaud the Rainbow Leaders program as a useful, 

important, and engaging leadership training program. 

 The biggest success of Rainbow Leaders is in the lasting global networks es-

tablished between activists themselves. This could be strengthened and culti-

vated during and after training. 

 The top tool or skill applied within organizations was appreciative inquiry by 

a significant margin (nearly three times as much as any other tool). This con-

centration is likely due to the training’s high level of applicability across con-

texts and also suggests a model for facilitation and delivery of other training 

areas. 

 Increased capacity within organizations is strongly linked with their effective-

ness to influence social and legal change. 

 A number of major tools and skills are increasing organizations’ efficacy to 

change LGBTQI rights in their local and national contexts. The majority of 

these tools are “individual” changes within the Change Matrix categorization, 

highlighting both a strength and potential gap in training areas. 

Recommendations from activists included more effective follow-up, greater diversity 

in facilitators, more integration of activists’ expertise, and other suggestions to deep-

en and expand Rainbow Leaders’ impact.  

This evaluation will take the Astraea evaluation as a starting point and focus on sup-

plementary data collection and analysis of aspects related to RFSL’s specific role and 

added value.  

Data regarding the participants  

An initial analysis of the Rainbow Leader training participant lists show that many 

organisations participating in the training programme are Astraea partners/grantees 

and a few are partners/grantees of RFSL. The individual activists have thus benefitted 

from other interventions from these organisations. The perceived contribution of the 

evaluated programmes may not be possible to isolate from other partnership contribu-

tions by Astraea and RFSL. The evaluation method will try to take these aspects into 

consideration. 

The following charts provide an overview of the percentage of programme partici-

pants who have also received funding from RFSL or Astraea: 
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Asraea 
grantee  

36% 

RFSL 
grantee  

5% 

Non 
grantee 

59% 

Share of organisations 

 

It is also noted that the participation from some countries is more prominent, such as 

South Africa, Kenya, Zambia, Zimbabwe, India, Peru, Colombia, Ecuador, Bosnia 

and Serbia. The possible benefits of having many participants from one organisation 

or country will be explored and analysed. 

 

In annex 4, we have listed organisations with more than one participant in the Rain-

bow Leader training, suggesting that we focus our follow-up questions on them. In 

this list of organisations, we have also indicated which countries that had a represen-

tation at the 2012 ILGA World Conference in Stockholm (which was part of the 

LGBT Voices project). Organisations from countries represented at both Rainbow 

Leaders trainings and the ILGA conference can most likely reflect on the usefulness 

of both initiatives. 

 

There seem to be no available statistics on the positions, background or gender or 

sexual identities of the participants in either the Rainbow Leaders or the ILGA Con-

ference (unless the name of their organisation indicates that they represent a certain 
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group). These aspects might be important to explore further during the evaluation to 

see if there are patterns. If possible we will look for data in RFSL’s monitoring re-

ports. We could also ask respondents to reflect on representation at various events and 

trainings. 

Data regarding the LGBT Voices project 

Unlike the Rainbow Leaders programme, there is no external evaluation of the LGBT 

Voices project, which can provide input to the evaluation. There are however internal 

evaluations carried out by RFSL after the ILGA World Conference in 2012 (follow 

up questions to participants one month and ten months after the conference). The re-

sults from these evaluations are presented in the annual report from 2012/13 and pro-

vide useful information in relation to the results of the conference. There is also sta-

tistical follow up of the frequency of visits on the web-site/Facebook/twitter 

“soginews.com”, which was created under the project
19

.   

 

The annual reporting from the LGBT Voices project is generally rather activity based 

and many of the indicators set in the results framework have not been used in the re-

porting. The annual reports for 2012/13 and 2013/14 have specific chapters on results, 

but apart from the reporting related to the ILGA Conference, the texts on results are 

meagre. Results are mostly illustrated with examples of activities, which demonstrate 

that a lot has been done to increase the visibility of LGBTI rights in the UN system 

and to increase the expertise of RFSL. It is also not clearly seen from the results 

framework or the reporting which organisations and forums that have been partners 

and targets of the project.  A more systematic results and contribution analysis could 

be one of the contributions of this evaluation.  As part of the Inception phase a stake-

holder analysis was made to identify the participation of and relationship with various 

actors (see chapter below).  

 

According to rough estimates made by RFSL staff, more than half of the funding for 

the project has been used to support RFSL’s growing involvement as an international 

advocate, facilitator of processes and expert to Sweden in its foreign policy on SOGI 

issues - while the rest has been used to fund networking and inclusion of organisa-

tions and voices from the global south (some of these organisations were also partici-

pants in the Rainbow Leader programme). The evaluation therefore needs to include 

questions related to the capacity development and role of RFSL itself along with 

questions related to capacity and influence of the other organisations participating in 

the advocacy efforts. 

 

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
19

 At the time of writing the Inception Report, the soginews.com web-site was already closed due to lack 
of funding 
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The increased expertise and influence of RFSL was an explicit outcome objective 

during the first phases of the project, but has later been seen as an implicit precondi-

tion.    

2 . 2  THE RESULT FRAMEWORK S 
The two programmes, “LGBT Voices” and “Rainbow Leaders” have rather well de-

veloped results frameworks, although the indicators have not been systematically 

used to monitor progress. The annual reports are mainly activity based, but also con-

tain specific sections that report progress against the expected outcomes. These can 

serve to inform the evaluation to some extent. The two results frameworks are partly 

overlapping, as both projects include efforts to enhance the capacity and voice of the 

LGBTI movement at national regional and international levels – but using different 

strategies. The common theory of change has been interpreted as follows: 

 

If RFSL has capacity to engage effectively in international advocacy and to 

offer relevant support to LGBTI activists and organisations in difficult con-

texts  

 

Then these activists and organisations can sustain and develop their work, be 

more resilient to threats and increasingly develop strategic alliances 

 

Leading to more effective ways of networking and influencing the conditions 

of LGBTI persons locally, regionally and globally 

 

This means that this evaluation will seek evidence of results at the following levels 

1. Strengthened expertise, capacity and approaches of RFSL   

2. Increased capacity and voice of RFSL supported activists and organisations  

3. Enhanced networking and joint strategizing among RFSL partners and allies 

in their efforts to influence policies and practices - locally, regionally and 

globally  

We propose that the assessment of results follows these three categories and discusses 

the effectiveness of the various approaches taken by RFSL under its two initiatives to 

enhance these capacities, networks and strategies.    

 

We have used the approved results frameworks of the two initiatives to identify suita-

ble indicators for the assessment of results, namely: 

 



 

 

64 

6  A N N E X E S  

 

  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
20

 The results framework for RFSL Voices currently only exists in Swedish. To ensure accuracy of the 
meaning  we propose that the translation should be undertaken by RFSL, preferably in time for the 
drafting of the evaluation report.   

Övergripande mål LGBT Voices
20

 

1. Hbt-personers situation, livsvillkor samt mänskliga rättigheter nationellt och internationellt synliggörs 

och inkluderas i ökad utsträckning i globala forum, inklusive MR-rådet och andra FN-sammanhang. 

2. Hbt-organisationer, som nås av aktiviteter inom ramen för detta program, har stärkt sin röst inom den 

globala rörelsen. 

1. Expected result  Indicators 

Hbt-organisationers kapacitet att 
synliggöra sina frågor i FN och 
andra globala sammanhang har 
ökat.  
  
  

Frågor rörande hbt-personers situation synliggörs i ökad utsträckning 
inom FN. 

Arbetet för att lyfta hbt inom olika FN-institutioner bedrivs strategiskt 

ILGA har en uppdaterad FN-strategi 

Målgruppen för projektet bjuds regelbundet och systematiskt in till of-
fentliga nationella och internationella forum, för att föra sin talan. 

2. Expected result  Indicators 

Hbt-organisationer som deltar vid 
ILGA World Conference 2012 har 
ökad kapacitet att driva rättig-
hetsfrågor på nationell och inter-
nationell nivå och har stärkt sina 
nätverk med andra organisationer 
som bedriver sådant arbete.  

Hbt-organisationer har tillägnat sig metoder för påverkan och tagit del av 
goda erfarenheter för påverkan 

Hbt-organisationer har använt kontakter som etablerats/stärkts under 
ILGA-konferensen 

Antal samarbeten mellan hbt-organisationer nationellt, regionalt och 
internationellt. 

Hbt-organisationer arbetar mer strategiskt i frågor rörande påverkan. 

3. Expected result Indicators 

RFSL:s expertis har stärkts och 
efterfrågas i ökad utsträckning. 
  
  

Att svenskt agerande vad gäller hbt-frågor präglas av ett ökat kunnande. 
Tillgång till korrekt information avseende HBT-personers situation för 
organisationer verksamma i DAC-länder och internationellt. 

RFSLs kunskap och erfarenhet efterfrågas. 

RFSL:s kontakter med hbt-organisationer och kunskap om situationen i 
fält har ökat 

Svensk utrikesförvaltning och svenska organisationer har kontakt med 
RFSL och/eller lokala hbt-organisationer innan de agerar i hbt-frågor 

Svensk utrikesförvaltning och svenska MR/bistånds-organisationer har 
ökad kunskap om hbt-frågor 
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2 . 3  THE STAKEHOLDERS  
A stakeholder analysis has been undertaken to understand RFSL’s spheres of influ-

ence and whom they intend to influence directly and indirectly. Mapping has also 

been undertaken of the external (of the intervention) stakeholders who interact with 

RFSL and/or the interventions that are subject to the evaluation.  This mapping has 

identified relevant informants for the evaluation. The evaluation team intends to solic-

it data from the following cohorts: 

Direct partners and target groups that have been the subject of the capacity develop-

ment and advocacy: 

- LGBTI organisations and individual activists targeted by the two initiatives 

- MFA, the Swedish mission to the UN (NY and Geneva), UNDP, OHCHR and 

the UN LGBT Core group targeted by the LGBT Voices. 

External stakeholders that have been involved in or observed the capacity develop-

ment and advocacy processes: 

- Strategic partners (whom RFSL have collaborated with) 

Goal Rainbow Leaders Indicator 

Increased LGBTI organizational visibility and 

mobilization to secure LGBTI rights in local, 

regional and international areas    

Evidence of concrete contributions to LGBTI rights by pro-

gram participants, including through effective campaigns, 

advocacy efforts, or movement-building strategies 

1. Expected result Indicators 

Medium term: LGBTI advocates are equipped 

to lead and sustain organizations in effective 

local and international advocacy 

#leaders employing best practice in advocacy (Proxy Indict-

or) Organisations with retained leadership 1 year after train-

ing. 

Outcome1: LGBTI Ieaders have the professional 

training, capacity, and tools to manage, sus-

tain, and guide their organizations 

# participants that self-report increased capacity to practice 

sustainable leadership. 

Outcome 2: Leaders participating have in-

creased knowledge relevant to securing LGBTI 

rights in local, regional and international are-

nas 

# participants self-reporting increased knowledge of LGBTI 

rights & strategies. 

2. Expected result Indicators 

Medium term: LGBTI organizations have sus-

tained resources and capacities to engage in 

successful long-term human rights efforts & 

campaigns 

% organizations that have reserves at least 6 months 

% organizations with increased # funding sources after 1 

year 

15% increase in collaborative efforts (i.e. networks) that add 

strategic capacity for LGBTI efforts 

Outcome 1: Increased capacity to seek re-

sources from a diverse pool of funders 

Self-report increased fundraising skills and # potential do-

nors identified. Proxy Indicator. 

Outcome 2: Increased access to sustainable 

networks of collaborators, allies, and strategic 

support systems 

Number of participants who 1) report an increased number 

of professional contacts after finishing the training, Proxy 

Indicator. 2) and that those contacts have resulted in a pro-

fessional exchange  one year after the training started. 



 

 

66 

6  A N N E X E S  

- Donors 

- Implementing partner (Astraea) 

- Subject experts, peer organisations, etc. 

The figure below illustrates the cohorts relevant for this evaluation, and the type of 

engagement with RFSL (i.e. with project Rainbow Leaders and/or LGBT Voices): 

 

Most of the partners and external stakeholders are available in Stockholm, Geneva 

and New York, while LGBTI organisations and individuals are spread over 34 coun-

tries. 

2 .4  THE “MOVING TARGET”  
At the start of the Voices project period (2012) RFSL had limited capacity and 

worked with staff employed on a project basis. Since then, RFSL has established an 

international department with full time staff, a strategy for the international work and 

a theory of change. The strengthening of RFSL as an advocacy and capacity building 

organisation was also one of the objectives of the Sida support under LGBT Voices.  

 

The developments within RFSL have naturally impacted on the performance of the 

two programmes that are the subject of this evaluation. The evaluation needs to take 

into consideration that the programmes were under constant development and that 

weaknesses observed in the beginning may no longer be relevant today.  The evalua-

tion will explore to what extent feedback and lessons learnt have impacted on the 

design of the two programmes. We assume that the increased capacity of RFSL 

would be visible in concrete measures in terms of adjustments of curricula, facilita-

tors, methodology, partnerships, advocacy tools etc. 
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2 .5  L IMITATIONS  
One of the challenges of this evaluation lie in obtaining a true and generalizable as-

sessment from the large number of participants in the programmes from various parts 

of the world and from various contexts. We note that the contexts and challenges fac-

ing the LGBTI communities vary substantially and that there is a non-linear nature of 

progress: in many cases of legal wins or increased visibility, backlash and violence 

can threaten rights gains. Given these complexities, the ability of the supported pro-

grammes to meet the variety of capacity and advocacy needs and to focus on skills 

that can be applied for personal and organisational resilience will be explored, rather 

than the actual external rights gains. 

Another challenge is the sample size, i.e. to obtain responses from a sufficiently large 

group of respondents with our particular questions, given that they have already been 

approached by other evaluators with different questions recently. The Astraea evalua-

tion managed to receive a 52% response rate. We will make use of this data already 

collected and focus on questions that supplement the earlier data. We will also use a 

more personalised approach with personal e-mails and follow up telephone calls to 

ensure that we capture a sufficient sample. 

Finally, the attribution of the RFSL efforts may be challenging to assess. The rights 

of LGBTI persons are mentioned as a focus area in a number of Swedish strategies at 

country, regional and global levels (although not in the Strategy for global action on 

environmentally and climate-friendly sustainable development – which initially was 

used to fund the LGBTI global initiative). In addition, there are many ongoing initia-

tives and processes in parallel. We have selected a methodology to try to minimise 

this problem and our questions will also focus on the specific added value of the 

RFSL support measures. 

 

3. Relevance and evaluability of evaluation questions 
The evaluation questions raised in the ToR are broadly formulated as shown in the 

commented table below.  They need to be further elaborated to serve as a basis for the 

evaluation. 

Evaluation questions in the ToR Comments 

Assess and analyse the achievements of the pro-

ject in relation to the outcomes, results frame-

work and planned objectives in project docu-

ments 

As shown in chapter 2.2, the results frameworks 

have clear outcome objectives and some meas-

urable quantitative indicators. The RFSL report-

ing and the Astraea evaluation have, however, 

not systematically used these indicators to re-

port on and evaluate progress. Therefore it will 

not be possible to use exactly these indicators to 

measure progress.  In our evaluation matrix we 

will propose a selection of outcomes and indica-

tors that we find most relevant. The main 
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sources of information will be document review 

and e-mail questions to stakeholders.  

To what extent is the project likely to achieve 

intended sustainable impact and outcomes, ena-

bling and disabling factors such as for example 

context, other conditions, challenges and oppor-

tunities, why/why not? Are the planned objec-

tives relevant and sustainable given the con-

text/problem analysis? Any unforeseen out-

comes? 

We will explore if the project objectives and 

strategies are relevant and effective considering 

the various (and changing) contexts at local, 

regional and international levels. We will also 

seek to identify unforeseen effects (positive or 

negative). The flexibility of programmes and the 

ability of RFSL to adapt to lessons learnt will be 

analysed. The main sources of information will 

be interviews with stakeholders and Astraea 

evaluation. 

Identify and describe strengths and weaknesses 

in the strategies/approaches/priorities taken and 

in the planning, implementation and monitoring 

of the project. Describe challenges and solutions 

to these sought by the project. Summarise les-

sons learnt. 

To be able to answer these questions, we need 

to understand the project processes and have an 

idea of possible alternative strategies and ap-

proaches at each stage 

- Planning 

- Implementation 

- Monitoring 

These questions are best answered in a work-

shop format with persons with an overview of 

the project.     

To assess and issue recommendations on effec-

tiveness, usefulness, relevance and added value 

as well as on possible continued support to the 

organisation.  

This question covers a range of aspects and need 

to be further broken down. The evaluation will 

make recommendations in all these areas based 

on the findings. 

 

The evaluators held a workshop with RFSL and Sida to explore and further develop 

the most pertinent evaluation questions. It was found that the preferred questions 

were mainly centred on three areas: 

1. The role, capacity and added value of RFSL as an international training or-

ganisation and as an international advocacy and networking facilita-

tor/engine: Is RFSL the right partner for Sida in these two areas? What is the 

added value of RFSL in advocacy and training respectively? Is RFSL making 

use of its position as a member based LGBTI organisation? What if RFSL was 

not in the space?  Does RFSL have sufficient/right capacity to deliver on its 

strategic plans and commitments towards Sida?) 
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2. The relevance and effectiveness of the Rainbow Leader training and the 

various advocacy efforts undertaken: Has Rainbow Leaders reached the right 

LGBTI organisations and activists? Was the training relevant and useful to 

participants? What developments did the training lead to in the participating 

organisations? What is unique about the Rainbow Leader training? Does it re-

spond to diversity of participants and contexts? What can be improved? Are 

there other better ways to support organisational capacity development and 

networks?  In advocacy efforts, has RFSL selected the right spaces for action? 

Has RFSL engaged in inclusive and strategic partnerships? Has RFSL been 

able to strengthen the diversity of voices without being diverted from a com-

mon agenda?) 

3. The sustainability of capacity building and advocacy results: To what extent 

are the observed organisational and advocacy results sustainable? 

The workshop identified cost efficiency as an area that could be more briefly dis-

cussed in relation to internal practices and results achieved. Finally, the workshop 

concluded that the analysis tool presented in the Astraea evaluation could be useful 

also in this evaluation to systematise and describe the changes observed (i.e. results). 

 
4. Proposed approach and methodology 
The evaluation matrix presented in annex 1 provides the analytical framework for the 

evaluations. Below we present the various methods that will be applied: 

4 .1  LOOKING FOR EVIDENCE  
We propose to base the evaluation on Contribution Analysis methodology – as there 

are many ongoing parallel initiatives and because the contextual developments have 

also played a role (sometimes hindering progress). Thus, the following steps will be 

applied: 
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1: Set out the attribution problem to be addressed 

The team will explore the contextual developments and parallel interventions sup-

ported by other actors to describe the role and relative size/importance of the evaluat-

ed projects in these ongoing processes and the possible attribution problems. Specific 

questions will be asked regarding the added value of the RFSL’s contributions com-

pared to other initiatives that the informants have been involved in. 

2: Explore the “theory of change”, including risks 

The Theory of Change for the project is reflected in the results frameworks and in the 

RFSL global theory of change (annexed).  In short, the ToC states that: 

4. If RFSL has capacity to engage effectively in international advocacy and to 

offer relevant support to LGBTI activists and organisations in difficult con-

texts  

5. Then these activists and organisations can sustain and develop their work, be 

more resilient to threats and increasingly develop strategic alliances 

6. Leading to more effective ways of networking and influencing the situation of 

LGBTI persons locally, regionally and globally 

The risks are for example that RFSL does not have the sufficient capacity, that the 

activists and organisations targeted are not wisely selected, that the support measures 

are not effective and adapted to needs and contexts of activists and organisations, and 

that the environment is so hostile that no progress can be made regardless. 

3: Gather the existing evidence in support of the theory of change 

The evaluation will combine quantitative and qualitative methods to gather evidence. 

A reasonable amount of survey data already exists (especially from Rainbow Lead-

ers) which will be useful for this evaluation. To build on this we will focus on under-

taking more targeted in-depth interviews with a number of people in selected organi-

zations that have been involved or targeted by the two programmes.  We see that in-

terviews will be a useful way to generate more in-depth responses that cannot be 

gathered in surveys. 

In Rainbow Leaders we propose to send e-mail questions and make follow up inter-

views with the 23 organisations that have sent more than one participant to these 

trainings. The effect of RFSL's deep investment in multiple staff members in a single 

organization is something that has not yet been explored in the earlier conducted 

evaluation. We will also select six organisations with only one representative at the 

trainings, to be able to make a comparison. Annex 4 lists the selected 29 organisa-

tions, which make up 24 percent of the total number of organisations. Many of these 

also participated in the 2012 ILGA Conference organised in Stockholm. We will fo-

cus on the organizational impacts (i.e. how the RFSL support and training has affect-

ed their work in the long term) now that there is more distance from the events. Inter-

views will explore how the following aspects of their work have been affected:  

1) networks they built through the trainings/events;  

2) internal organizational practices/capacities/tools; and  

3) their efficacy in external advocacy/campaigns/activism 
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4) the added value of the RFSL contribution  

 

Interviews with advocacy partners and targeted policy level stakeholders in the LGBT 

Voices project will explore how these stakeholders view the  

1) effectiveness of advocacy strategies and networks 

2) the main achievements and challenges and  

3) the added value of the RFSL contribution.  

The proposed respondents are listed in Annex 5.  

 

We will use the following main data collection tools: 

 Document review and internet research 

 Interviews with participants in Rainbow Leader (personal e-mail questions and 

follows-up calls) to reach a sample which is representative of the cohort. See 

Annex 6 with proposed interview guides (will be tested before used).  

 Interviews with key informants (Sida, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, external ob-

servers, international partners and advocacy forums).  This will be done through 

Skype, face to face meetings in Stockholm and Geneva, where a range of part-

ners and forums are placed, and making use of the Amsterdam Advocacy Net-

work meeting, arranged in Stockholm 3-4 November (where some of the part-

ners from New York, Norway and the Netherlands will participate). See the 

proposed interview guide in Annex 6 (will be tested before use). 

 A workshop with RFSL staff will be held to analyse RFSLs perceptions of the 

main results and challenges of the two programmes, to assess RFSLs internal 

capacity development and explore how change happened (or not). The work-

shop will be followed up by individual interviews with staff members. 

4: Assemble and assess the contribution story, or performance story, and challeng-

es to it 

With the above information, we will be able to assemble a contribution story that ex-

presses why it is reasonable to assume that the projects have contributed to the ob-

served changes. The analysis will include: How credible is the story? Do a reasonable 

portion of people agree with the story? Where are the main weaknesses in the story? 

What additional information is needed?   

 

5: Seek out additional evidence 

Having identified where the contribution story is less credible, additional evidence 

will be gathered to augment the evidence in terms of what results have occurred, how 

reasonable the key assumptions are, and what has been the role of external influences 

and other contributing (or hindering) factors.   
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6: Revise and, where the additional evidence permits, strengthen the contribution 

story 

With the new evidence, a stronger and more plausible story will be presented. A feed-

back and verification workshop will be held with RFSL and Sida to analyse findings, 

lessons learned and possible way forward.  

4 . 2  HUMAN RIGHTS AND GEN DER PERSPECTIVES  
NIRAS Indevelop strives to, as far as possible, integrate a Human Rights Based 

Approach (HRBA) and Gender Equality (GE) into every evaluation we under-

take. Integrating a HRBA and GE in evaluation will contribute to learning 

about programme functioning and improve decision-making on programme 

design. Sida applies the following HRBA principles/components to guide its 

work Participation, legal systems and references, Accountability, Non-

discrimination, Empowerment, Transparency (PLANET). The evaluation will 

seek evidence to answer the following: 

a) Participation. How has participation been practiced in processes leading up 

to design of training programmes and advocacy agendas? How have course 

evaluations and participant’s suggestions influenced programmes? Are any 

groups excluded?  

b) Making use of human rights systems and legal tools. To what extent do the 

two programmes make use of international and national human rights systems 

and structures as tools? 

c) Accountability. What are the feed-back practices to participating organisa-

tions and to donors?  

d) Non – Discrimination, including gender equality perspectives. Are there any 

deliberate efforts to include and enhance the voices of participants and stake-

holders that are marginalised by societal norms and practices? The gender 

perspective is of particular importance here (and perhaps difficulty) as SOGI 

issues are at the heart of the RFSL advocacy agenda. Has it been possible to 

practice what is preached? What have been the difficulties in discourse and 

practice? 

e) Empowerment of rights holders and capacity building of duty bearers – to 

what extent are these components deliberate parts of the strategy? 

f) Transparency - Are budgets and annual reports transparent to partners and 

participants? To what extent are planning and negotiations done behind 

closed doors – and why?  

4 . 3  TIME L INE OF THE EVA LUATION 

The evaluation process is divided in four phases consisting of the following steps, as 

required by the ToR: 

1. Start-up phase, 30 August – 16 September: 

 Initial meeting with Sida.   

 Overview of background documents and material provided by Sida.  

 Workshop at Sida with RFSL, where purpose, evaluation questions and meth-

odology will be discussed (held 16 September 2016).  
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 Establishment of a reference group to be involved throughout the evaluation 

process. This group consists of the participants in the 16 September workshop.  

2. Inception phase, 16 September – 7 October:  

 Initial desk review and interviews with a few key stakeholders.  

 Drafting of an inception report with the development of a work plan, detailed 

description of methodology for gathering and analysing the data.  

 Sida and RFSL will be given time to comment on the inception report before 

Sida approval. If required a meeting can be arranged to discuss the inception 

report. 

3. Data collection and analysis, 10 October – 17 November:  

 Review of project documents, including project proposals and annual reports, 

Sida assessments as well as Sida strategies, policies and guidelines. In addi-

tion the evaluation will review other documentation relevant to achievements 

of the RFSL programmes, including an in-depth study of the Astraea Rainbow 

Leader Evaluation, system audits and management notes. Internet searches to 

verify the visibility of RFSL in various processes and forums is also part of 

this. 

 Analysis of RFSL’s monitoring data (i.e. Survey responses from participants, 

interview records)  

 Analysis workshop with RFSL to explore internal and external achievements 

and challenges in the international work, 13 October. 

 Interviews with RFSL staff, implementing partners, partners, advocacy fo-

rums and external observers as outlined in the stakeholder analysis. The inter-

views will be carried out face to face in Stockholm and Geneva and via Skype 

with US based partners. We will also make use of the Amsterdam Advocacy 

Network meeting in Stockholm, 3-4 November. 

 Interviews with relevant staff at Sida and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, face 

to face or via Skype for those in New York.  

 Targeted interviews with activists
21

 (Rainbow Leaders participants) paired 

with a short email questionnaire  

 Feed-back and verification workshop with the reference group, discussing pre-

liminary findings, lessons learnt and possible future options  

4. Reporting and presentation 7 December – 30 December:  

 
                                                                                                                                           

 

 
21

 A Spanish speaker will assist in conducting interviews with informants from Latin America 
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 A final draft will prepared for comments by Sida and RFSL before being fi-

nalised.  

 The final draft report will be presented at a verification meeting with Sida and 

RFSL in January after which the final adjustments of the report will be made.  

The evaluation will include the following milestones: 

What Who When (2016) 

Start of the evaluation Sida, RFSL, NIRAS Indevelop  

Submission of the draft inception report NIRAS Indevelop 26 Sept 

Comments on inception report Sida and RFSL 3 Oct 

Submission of final inception report NIRAS Indevelop 6 Oct 

Approval of inception report Sida 11 Oct 

Analysis workshop at RFSL RFSL 13 Oct 

Field work NIRAS Indevelop Oct-Nov 

Submission of draft evaluation report NIRAS Indevelop 7 December 

Comments on draft report Sida and RFSL 21 December 

Validation workshop Sida, RFSL, NIRAS Indevelop January 2017 
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ANNEX 3 -  EVALUATION MATRIX 
Evaluation 

questions  

Indicators to be used 

in Evaluation 

Note: data from 

RFSL’s own indicator 

monitoring will be 

used when possible  

Methods Sources Availability and Reliability 

of Data /comments 

Relevance 

Are the RFSL 

programmes 

relevant to 

Swedish poli-

cies and priori-

ties 

Level of coherence be-

tween Swedish strate-

gies/policy and the pro-

gramme objectives 

Desk review and 

interviews with 

Ministry of For-

eign Affairs, 

Sida and RFSL 

Swedish strategies 

and policy docu-

ments. Interview 

notes. 

Available and reliable data 

Are the RFSL 

programmes 

relevant to the 

LGBTI com-

munity needs 

in various con-

texts  

Level of satisfaction 

among participants and 

partners of various sup-

port measures provided 

by RFSL. 

Type of recommenda-

tions provided by partic-

ipants on improvements 

needed in various pro-

gramme parts and ap-

proaches 

The extent to which the 

two programmes make 

use of international and 

national human rights 

systems and structures 

How has participation 

been practiced in pro-

cesses leading up to 

design of training pro-

grammes and advocacy 

agendas? How have 

course evaluations and 

participant’s suggestions 

influenced programmes? 

Are any groups exclud-

ed (e.g. on SOGI 

grounds, disability, eth-

nicity, etc.)? 

Desk review, e-

mail questions 

and interviews 

with partners. 

Astraea evaluation, 

annual reports, e-

mail answers from 

Rainbow Leader 

participants, inter-

view notes 

Low response rate may ham-

per reliability. Telephonic 

follow up questions will be 

carried out to improve re-

sponse rate. Some respondent 

may feel grateful for the sup-

port and therefore not feel 

free to be critical.  

Impact/outcome 

What capaci-

ties have been 

strengthened 

among  partic-

ipating organi-

sations 

Self-assessment of or-

ganisations’ abilities to: 

- Manage and develop 

the organisation 

- Network with others 

- Advocate for change 

- Mobilise resources 

Perceptions of partners  

Desk review, e-

mail questions 

and interviews 

with partners. 

Astraea evaluation, 

annual reports, e-

mail answers from 

Rainbow Leader 

participants, inter-

view notes 

Low response rate may ham-

per reliability. Telephonic 

follow up questions will be 

carried out to improve re-

sponse rate. Some respondent 

may feel grateful for the sup-

port and therefore not feel 

free to be critical. 

What capaci- Self-assessment of Desk review, Annual reports, Information from many 
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ties have been 

strengthened 

in RFSL 

RFSL’s abilities to: 

- Manage and develop 

the international 

work 

- Network with others 

- Advocate for change 

- Mobilise resources 

- Governance and 

internal management 

Perceptions of RFSL’s 

added value and exam-

ples 

RFSL’s knowledge is in 

demand, especially by 

Swedish Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and 

other organisations (ex-

amples) 

internal SWOT 

workshop facili-

tated by the 

evaluators, inter-

views with RFSL 

staff and external 

observers (Sida, 

Ministry of For-

eign Affairs and 

partners), e-mail 

questions 

RFSL policy doc-

uments, workshop 

notes, interview 

notes, e-mail an-

swers 

sources makes it possible to 

cross check information 

What have 

been the con-

tributions to-

wards changed 

policies and 

practices of 

duty bearers 

(and other 

people of pow-

er) nationally 

and globally 

Formal decisions on 

laws, policies, state-

ments, resolutions etc. 

Informal changes in 

attitudes and practices of 

people of power (such 

as reduced harassments 

by the police, welcom-

ing of LGBTI persons in 

religious contexts, invi-

tation of LGBTI organi-

sations in general  hu-

man rights meetings) 

Desk review, 

interviews with 

RFSL and part-

ners,  Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs 

and external 

observers/global 

forums, e-mail 

questions 

Annual reports, 

interview notes, 

evidence of new 

global or national 

policy decisions, e-

mail responses 

Formal decisions are often 

well documented and relia-

ble, while changed informal 

practices such as increased 

awareness are more difficult 

to prove. If many respond-

ents claim a particular 

change, it can be considered 

reliable. Attribution will be 

the major problem. The eval-

uator need to prompt re-

spondents to describe the 

contribution story. 

Effectiveness 

Is the RAIN-

BOW LEAD-

ER pro-

gramme an 

effective tool to 

enhance capac-

ity of LGBTI 

organisations 

to sustain and 

develop their 

operations, 

resilience and 

advocacy?  

Perceptions of partici-

pants, RFSL, partners 

and external observers 

Examples of strategic 

efforts related to UN 

advocacy  

Supported organisa-

tion’s use methods for 

advocacy (examples) 

Counterfactual situation 

as judged by partici-

pants, partners and ob-

servers 

Desk review, 

interviews with 

partners, external 

observers/global 

forums, e-mail 

questions, analy-

sis workshop 

with RFSL 

Astraea evaluation, 

annual reports, e-

mail answers from 

Rainbow Leader 

participants, inter-

view notes, work-

shop notes 

As we talk about perceptions 

and the possible contra factu-

al situation, the reliability is 

low unless we get a unified 

response.    

Are the net-

working and 

advocacy ef-

forts supported 

by RFSL effec-

tive ways of 

increasing vis-

ibility and 

voice on SOGI 

issues/Human 

Perceptions of partici-

pants, RFSL, partners, 

advocacy forums and 

external observers 

Counterfactual situation  

as judged by partici-

pants, partners and ob-

servers 

Supported organisations 

utilise contacts (exam-

Desk review, 

interviews with 

partners,  Minis-

try of Foreign 

Affairs, external 

observers/global 

forums,  analysis 

workshop with 

RFSL 

Annual reports, 

interview notes, 

workshop notes 

As we talk about perceptions 

and the possible contra factu-

al situation, the reliability is 

low unless we get a unified 

response.    
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rights of 

LGBTI per-

sons national-

ly, regionally 

and globally? 

ples) 

Has RFSL 

used the Sida 

funding oppor-

tunity to effec-

tively build its 

strategic and 

operational 

capacity and 

enhance its 

influence? 

Perceptions of Sida, 

RFSL and  Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs   

System audit recom-

mendation and measures 

taken as a result 

Transparency of budgets 

and planning to partners 

and participants?  

Feed-back practices to 

participating organisa-

tions and to donors? 

Desk review, 

interviews with 

Sida,  Ministry 

of Foreign Af-

fairs and RFSL 

System audit and 

management re-

sponse, strategic 

documents, staff 

development initia-

tives and policies, 

Interview notes 

As we talk about perceptions, 

the reliability is relatively 

low.  However, the document 

review will serve to underpin 

the perceptions with hard 

evidence.   

Cost Efficiency 

Has the Sida 

funding been 

handled with 

care and 

transparency?  

System audit recom-

mendations and 

measures taken as a 

result 

Desk review, 

interview with 

RFSL 

System audit and 

management re-

sponses and actions 

Based on documented proof, 

reliable. 

Are the costs 

per Rainbow 

Leader partic-

ipant reasona-

ble and is 

RFSL cost 

conscious? 

Costs per participants 

and efforts made to keep 

costs efficient 

Desk review Financial reports of 

Rainbow Leader 

training and other 

similar training 

Based on documented proof, 

reliable. However, the analy-

sis should take into consider-

ation that the LGBTI com-

munity may require extra 

resources for their well-being 

and productive participation 

in training and advocacy 

events (due to stress, mental 

health issues, physical health 

problems, etc.) 

Are the out-

comes reason-

able compared 

to costs? 

Perceptions of Sida and 

RFSL after reviewing 

the outcomes document-

ed by this evaluation. 

Desk review and 

interviews with 

RFSL and Sida 

Findings of evalua-

tion, interview 

notes 

Not so reliable, conclusions 

will be made by the evalua-

tors based on experiences of 

other evaluations. 

Sustainability 

Which organi-

sational devel-

opment and 

capacity re-

sults are likely 

to be sus-

tained? 

Examples of processes 

that are continuing 

without RFSL support 

Participating organisa-

tion’s external funding 

Document re-

view, e-mail 

questions, inter-

views with RFSL 

and partners 

Astraea evaluation, 

annual reports, e-

mail responses, 

interview notes. 

If the evidence is concrete 

and coherent across many 

different data sources (trian-

gulation), the data is reliable.   

Which advoca-

cy and net-

working devel-

opments are 

likely to be 

sustained? 

Examples of processes 

that are continuing 

without further RFSL 

support 

Document re-

view, interviews 

with RFSL and 

partners 

Annual reports, 

interview notes. 

If the evidence is concrete 

and coherent across many 

different data sources (trian-

gulation), the data is reliable.   
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ANNEX 4 -  INTERVIEW GUIDES AND SURVEY 

Interview guide external observers and partners 

1. How often and for what purposes have you been in contact with RFSL?  

2. How did you perceive RFSLs technical competency? Approaches taken? 

3. What is your perception of the contributions of RFSL towards international 

advocacy processes? Describe RFSL’s role and effectiveness in these process-

es.  

4. Can you mention any specific examples where RFSLs advocacy efforts played 

a significant role for processes or outcomes?  

5. What is your perception of the contributions of RFSL towards capacity build-

ing of LGBTI activists and organisations? Describe RFSL’s role and effec-

tiveness in these processes.  

6. Can you mention any specific examples where RFSLs capacity building pro-

grammes played a significant role for organisational or advocacy outcomes?  

7. What adjectives describe RFSL’s work best? Mention at least three.  

8. Which civil society organisations do you see as the strongest and most influ-

ential advocates for the rights of LGBTI persons internationally?  

9. What added value does RFSL bring to the table?  

10. What bodies/stakeholders and processes are the most crucial targets for advo-

cacy today?  

11. How could RFSL improve its role and support?  

 

Interview guide internal respondents 

1. What has been your role in RFSLs international work? 

2. What results makes you most proud, in terms of 

a. RFSLs own capacity development? 

b. Rainbow leaders? 

c. Advocacy? 

d. Other? 

3. What are the strengths and challenges of the RFSL international work? 

4. What is the added value of RFSL compared to other actors? 

5. What suggestions do you have for the future development of RFSLs interna-

tional work – areas of improvement?  

 

Survey for Rainbow Leader participants 

1. My name is: 

2. What is your position in your organisation? 

3. When did your participation in Rainbow Leader training start? 
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4. How many others have participated from your organisation? 

5. How have you benefited from having more than one participant at the   training? 

6. Have you/your organisation had any other interactions with RFSL in conferences 

or received funding (e.g. ILGA Conference, grants)? If so, explain what. 

7. To  what extent did the Rainbow Leaders programme contribute to your organi-

sational strengthening?  

 
 

8. To  what extent did the Rainbow Leaders programme enhance your networking 

and   advocacy: 
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9. Which was the most important and helpful support provided by Rainbow 

Leaders to you /your organisation (e.g. specific training components, network-

ing, moral support, post training mentoring etc.)? Give concrete examples 

10. How would you rate the Rainbow Leader  programme? 

 

 

11. Interactions with RFSL (apart from the training) has been: 

 

12. RFSL has contributed to creating an international rainbow movement ("rainbow feel-

ing") that I am a part of 

 

13. Rainbow Leaders training is different from training provided by * other organisations 



 

 

81 

6  A N N E X E S  

 

14. How could RFSL improve its role, approaches and support? 

15. We may like to follow-up with a brief telephone call. Please let us know if we may 

give you call between 8-17 November, and what telephone number to reach you on. 
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ANNEX 6 -  LIST OF RESPONDENTS 

Other Stakeholders and staff 

 Name Organisation and title 

1 J Bob Alotta Astraea, Director 

2 Karry-Jo Lynn Astraea, Programme Officer 

3 Kellea Miller Astraea, evaluator 

4 Joyce Hamilton Advocacy Officer COC, Amsterdam Network 

5 Maria Sjödin Outright International, former Director RFSL, rainbow leader 

trainer 

6 Marianne Mollmann Senior Researcher, Physicians for Human Rights; Rainbow 

Leader trainer 

7 André du Plessis UN Program and Advocacy Manager, ILGA World 

8 Helen Nolan UN Program Officer ILGA World  

9 Pooja Patel Human Rights Program and Advocacy Manager, International 

Service for Human Rights (ISHR) 

10 Marna Eide FRI, The Norwegian Organization for Sexual and Gender Diver-

sity (former LLH) 

11 Karin Nilsson Senior Policy Advisor, RFSU 

12 Clifton Cortez Deputy Director, HIV, Health and Development Team and 

LGBTI Lead, Bureau for Policy and Programme Support UNDP 

13 Suki Beavers Advisor, Policy and Programmes, Health Governance and Inclu-

sive Political Processes, UNDP 

14 Michael van Gelderen Human Rights Officer, Thematic Engagement, Special Proce-

dures and Right to Development, Office of the UN High Com-

missioner for Human Rights 

15 Rikke Hennum Associate Human Rights Officer, Office of the UN High Com-

missioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), New York 

16 Cabral Grispan Co-Director, GATE - Global Action for Trans* Equality 

17 Björn van Roozendaal Programme Director, ILGA-Europé 

18 Andrew Park The Williams Institute  

19 Anna Jakenberg Brink Deputy Director, Division for Human Rights, Ministry of For-

eign Affairs 

20 
Jannie Lilja 

First Secretary, Human Rights, Permanent Mission of Sweden to 

the UN, Geneva 

21 Cynthia Rothchild  Feminist and women's rights  icon, lesbian activist 

22 

Birgitta Weibahr 

Sida, Senior Policy Specialist HR and Democracy Policy Sup-

port Unit, Department for International Organisations and Policy 

Support 

23 My Dung Ho Sida, Responsible desk officer 

24 Carmen Lopez-Clavero  Sida, Previously responsible desk officer 

25 Anthony Cotton USAID 

26 Katarina Stenkvist RFSL, Rainbow Leader coordinator 

27 Kajsa Bornedal RFSL, Director International Unit 

28 Karin Lenke RFSL, former Director International Unit 

29 Pär Viktorsson Harrby RFSL, Director 

30 Jenny Sundberg RFSL, programme officer 

31 Catrin Nilsson RFSL financial manager 

32 Ulrika Westerholm RFSL former Chairperson 

33 Micah Grzywnowicz RFSL advocacy coordinator 

34 Klara Lundholm RFSL, former Rainbow Leader training programme staff 
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Rainbow Leaders Participants 

Names of persons and organisations have been removed for security reasons. A total 

of 30 participants were interviewed.  
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ANNEX 7 -  LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

1. Annual report 2014.pdf 

2. Annual Report 2015, Rainbow Leaders - A Global Program for S...pdf 

3. Ansökan, 100 Global Leaders Sustainable LGBTI Leadership Tra...pdf 

4. Appendix 1 Astraea Progress Report June 2015.pdf 

5. Appendix 7 Finansiell rapport 2013, Rainbow Leaders.xlsx 

6. Appendix+1+Astraea+Progress+Report+June+2015.pdf 

7. Arbetstidsbeskrivning, 100 Global Leaders - Sustainable LGB...pdf 

8. Årsrapport Rainbow Leaders 2013.pdf 

9. Astraea_RFSL Evaluation Report May 2016 FINAL for Distribution (4).docx 

10. Astraea_RFSL Evaluation Report May 2016 FINAL for Distribution.docx 

11. Bilaga 1, Rainbow Leaders, Astraea Program Progress Report.pdf 

12. Budget Rainbow leaders 2013-15.xls 

13. Budget, 100 Global Leaders - Sustainable LGBTI Leadership ...xls 

14. ny_Reviderad_Detaljbudget Rainbow Leaders 2013-2016_dec.xls 

15. Rapport över granskning av intern-styrning och kontroll RFS...pdf 

16. RE reviderad budget för 2016 (320 kB).msg 

17. Reviderad Detaljbudget Rainbow Leaders 2013-2016 (1).xls 

18. Reviderad Detaljbudget Rainbow Leaders 2013-2016.xls 

19. Revisions PM, Avseende revision av RFSLs projekt -Rainbow Le...pdf 

20. RFSL Application Rainbow Leaders, A Global Program for Susta...docx 

21. RFSL Results Matrix Revised 20130905.xlsx 

22. RFSL Results Matrix Revised .pdf 

23. RFSL Results Matrix Revised.pdf 

24. RFSL+Results+Matrix+Revised+.pdf 

25. selection critera_RL.doc (Rainbow Leader selection process) 

26. Annex 1 resultatstrategi-for-sarskilda-insatser-for-manskliga rättigheter och demokrati-

sering 2014-2017pdf 

27. Annex 2 SE Results strategy for global action on environmentally sustainable develop-

ment 2014-2017.pdf 

28. namnlös.png.pdf (Strategi för stöd genom svenska organisationer i det civila samhället 

2010-2014) 

29. Activity Report-LGBT Voices 1 June 2012 – 31 December 2015.pdf 

30. Activity Report-LGBT Voices 1 October 2014 – 31 December 20...pdf 

31. Annex 1 Risk analysis LGBT Voices, RFSL.pdf 

32. Annex 2 LFA LGBT Voices, Logical Framework Agreement, RFSL.xlsx 

33. Annex 3 Budget and sources of funding, LGBT Voices, RFSL.xlsx 

34. Annex 4 Previous experience of similar projects, RFSL.pdf 

35. Annex 5 Beskrivning av tjänsterna inom projektet LGBT Voices...docx 

36. Årsrapport LGBT Voices, år 2.docx 

37. Årsrapport LGBT Voices.docx 

38. Avtal mellan Sida och RFSL om stöd till LGBT Voices under ju...pdf 

39. Beslut om avtalsändring, LGBT Voices-RFSL.pdf 

40. Beslut om insats, Riksförbundet för homosexuellas, bisexuellas, transpersonersn och 

queeras rättigheter.pdf 

41. Bilaga 1, Appraisal of intervention, RFSL - LGBT Voices.pdf 
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42. Bilaga 2, Avtal mellan Sida och RFSL, projekt LGBT Voices.pdf 

43. Bilaga 3, Application, RFSL, Enhancing LGBTQ rights from loc...pdf 

44. Bilaga, Revisionsrapport avseende RFSL projekt -LGBT Voices-...pdf 

45. Budget 2016-2018.xlsx 

46. Budget voices, slutlig.xls 

47. Deltagare ILGA konferensen.pdf 

48. Ekonomisk rapportering och budget LGBT Voices år 1.pdf 

49. ENG - LGBT-Voices-LFA.xlsx 

50. Förlängningsansökan 7 oktober.doc 

51. FW LGBT Voices förlängningsansökan.msg 

52. Kopia av Deltagarlista_rapport_30_sept.xlsx 

53. LGBT Voices budget 2014-2015.xls 

54. LGBT Voices LFA.xlsx 

55. No-cost-extension för LGBT Voices - avtalsändring.msg 

56. Rapport från oberoende revisor + Revisions PM LGBT-Voices .pdf 

57. RE Ändringar i budget för LGBT Voices.msg 

58. RE LGBT Voices kommunikation om aktivitetsändring.msg 

59. Revisions PM avseende revision av RFSL projekt LGBT Voices f...pdf 

60. Revisionsrapport, LGBT Voices 2012-2013.pdf 

61. RFSL Application Global LGBTQ Voices 2016-2018.pdf 

62. RFSL application, LGBT-Voices, pdf-format.pdf 

63. RFSL, Årsrapport LGBT Voices verksamhet avseende perioden 1 ...pdf 

64. Sammanfattande resultatuppatering, LGTB Voices - RFSL.pdf 

65. Sammanfattande resultatuppdatering för överlämning till ny h...pdf 

66. Sammanfattande resultatuppdatering inför överlämning, (54030...pdf 

67. Slutför överlämningen 2015 (54030335), RFSL Riksförbundet-S...pdf 

68. Ställningstagande årlig verksamhets- och finansiell rapport ...pdf 

69. Ställningstagande till revisionsrapport (54030335).pdf 

70. Statement on Audit Report 1 July 2013- 30 June 2014 (5403033...pdf 

71. Statement on Audit Report 2012-06-01-2013-06-30 (54030335).pdf 

72. Statement on narrative and financial report (54030335).pdf 

73. Target groups international advocacy.docx 

74. 2.0 Annex III Monitoring matrix - SLUTLIG .pdf 

75. 2.0 RFSL Application Global LGBTQ Voices 2016-2018.pdf 

76. 3 Total budget international unit.pdf 

77. 3.1 GENERAL BUDGET.pdf 

78. 3.1.2 Specification of admin .pdf 

79. 3.1.3 Specification of activities.pdf 

80. APPROVED REVISED results framework LGBT Voices 2016-2017.docx 

81. Förändringsteori.docx 

82. Inception workshop with RFSL and Sida.docx 

83. International-Strategy-RFSL.pdf 

84. Karta organisationsstruktur RFSL2015.pdf 
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ITP programmes reviewed for financial analysis 

1. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 5A 

2. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 4B 

3. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 4A 

4. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 3B 

5. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 3A 

6. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 2B 

7. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 2A 

8. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 Global 1 

9. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 MENA 4 

10. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 MENA 3 

11. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 MENA 2 

12. ITP 282 - UN Resolution 1325 MENA 1 

13. ITP 286 - ISCD B 

14. ITP 286 - ISCD A 

15. ITP 286 - ISCD B 

16. ITP 286 - ISCD A 

17. ITP 286 - ISCD MENA 

18. ITP 286 - ISCD MENA 

19. ITP 286 - ISCD MENA 

20. ITP 285 - Strategic Environmental Assessment B 

21. ITP 285 - Strategic Environmental Assessment A 

22. ITP 285 - Strategic Environmental Assessment 

23. ITP 270 - Human rights, peace and security 5 B 

24. ITP 270 - Human rights, peace and security 5 A 

25. ITP 270 - Human rights, peace and security 4 B 

26. ITP 270 - Human rights, peace and security 4 A 

27. ITP 280 - Public Service Management 

28. ITP 288 - Labour Market Policies  
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Evaluation of the Sida supported RFSL projects  
“LGBT Voices” and “Rainbow Leaders”
This is an evaluation of the Sida supported advocacy project “LGBT Voices” and training programme “Rainbow Leaders”, implemented 
by the Swedish Federation for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Queer Rights (RFSL). The evaluation concludes that the 
projects are highly relevant to Swedish policies and to the situation of the LGBT community. The LGBT Voices project had successfully 
targeted four strategic UN processes to ensure inclusion of rights for LGBT persons. The Rainbow Leader training programme had 
empowered 120 leaders and increased the capacity and resilience of some 84 LGBT organisations in the Global South/East. At the 
same time, a number of improvements in the training approaches were suggested and concerns were raised on the sustainability the 
advocacy results – which will require persistent defence. 




