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1. Introduction 

1.1 Evaluation purpose and scope 

The Terms of Reference (ToRs) for the evaluation sets out as its overall objective: 

 

…”to promote learning about Sida's work with normative dialogue, (…) identify key factors behind successful nor-

mative dialogue, (…) and help Sida increase the understanding of what works, what does not work, and why, as 

well as identifying both key bottlenecks and ways to improve”. 

Furthermore, it states that findings and recommendations will be used to inform Sida in relation to: 

• How a more strategic approach, including prioritisation, planning and follow up of normative dialogue 

can be developed, 

• How management and organisation, including the role played by Sida within Team Sweden can be de-

veloped, 

• How to develop the necessary institutional capabilities for engaging in normative dialogue, reflected in 

the design of future trainings and other planned learning activities, 

• How approaches and models of normative dialogue can be developed, including how to work strategi-

cally with partners at different levels to advance Swedish priorities based on universal norms,  

• What communicative methods and instruments for normative dialogue can be developed. 

 

The ToRs identify four thematic focus areas where Sida has been active in normative dialogue and where les-

sons have been gained at different levels of operation, namely: gender equality, sexual reproductive health and 

rights (SRHR), democracy and human rights, and environment and climate. As explained in the ToRs, these fo-

cus areas were selected to reflect the perspectives in Swedish development cooperation, namely for their “clear-

est guiding signal for the normative dialogue” (p. 7).  

The period covered by the evaluation is 2015 to 2022.  

1.2 Purpose of inception report 

The purpose of this inception report is to synthesize findings from the scoping phase and to further define the 

design, scope, focus and boundaries of the evaluation as proposed in the ToRs and discussed in the evalua-

tion proposal. A key focus up until now, has been to further unpack the concept of normative dialogue, what it 

means, and how it is applied at different levels and functions within Sida (at headquarters and in-country opera-

tions). Another main aim is to apply this learning in the design of the evaluation and consider the scope, focus 

and boundaries of the four proposed thematic cases, sub-areas and proposed country examples, and to assess 

their evaluability against the objectives of the evaluation.1 

 

The scoping phase included a first review of available literature (including extracts from Sida’s strategy reports 

from 2020 and 2021), scoping interviews with around 35 key stakeholders (primarily within Sida and two exter-

nal), discussions with the evaluation steering group and inputs from the reference group, including at a facili-

tated face-to-face workshop to gain reference group guidance on working definitions and the scope and focus 

of the thematic cases.2   

 

1 As described in the ToRs.  
2 Held at Sida 10 November, 2022. 
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1.3 Evaluation use and users 

As the ToRs indicate, the focus is clearly formative and learning oriented. The iterative approach applied in 

the inception phase will continue in the main phase of the evaluation as a basis for encouraging utility and en-

gagement. This involves close interaction with users and is particularly important given the fact that there are 

currently multiple interpretations of what normative dialogue is, including how it could be optimised and used 

as a complementary tool to improve development effectiveness. This iterative approach has been reflected in 

designing the evaluation to emphasise the following: 

• A highly participatory process (led by the Sida evaluation unit) to develop a shared understanding of the 

concepts in the ToRs, 

• Continuous communications between the evaluation team and the Sida evaluation steering group to 

promote real-time learning, 

• Facilitated engagement with the working group for normative dialogue, and the broader evaluation ref-

erence group (with a broad range of departments and functions present) during key points in the eval-

uation process, from the initial scoping phase through to the presentation of emerging findings and 

recommendations, 

• Choice of an evaluation approach and methodology which allows for participatory engagement of key 

stakeholder groups (including peers, intermediaries, partners, etc.) where learning and internalisation of 

emerging concepts will be part of the data gathering and validation process,  

• Extensive use of regional experts in addition to an international core evaluation team to allow for easier 

follow-up, validation and feedback in case countries.  

 

The ToRs specify the following list of primary intended users for the evaluation (p. 9):  

• Sida's Executive Management Group (including Director General, Deputy Director General and the 

Heads of Departments) and Sida board members, 

• Policy specialists within the various thematic areas, 

• The Sida working group for strengthened normative dialogue (coordinated by the department for inter-

national organisations and hematic support), 

• Head of units, programme and communication officers at foreign missions and Sida’s headquarters, 

• Multilateral focal points who, for example, are involved in Sweden’s high-level dialogue with multilat-

eral organisations, 

• Relevant functions at the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs and foreign missions. 

 

Interviews undertaken during the scoping phase for the evaluation further suggests that the Planning Coordi-

nators at the different departments in Sida play a key role in relation to the framing of content for normative 

dialogue, and linking it to operational goals, follow-up and strategy reporting. 

During the inception phase, it has been emphasized by evaluation reference group members that it is important 

to clearly focus on Sida as the main (primary) user of the evaluation. However, there is likely a secondary 

user group which constitute actors in the so-called Swedish resource base (Swedish framework civil society or-

ganisations (CSO)s, academia, Sida help desks, key partners at international or national levels involved in influ-

encing certain areas or sectors), who regularly engage with Sida on priority topics and how they are framed. 

They are likely to take an interest in the evaluation to inform their own advocacy efforts – particularly when 

seen as an extension of the Team Sweden approach. Key actors at this ‘meso level’ of funded or non-funded 

influencers and intermediaries have been identified per thematic area covered by the evaluation (Section 4).  
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At a thematic level, leading international actors engaged in influencing certain development sectors or devel-

opment agendas may also be keen to learn from the evaluation findings, e.g., actors interested in the develop-

ment effectiveness agenda, how to influence IFIs/multilateral cooperation, aid delivery and doing development 

differently, and/or think tanks specialising in issues covered by the thematic priorities (climate finance, gender 

equality and Women’s Economic Empowerment (WEE), Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights (SRHR), Les-

bian, Gay, Bi, Trans, Queer and Intersex (LGBTQI) rights and inclusion etc.).  

The evaluation will pursue two parallel tracks to ensure that the evaluation process leads to maximum buy-in, 

learning and co-creation with key stakeholder groups along the way:  

(i) through engagement with the evaluation reference group and the evaluation steering group 

so that they can substantially feed into key decisions about the course and boundary of the 

evaluation as well as any emerging areas for recommendations in order to make them useful 

and actionable as possible, and  

(ii) via the participatory engagement of key stakeholders operating at different levels (Headquar-

ter (HQ), at ‘meso level’, in regions or in-country) including some that may be specifically fo-

cusing on actors in the four thematic areas as part of the data gathering and validation pro-

cess.  

 

Thematic engagement will be largely dependent on the particular dynamics, contexts and capabilities re-

lated to the theme, both within Sida, in the sector internationally and in the varying contexts of case countries.  

Reference group inputs, on the other hand, will be facilitated to look across cases to collectively deliberate on 

how to adapt emerging findings to Sida’s different institutional functions at different levels, e.g., in relation to: 

• Internal strategy processes (the ‘what’): Priority (also in relation to other priorities within Sida), planning 

and follow up of normative dialogue at different levels of operation related to change theory, develop-

ment of strategic plans, strategy reporting, linking normative dialogue to an enabling environment for 

improved development results.  

 

Important internal stakeholder groups: Planning coordinators (departmental), thematic policy leads, 

strategy development and planning at a corporate level (including senior management).  

 

• Organisation and delivery (the ‘who and when’): Management and coordination of normative dialogue 

as a stand-alone activity or as a complement to funded or non-funded engagement initiatives, and how 

it complements other types of influencing, capacity support and operations. It reflects Sida’s position-

ing on the topic/in the sector (a leader, knowledge resource, broker, important funder, etc.), and within 

Team Sweden, including role division and coordination within Team Sweden and other key actors. 

 

Important internal stakeholder groups: Unit heads, programme managers, results-based management 

unit and operational support, multilateral focal points, heads of cooperation at Embassy level, members 

of Team Sweden, including any ‘extended’ Team Sweden members (Swedish authorities, framework 

CSOs, programme implementers etc.). 

 

• Approaches and methods (the ‘how’): Choice of engagement channels, including the use of the so-

called 360 model, tailored to the level of engagement and actors (including via intermediaries, partners, 

or directly at technical or policy level), communications means and tailoring of messaging, networking 

and relationship/trust-building activities.   
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Important internal stakeholders: Internal capacity development and support, methods development 

(corporate), partnership development and management, strategic communications support. 

2. The evaluation object 

2.1 Normative dialogue at Sida 

The term ‘normative dialogue’ is shorthand for ‘dialogue for normative change’ and is seen as a tool to “advo-

cate for Swedish priorities and universal norms” in order to “increase the impact and accelerate progress” against 

the overall goal of Swedish international development cooperation, namely “to create preconditions for better 

living conditions for people living in poverty and under oppression.”3 While dialogue has always been an im-

portant element of Swedish development cooperation, the use of the term ‘normative dialogue’ appears for the 

first time in Sida’s operational plan from 2019. In the current operational plan (2022-24), one out of six opera-

tional goals (goal 2), specifically refers to the fact that Sida, through normative dialogue, will advocate for Swe-

dish priorities and universal norms, including gender equality, environment and climate.4 

The emphasis on normative change as an enabler for better development results – in funded and non-funded 

development interventions – is a somewhat different conceptualization from what was typically covered by pol-

icy dialogue in the past. For instance, in a Sida Evaluation of Policy Dialogue as an Instrument in Development 

Cooperation – the Case of Gender Equality in 20155, policy dialogue is defined as: “…an instrument of develop-

ment cooperation that brings together two or more parties to discuss, and possibly reach consensus on the core 

values underlying their policy and programming decisions, including resource allocation.” The 2015 evaluation, 

which looked primarily at dialogue efforts at embassy level, also recognised that there was no clearly articulated 

Theory of Change (ToC) of how to use dialogue as an instrument, and that approaches to dialogue were not 

consistently applied across Sida given the lack of a common understanding of it as specific method to be used 

to advance progress in addition to funding.  

The 2019 articulation of normative dialogue as one of the operational objectives strengthened the importance 

of using dialogue as an influencing tool, and also made Sida’s ambition clear to make normative dialogue 

“strategically relevant, results-focused and effective”. This has called for improved internal coordination (led by 

an internal working group on normative dialogue), and a more coordinated Team Sweden approach – i.e., co-

operation between Sida, the Swedish ministries and foreign missions.6  

Additionally, the so-called 360 model, which has been de facto adopted as a good practice within Sida and the 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs, seeks to strengthen the information flow from and back to embassies.7 The aim is 

that more of the operational and contextual knowledge from in-country operations underpinning normative 

priorities is reflected in high-level negotiations with e.g., multilateral organisations, or taken up during their re-

spective Board meetings. Outcomes from such global/international normative dialogue are then fed back to the 

field so that they can inform dialogue and follow-up by embassies in their bilateral in-country dialogues with 

the same agencies and governments as needed. Taking its basis in the international normative framework of 

 

3 ToRs, p.2, 3 
4 ToRs, p. 3 
5 Peebles, D. et al, Sida Evaluation 2015:1 
6 An ‘extended Team Sweden’ may include other actors such as framework CSOs, other Swedish authorities, and/or specific cooperation 

partners in a given context.  
7 The 360-model, or ”hela varvet runt” refers to the fact that all involved actors, at all different levels of policy dialogue or operations are 

informed of priorities for normative dialogue, and that information exchange between parties is coordinated and strategic, combining 

experiential evidence with dialogue efforts at different levels.  
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agreed conventions, declarations and resolutions, the starting point for dialogue should be to what extent part-

ners have signed up to them and, at country level, to what extent specific norms are reflected in national legis-

lative frameworks and/or in the agendas of advocacy groups. In other words, partners’ ownership and leader-

ship is the primary consideration, which normative dialogue supports and seeks to influence.  

The ‘norms’ in normative dialogue refer both to Swedish priorities and universal norms as spelled out in univer-

sal resolutions, conventions, and declarations. While Swedish priorities and universal norms typically are 

aligned, the steering framework for what Sida should prioritise in its dialogue “is complex, as directions and pri-

orities are primarily outlined by the Swedish government but are also developed in internal steering tools at Sida.”8  

The Policy Framework for Swedish Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid outlines the Swedish Gov-

ernment’s directions and priorities for development cooperation and humanitarian assistance and sets out both 

overall focus and thematic focus for development aid cooperation and, by extension, its priorities for normative 

dialogue. It is worth noting, however, that Swedish public agencies have a high degree of independence, and a 

minister may not interfere in public administration and public policy implementation. Strategic guidelines es-

tablish the main starting points, and objectives are set by the government in geographic, thematic, and multilat-

eral strategies (usually for a duration of 4-6 years). Annual appropriation directives (‘regleringsbrev’) further set 

out Sida’s (and other government agencies’) objectives, resources and reporting requirements.9 Beyond this for-

mal practice, the public debate and political actors influence the substance and implementation of development 

cooperation.10 The policy framework provides five perspectives, two overarching perspectives (the poverty 

perspective and the rights perspective), and three thematic perspectives (conflict and peacebuilding, gender 

equality and environment and climate) that are in line with international resolutions, conventions and declara-

tions and should be integrated into development cooperation, including its normative dialogue.  

The ToRs for the assignment specify that in Sida “normative dialogue should address Swedish priorities based on 

universal norms, including the five perspectives and should be conducted on global, regional and national levels.” 

In other words, looking at normative dialogue as a means toward accelerating progress in line with universal 

norms will be a key starting point for the evaluation, and how Sida positions itself alongside other actors to 

promote these in line with its mandate (determined by the Swedish government).  

2.2 Working definition of normative dialogue for the evaluation 

The evaluation team recognises that normative dialogue encompasses a broad range and types of themes and 

topics and what it entails may be understood differently by different stakeholders. This was confirmed during 

scoping interviews where some key informants used a wide definition of the concept to cover any type of dialogue 

on a specific theme of priority to Sida (without necessarily having a planned or strategic approach). Others saw it 

as something that was undertaken primarily at high-level, e.g., by the Ambassador in a country context, and where 

Sida played a more technical backstopping role. Others felt that it was possible to engage strategically in norma-

tive dialogue only if such dialogue was based on a clearly articulated change theory to enable coordination and 

follow-up, and to avoid normative dialogue being superficial or falling back on platitudes.  

When determining factors for what successful normative dialogue might look like, scoping interviews pointed to 

a distinction between situations in which partners can be held accountable to internationally agreed universal 

 

8 ToRs, p.2 
9 Keijzer, N., Klingebiel, S., Ørnemark, C. & Scholtes, F., Seeking balanced ownership in changing development cooperation relationships, 

EBA Rapport 2018:08, Expert Group for Aid Studies, Sweden 
10 Danielson, A., and L. Wohlgemuth. 2005. Swedish Development Cooperation in Perspective. In: Stokke, O., and P. Hoebink. 2005. Perspec-

tives on European Development Cooperation. Policy and 179 Performance of Individual Donor Countries and the EU. Catholic University of 

Nijmegen 
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norms or development goals that country counterparts have already signed up to, and situations in which Sweden 

sought outcomes that were pushing the boundaries on certain topics in a given context (e.g., LGBTQI issues, 

abortion rights, etc.) and where the universality of the norms was contested. 

The ToRs specify that normative dialogue should address Swedish priorities based on universal norms, including 

the five perspectives, and should be conducted on global, regional and national levels. It also specifies that “nor-

mative dialogue differs from the day-to-day dialogue that Sida has with its cooperation partners regarding specific 

programs and projects, i.e., dialogue on capacity and risk assessment or the organisation’s ability to implement the 

program and report results.”11 However, the ToRs do not provide a specific definition to be used. Part of the 

scoping phase was therefore dedicated to gathering different views from key stakeholders within Sida and to 

workshopping a working definition with the evaluation steering and reference groups.  

2.2.1 Normative dialogue in strategy reporting 

Extracts from country and departmental strategy reports of 2020 and 2021 related to Operational Goal 2 on the 

use of normative dialogue have been systematically gathered by Sida since 2020. The evaluation team rearranged 

the data to make it possible to systematically analyse it and generated some new meta data with Natural Lan-

guage Processing to visualize some of the trends. By looking at the use of key words, (i.e., ‘dialogue’, ‘normative 

dialogue’, ‘strategic communication’ and other forms of advocacy or influencing ‘påverkansarbete’), it is possible 

to conclude that different forms of influencing tend to be increasingly referred to in 2021. It also seems note-

worthy that there is an increase in the variation in 2021, and that key words used tend to vary between different 

departments, and in the different individual strategy reports within Sida (Figure 1, 2 and 3 below).  

This measure clearly does not say anything about the effective use of normative dialogue as a tool and may rather 

reflect Sida’s internal processes to better define and report on normative dialogue as part of the Operational Plan 

since 2019. Nevertheless, in order to better understand the evaluation object, it is interesting to note that there 

seems to be an increase in awareness of the need to engage in dialogue for normative change (even if different 

terms are currently being used to describe that process).  

Figure 2.1: Average occurrence of key terms related to normative dialogue in Sida strategy reports 2020 and 2021 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2: Absolute number of times key terms are used in Sida strategy reporting per region and year 

 

11 ToRs, p.3 
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Figure 2.3: Absolute mentions per individual strategic report (2020, 2021 combined unless otherwise specified) 

 

 
 

 

2.2.2 Norms 

The initial background literature provided by Sida on normative dialogue often refers to the norms or messages 

to prioritize in dialogue as ‘the change we want to see’ as defined in Swedish government priorities and univer-

sal norms, and spelled out in Swedish development cooperation strategies, policies and universal resolutions, 

conventions and declarations. Even so, feedback during scoping interviews indicated that it can be difficult to 

fully grasp what a ‘norm’ is, and how to balance more value-based norms and informal social norms with 

highly technical norms and norms that are promoted for example through technical capacity-building. In fact, it 

was pointed out that internal capabilities in Sida to effectively adopt, adapt and incorporate certain norms into 

the work of staff who are not specialists on a given subject is very closely linked to internal training and 
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guidance to provide staff with the language, confidence and necessary expertise to bring up certain normative 

values in different types of conversations.12 

Existing definitions of relevance talk about norms as a shared definition of desirable behaviour or the stand-

ards by reference to which behaviour is judged and approved or disapproved, etc. A norm is typically defined as 

“a standard of appropriate behaviour of actors of a given identity”13 or “a principle of right action binding upon 

the members of a group and serving to guide, control, or regulate proper and acceptable behaviour."14 Both of 

these definitions indicate a strong link between norms and behavioural patterns. They are also implicitly value-

based in relation to what is considered ‘right’ and ‘appropriate’ and by whom. This is also why it will be im-

portant to inquire into the extent to which there is joint agreement and ownership of the universal values and  

For the sake of this evaluation and in order to enhance evaluability, the evaluation team proposes that ‘norms’ 

in ‘normative dialogue’ fulfil the following criteria: 

• Norms are in line with international resolutions, conventions and declarations, 

• Norms are clearly linked to the two overarching perspectives for Swedish development cooperation – 

the poverty perspective and the rights perspective – and may, to differing degrees, be linked to one of 

the thematic perspectives (conflict and peacebuilding, gender equality, environment and climate), 

• Norms set out and/or represent desirable change or behaviour that is perceived to enable sustainable 

development results,  

• Norms exist as a result of collective engagement by multiple stakeholders and actors and such, may 

emerge or evolve over time.  

2.2.3 Normative dialogue 

The ToRs clearly distinguish between day-to-day dialogue on partners’ delivery capacity and risk assessments in 

relation to specific programs and the dialogue for normative change conducted to influence or convince part-

ners to adopt certain shared normative values in their work. Yet, feedback from scoping interviews and during 

workshop discussions suggested that this distinction is less clear in practice. While normative dialogue goes be-

yond specific programmes or management, it is also very closely linked to the daily ‘learning-by-doing’ by 

partners, particularly if the promotion of certain norms has been agreed on upfront and is even supported by 

additional capacity building support from Sida.15 

 

The evaluation therefore suggests a somewhat more generic definition, namely that: 

 

• Normative dialogue (or ‘dialogue for normative change’) includes any effort to strategically engage in dia-

logue about desired change with the explicit purpose of seeking to influence or safeguard universal norms 

as reflected in Swedish priorities, policies, and strategies. 

 

It implies that the desired change is based on universal norms and is in line with Swedish government priorities. 

It also assumes that the specific norms to be influenced or safeguarded are made clear up front and are in line 

with development cooperation strategies and policies. From an evaluability perspective, the articulated inten-

tion in having an explicit purpose of seeking to influence or safeguard universal norms will be critical in order 

 

12 Examples quoted in the areas of SRHR, LGBTQI and women’s economic empowerment.  
13 Finnemore, Martha, and Kathryn Sikkink. "International norm dynamics and political change." International organization 52.4 (1998): 887-

917) 
14 Merriam-Webster’s Dictionary 
15 Examples of this approach were mentioned, for instance, in relation to gender equality, climate and environment, and women’s economic 

empowerment. 
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to be able to track results at an outcome level and then trace back observed outcomes to the particular focus 

area, target group, context and approaches and methods applied.  

 

The evaluation team recognises that that the proposed definition may evolve as lessons from the evaluation 

start to emerge, and that it can be revised once results are reviewed. The use of outcome harvesting is expected 

to leave room for interlocutors to redefine normative dialogue in relation to the dialogues that they are a part 

of. 

 

It should however be noted that outcomes from normative dialogue may not be clear-cut or in any way solely 

or significantly attributable to Sida, given how beliefs that form the foundation for normative change are inevi-

tably influenced by a variety of factors, including previously existing beliefs and motivations for behavioural 

change.  

 

Also, dialogue around universal norms to safeguard and institutionalize these in line with international declara-

tions, conventions and commitments is already at the heart of the United Nations system and other multilat-

eral organisations. The extent to which Swedish efforts play a role in helping to reinforce or shape these along-

side others may at times be difficult to determine.  

 

The evaluation will therefore look for outcomes from normative dialogue that can be credibly associated with 

Swedish efforts, and where Sweden has intentionally and strategically used normative dialogue to advance cer-

tain outcomes. These outcomes will necessarily reflect a mix of the norms and values of the different parties in-

volved in the dialogue process. The evaluation will seek to assess why and how changes can be reasonably as-

sociated with the dialogue in the given context, and how this, in turn, helped enable effective development out-

comes. The evaluation will then seek to trace the institutional capabilities within Sida and Team Sweden16 

that made change possible in order to distil lessons around internal strategy processes, organisation and deliv-

ery and approaches and methods used. 

 

Normative dialogue is conceptualized as a tool for influencing the outcomes of development cooperation 

alongside other forms of influence (such as economic funding incentives, influencing via research, capacity de-

velopment, knowledge exchange, facilitation, visibility, etc.). While important learning and organisational 

change is needed to build internal capabilities on how to maximise such influence – e.g., in relation to how to 

adapt approaches, tools and methods, and how to best tailor language and delivery of normative dialogue in 

different contexts – Sida is not looking to change the norms themselves. On the other hand, learning on the 

‘how’ of normative dialogue is very central to the evaluation scope. In the context for this evaluation, it is there-

fore important to state, up front, what we mean with influence and influencing effects.  

Box 1. Other related concepts that impinge on the scope of the evaluation 

Several concepts in Sida’s background literature on normative dialogue interchangeably refer to or are closely 

related to normative dialogue. The below working definitions and brief descriptions of them is expected to con-

textualize these in the context of this evaluation.  

Strategic communication: A broader concept than normative dialogue, the evaluation will refer to strategic com-

munication as a way to communicate the desired normative change clearly and consistently, using multiple en-

try-points. To be strategic, the communication needs to reflect an understanding of and be adapted to the 

 

16 Referring to Sida, MFA and/or other Swedish actors who align their agendas for normative change in relation to universal norms and prin-

ciples. 
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context and level of engagement as well as the different target groups (i.e., those individuals or groups ex-

pected to be influenced as a result of the dialogue process). This, in turn, should affect the content and mecha-

nisms of delivery in relation to how the communication is planned organised, what approach is chosen (e.g., via 

an intermediate messaging partner or through direct communication, or via mass communication or social me-

dia channels). The evaluation will refer to strategic communications as it is used in relation to influencing nor-

mative change, but will now seek to assess the extent to which communication is used more broadly as an out-

reach tool within Sida.  

Public diplomacy: Though less commonly referred to, the concept of ‘public diplomacy’ is currently used inter-

changeably with strategic communication and/or normative dialogue in some Sida documents and discussions 

and was reportedly more commonly used by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA). It implicitly refers to gov-

ernment-supported efforts aimed at influencing public attitudes in a cooperation country using a variety of 

governmental and non-governmental resources and actors beyond government-to-government relations (e.g., 

via civil society organisations, media, private sector actors or professional associations). Important to note is 

that for the purpose of this evaluation we will not use the term ‘public diplomacy’ unless specifically warranted, 

instead seeking to trace any influencing effects back to normative dialogue and the use of strategic communi-

cations to enable or strategically engage in such dialogue.  

Influence and influence effects 

‘Influence effects’ occur in people, priorities, policies and practices (in the context of this evaluation, referred 

to by the evaluation team as the “4Ps” in short) and are rarely attributable to one event or influencing source 

alone. In other words, influence effects can result from several interlinked strategies, of which normative dia-

logue is one (interlinked with other means of influencing, and other priorities within Sida). Importantly, it is the 

understanding of the evaluation team that normative dialogue will always seek to achieve influence effects, 

on its own or in combination with other means of influencing in order to maximise the effectiveness of develop-

ment results. In this context, when referring to ‘influence’, it is simply defined as the power to have an effect on 

people, priorities, policies and practices as defined above.17   

2.3 Factors influencing normative dialogue 

The ToRs set out a number of important variables that inform normative dialogue at Sida and which will be 

used as important parameters in the evaluation namely:  

• Focus area: which relates to theme, strategy objectives, the normative agenda and how it links to the 

five perspectives based on universal norms. 

• Target groups: at multilateral/global level, at meso-level among peers and civil society groups, at re-

gional levels and at country levels. Target groups are those who are expected to be influenced by, or 

change, as a result of the dialogue process. 

• Context: which places the type of issue into a context that is either conducive for normative dialogue, 

or where normative dialogue is more contentious (e.g., in relation to so-called headwind issues). Con-

text also refers to the geographical context, conflict or peace contexts, level of fragility, freedom of ex-

pression, etc.  

 

17 Drawing on definition used in an evaluation that focused on Finland’s successes in influencing multilateral organisations, see: 

https://um.fi/publications/-/asset_publisher/TVOLgBmLyZvu/content/evaluointiraportti-ulkoministeri-c3-b6-vaikuttaa-monenkeskisten-j-

c3-a4rjest-c3-b6jen-toimintaan-1/384998) 

 

https://um.fi/publications/-/asset_publisher/TVOLgBmLyZvu/content/evaluointiraportti-ulkoministeri-c3-b6-vaikuttaa-monenkeskisten-j-c3-a4rjest-c3-b6jen-toimintaan-1/384998
https://um.fi/publications/-/asset_publisher/TVOLgBmLyZvu/content/evaluointiraportti-ulkoministeri-c3-b6-vaikuttaa-monenkeskisten-j-c3-a4rjest-c3-b6jen-toimintaan-1/384998
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• Approaches and methods: including choice of cooperation partner, positioning and coordination 

within Team Sweden and application of the 360 model, whether to conduct dialogue directly or via in-

termediaries, etc.  

 

Each of these variables will be applied to the macro level (global/international), at meso-level (Sida and other 

peers/Team Sweden actors), regional level (if applicable) and in the country context with a focus on synergies 

and feedback loops between the different levels as intended in the 360 model.  

 

In line with the identified learning objectives for the evaluation, there should also be a strong focus is on ‘the 

how’ in addition to what is being done or achieved. Such lessons should allow for comparison across cases 

given that the different cases: 

a) have different universal norms and standard in focus, 

b) operate in different contexts, 

c) are aimed at different target groups, and 

d) uses different approaches and methods.  

 

This means that each of the harvested outcomes should be linked, as far as possible to institutional core capa-

bilities within Sida and in relation to Sida’s positioning in Team Sweden/other key actors, in order to respond 

to the different learning objectives. The below table gives some examples of institutional capabilities to look for 

in relation to the different learning objectives. 

 

Table 2.1 Linking learning objectives to Sida institutional core capabilities 

Learning objectives  Examples of institutional core capabilities (that 

enabled/hindered harvested outcomes) 

• Internal strategy processes (the 

‘what’): Priority-setting (also in rela-

tion to other priorities within Sida), 

planning and follow up of normative 

dialogue at different levels of opera-

tion related to change theory, devel-

opment of strategic plans, strategy 

reporting, linking normative dialogue 

to an enabling environment for im-

proved development results.  

 

-Capability to plan and follow up on normative dia-

logue over time 

-Capability to link normative dialogue to develop-

ment results 

-Capability to make strategy objectives rights-

based and gender transformative with links to the 

thematic perspectives 

-Capability of staff to internalize issues, technical 

facts, and messages around norms to be promoted 

(with sufficient training and guidance) 

• Organisation and delivery (the ‘who 

and when’): Management and coor-

dination of normative dialogue as a 

stand-alone activity or as a comple-

ment to funded or non-funded en-

gagement initiatives, and how it 

complements other types of influ-

encing, capacity support and opera-

tions, reflecting Sida’s positioning on 

-Capability to learn and adapt based on regular liai-

son with Embassies, partners 

-Capability to manage and organise normative dia-

logue across different levels of operations (HQ, in-

country) 
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the topic/in the sector (and within 

Team Sweden. 

 

-Capability to exchange information and coordinate 

communication efforts across different institutional 

functions (departments, thematic areas) within Sida, 

-Capability to position Sida strategically in relation 

to other Team Sweden actors  

• Approaches and methods (the ‘how’): 

Choice of engagement channels, in-

cluding the use of the so-called 360 

model, tailored to the level of en-

gagement and actors (including via 

intermediaries, partners, or directly 

at technical or policy level), commu-

nications means and tailoring of 

messaging, networking and relation-

ship/trust-building activities.   

 

-Capability to build trust and attract others 

(through coalition building, donor coordination etc) 

-Capability to position Sida strategically in a given 

sector or area of support (e.g., as a knowledge re-

source), 

-Capability to give sufficient guidance and advise to 

partners (including via capacity building) 

-Capability to adapt communicative methods and 

instruments to context 

-Capability to cope with level of resistance or politi-

cal developments 

 

3. Proposed approach and methodology 

3.1 Approach 

3.1.1 Conceptual framework and theory of change (ToC) 

The ToRs specify an underlying Theory of Change (ToC) for normative dialogue, which puts emphasis on the 

change of attitudes, relations, behaviours and norms as a means to achieving better development results. It also 

acknowledges that while this may seem like a straightforward process (as depicted in the graph below), guided 

by clearly spelled out strategies and tools, the process is in fact complex with multiple actors and influencing 

parties involved, with varying degrees of influence over both the process and outcomes.  

Figure 3.1 Intervention logic for normative dialogue presented in the ToRs  

 

The ToC also builds on the underlying assumption that parties, through normative dialogue, align their in-

terest in ways that help produce better development results. While this is indeed an overarching aim, there 

may also be instances when promoting a previously identified policy agenda may cause pushback or fragmen-

tation to collaborative relationships needed to deliver results. Dialogue may aggravate, rather than smooth, re-

lations where differing norms become an arena for public debate and may trigger populist polemics that ob-

struct dialogue going forward. The evaluation design and choice of methods therefore seek to capture both 
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unintended (positive and negative) effects in relation to results, but also outcomes related to the nature of the 

partnership, and in how the framing of issues may need to be adapted to context along the way.  

The evaluation will be theory-based in that it will take the implicit assumptions in the ToC as a point of depar-

ture and seek to unpack them throughout the evaluation process. To do so, the evaluation team has come up 

with an expanded ToC (see Figure 3.2 below, also in Annex 2 for clarity). This ToC will thus be used as a tool to 

understand how different actors are selecting and using different approaches to work towards a common ulti-

mate objective. 

Outcome Harvesting (OH) is an open-ended methodology in that it is more inductive than deductive in its 

approach with an emphasis on finding emerging patterns in outcomes before formulating causal pathways, par-

ticularly since these outcomes are a result of a complex environment with multiple influences, and change pat-

terns are not linear. In that sense, it can be seen as somewhat contradictory to use a OH in combination with a 

theory-based evaluation approach where the results framework or ToC is fixed with key hypotheses up front that 

are then tested along the way. However, we still propose to frame the OH inquiry within a broader theory-based 

approach. This will allow the OH analysis of contribution to be organized in relation to the results and change 

pathways posited in the theory of change, so that this can be confirmed or revised to support learning and 

adaptation. This framing will also help the team limit the number of outcomes identified and prioritize the 

most significant ones from the point of view of intended results, while taking note of unintended or unexpected 

results valued by stakeholders. 

The methods proposed will be geared to harvesting outcomes as well as to substantiating outcomes that have 

already been harvested in the available documentation, reporting, or which the evaluation team will seek to 

substantiate through additional key informant interviews (KIIs). In line with the OH approach, harvested outcomes 

will be organized in an Excel database18 and classified according to relevant categories of analysis, including the 

expected outcomes in the ToC and relevant evaluation questions. Careful triangulation of data from different 

sources will ensure that findings are grounded in valid, inclusive, and reliable evidence, with any significant gaps 

addressed through follow-up data collection and workshopping with the Steering/Reference group at key 

moments of the evaluation process. The evaluation team will identify patterns and trends in outcomes by 

mapping findings on outcomes against the proposed ToC, noting any gaps and any unintended outcomes – 

positive or negative. In that sense, any perceived need to update or adjust the ToC will be done in close consul-

tation with the Steering Group and will be part of the participatory learning process. 

This ToC is based on feedback and literature reviewed during the inception phase on Sida’s engagement in nor-

mative dialogue to promote certain clearly defined universal norms, formalised in strategies and instruc-

tions from the government. It further seeks to identify possibly varied pathways towards intermediate out-

comes in different domains of change: (i) the institutional domains within Sida and in relation to Sida’s posi-

tioning among other Swedish actors/in Team Sweden, (ii) in the domain of selecting and supporting partners, 

and (iii) in the sectoral domain, linking intermediate outcomes to the overarching goal of normative dialogue – 

namely to provide an enabling environment for improved development results based on universal norms and 

Swedish development cooperation priorities. The ToC will be contextualized and exemplified in relation to the 

 

18 For each outcome, the Excel database will include an outcome description, its level of significance (by stakeholder group), 

as well as the enabling/hindering factors in terms of partnerships, operating context and institutional core capabilities. We 

will consider also tagging outcomes in relation to the stages of the dialogue, i.e. if this is a new/emerging topic or one that 

partners have worked on for a long time.  
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thematic case studies. It is expected that the cases will highlight how pluralistic approaches, adapted to e.g., lo-

cal or sectoral normative discourses, ultimately converge around the creation of enabling environments.   

Outcomes as they are referred to in Outcome Harvesting are defined as “an observable and significant change 

in a social actor’s behaviour, relationships, activities, actions, policies or practice that has been achieved, and that 

has been influenced by the change agent” (Wilson-Grau and Britt 2012). 

 

Figure 3.2 Proposed Theory of Change to be tested, focusing on intermediate outcomes and domains of change 

 
 

This proposed ToC will be used as a reference point throughout the evaluation period and will provide the ba-

sis for reflecting on assumptions around processes and contributions in the different thematic case studies 

as well as at an overall level. Validating actual contribution to specific development results may prove to be 

challenging given that Sida’s normative dialogue will be one among many influencing factors, often pursued 

indirectly via partners. The evaluation will therefore seek to establish contribution pathways to understand how 

the enabling environments have shifted in line with prioritized normative agendas based on observed changes 

in people, policies or priorities or practices (“4Ps”), in communicative methods and framing, and/or in the nature 

of the partnership itself.  

The ToC should be seen against a backdrop of contextual factors that will influence progress at all junctures, 

e.g., existing internationally agreed goals and principles and the extent to which they are accepted and adopted 

in different contexts, existing legislation, availability of advocacy groups on headwind issues on norms that are 

more contested etc. Conversely, the lack of international consensus, unfavourable power structures, distrust, 

corruption etc. are examples of hindering factors in different contexts.  

Given the formative nature of the evaluation, it will be important to document and analyse the interplay be-

tween Sida’s own efforts to achieve strategic objectives for normative change, and how these align with efforts 
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of external actors. The ToC (Figure 3.2) underscores that both Sida and partners operate in, and are influenced 

by, their own political operating environments which will inevitably affect the degree of alignment and political 

buy-in to common normative priorities and objectives. On top of that, there can be institutional hurdles to ad-

vancing normative change in a coherent and coordinated manner. An example from the scoping phase comes 

from the thematic area of Women’s Economic Empowerment (WEE) where it was stated that “most people 

within Sida are aware of and think that they know how to promote gender equality, and external actors look to us 

for expertise. But the area of WEE is quite specialized and there is a need to better understand and incorporate 

more nuanced messages across our gender equality work that are specific to WEE in different contexts.” 

A contextual factor that will receive attention will be the conflict context. The evaluation will not include hu-

manitarian programming, but it will be attentive to how dialogue has been adapted to reflect the nature of dia-

logue related to programming that stretches across the humanitarian-development-peace nexus and is un-

dertaken in conflict affected countries where failures to defend humanitarian principles may constitute a 

central aspect of normative dialogue. This includes dialogue with duty-bearers who may lack legitimacy, and 

with responsible actors from the UN system who are taking on extended roles in order to maintain basic opera-

tions amid deteriorating conditions.  

Changes in people, policies, priorities and practices can be either linked to a specific programme and/or go 

beyond programmes to have wider systemic influence (as intended in the 360 model). The level of cohesion of 

messages and approaches across different domains of change and levels of interaction will be important to in-

quire into, as well as the extent to which they are mutually reinforcing. As such, factors related to coherence are 

likely to feature across the evaluation questions.  

3.2 Evaluability of evaluation questions 

As indicated above, the expected learning outcomes for Sida will be at the centre of this evaluation, namely in 

relation to ‘what’ universal norms are being prioritized to what effect in different contexts (captured primarily 

in the EQs relating to effectiveness); the ‘who and when’ in relation to organisation and delivery, management 

and coordination of the dialogue; and the ‘how’ in terms of choice of approaches and methods, including the 

choice of engagement channels, including the use of the so-called 360 model (the latter two categories being 

captured primarily in the efficiency Eqs). These learning outcomes are expected to be cross-cutting and applica-

ble to Sida at an institutional level even though the methodology prescribed in the TORs are largely based on 

four specific thematic areas and sub-areas where lessons are expected to be found and drawn on. The below 

sets out some initial thoughts on the evaluation questions, taking this into consideration. 

3.2.1 Overall observations regarding the evaluation questions 

Evaluability refers to the extent to which an activity or programme can be evaluated in a reliable and credible 

fashion. The ToRs contain a comprehensive set of pertinent evaluation questions in relation to the learning ob-

jectives for the evaluation (section 1.1). As stated in the ToRs, “considering the purpose and intended use of the 

evaluation, the evaluation will focus on the effectiveness and efficiency of Sida’s dialogue” (p. 8). This reflects the 

desire to learn about both the ‘what’ and the ‘how’ of normative dialogue, with a focus on how to improve 

Sida’s internal approaches and working methods for using normative dialogue as a means towards delivering 

improved development results.  

While effectiveness questions seek to establish what successful normative dialogue looks like (including the 

factors and mechanisms involved), efficiency questions seek to then trace such enablers for successful norma-

tive dialogue back to Sida’s institutional practices across functions and capabilities in the organisation. At the 

same time, the ToRs acknowledge that much of the actual dialogue work is undertaken by CSO or think tank 

partners (seen as intermediaries in developing and articulating normative arguments and evidence), rather than 
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Sida itself. In such instances, Sida’s choice of partners in line with strategic priorities will be looked at and the 

role Sida plays in partnerships in relation advancing universal norms and Swedish development cooperation 

priorities. 

3.2.2 Effectiveness evaluation questions 

EQ1: How likely is it that the normative dialogue has contributed to change? 

EQ2: What are examples of successful outcomes of normative dialogue at Sida? What are examples of unsuc-

cessful outcomes? 

EQ3: Which key success factors and mechanisms can be identified? Which key factors and mechanisms can be 

identified as hindering successful normative dialogue? 

Relevance: These evaluation questions are highly relevant in relation to the purpose of the evaluation and the 

learning needs that have been expressed in the inception phase. The emphasis of the analysis of ‘change’ will 

be on the ‘what’, among ‘whom’ and ‘how’. Also, by ‘successful’ outcomes, the evaluation understands that to 

be intended and unintended positive outcomes, while ‘unsuccessful’ is understood to refer to instances where 

there were either no effects of normative dialogue, or where dialogue efforts led to pushback, backlash, or in-

creased misalignment of actors (e.g., locking of positions).  

Evaluability: As recognised at the outset, the main evaluability challenge relates to finding common and gen-

eralisable contribution trends across an exceedingly wide range of types of norms, geo-political contexts and 

ongoing (often competing) normative dialogues led by different development cooperation actors. The case 

studies are expected to reveal both trends and idiosyncratic examples of both achievements and non-achieve-

ment or even negative outcomes that illustrate salient factors and institutional mechanisms. It is judged that 

these questions are evaluable, but with a caveat that the relevance of applying lessons regarding the success 

factors and hinders that are identified within other dialogues will vary due to this contextual diversity. 

3.2.3 Efficiency evaluation questions 

EQ4: How does Sida’s prioritisation, planning and follow-up of normative dialogue affect the results of Sida’s 

normative dialogue? 

EQ5: How does Sida’s organisation of the normative dialogue, i.e., roles, responsibilities, forum for dialogue, and 

timing affect the results of normative dialogue? How does Sida’s role in and coordination within Team Sweden, 

affect the results of Sida’s normative dialogue? 

EQ6: How do approaches to normative dialogue, such as the choice of cooperation partner at different levels and 

the way the collaboration is conducted, affect the results? Specifically, in regard to choices at the country level 

and the so called 360-model? 

EQ7: How do methods within normative dialogue, such as the practice of different communication means and 

messages and the way Sida adapt them to local contexts, affect the results? 

Relevance: The questions are largely relevant in relation to the evaluation objectives and expected learning 

outcomes but, given the range and roles of actors referred to by interviewees as being involved in normative 

dialogue, there is a risk that the findings may be somewhat skewed towards Sida’s role at the expense of un-

derstanding the multistakeholder nature of these dialogues.  
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Evaluability: EQ6 does include analyses of partnerships, but scoping interviews suggest that these partner-

ships are important for analysing all of these questions. Particularly at embassy level, and in relations with think 

tanks and other normative actors in Sweden and global levels, evaluability would be strengthened if, for exam-

ple, the partners involved in articulating and developing an evidence base for the norms being communicated 

are analysed as actors within all the processes referred to in these EQs. 

3.3 Methods 

The core methods of the evaluation will be a tailored version of outcome harvesting to ensure that the evalua-

tion is participatory, and utilization focused. This will be combined with contribution analysis to determine 

what factors or institutional mechanisms enabled (or hindered) the given outcome, and how it affects Sida’s in-

stitutional capabilities of conducting dialogue for normative change. This is in line with the formative nature 

of the evaluation and the evaluation questions which look at both effectiveness (outcomes and results of nor-

mative dialogue) and efficiency (institutional mechanisms and capabilities across Sida’s organisational functions 

and levels of operation).  

As described in the above theory of change, this is in recognition of how normative dialogue driven by Sida is 

inevitably a contribution to ongoing internal normative dialogues underway in national governments, between 

governments and civil society, within regional institutions and multilateral agencies, and in academia. The evalu-

ation will therefore seek to clearly identify what the intended normative influencing effect was, and then 

trace it back to the contribution of Sida and other influencing factors to get to the ‘how’. Unintended or nega-

tive effects will also be assessed, and perceived outcomes will be validated with the relevant stakeholder 

groups. 

The team considers that outcome harvesting is the most appropriate methodology for this evaluation because 

it is open-ended and seeks to connect observed effects with triggering factors, obstacles or variables that 

have affected a given attitude or behaviour. Given that effective normative dialogue takes place within both 

informal and formal fora and processes, it can be challenging to determine the level and type of contribution to 

changes. With this method however, the evaluation team asks different stakeholder groups to identify what the 

main results have been for them from diverse types of discussions and dialogue. The significance attributed to a 

triggering effect for action is thereby assigned by participants themselves, making it reflective of diverse view-

points. 

 

Contribution analysis, applied to normative dialogue suggests documenting stories about contributions to 

normative change, explanations of other contributing factors, and analysis of what stakeholders perceive to 

have occurred if Sida did not engage. Attention will also be given to how actors have striven to harmonise com-

peting norms through dialogue, as well as where these efforts can be credibly associated with this harmonisa-

tion.  

 

Data collection and analysis for this contribution analysis will be undertaken through a modified outcome har-

vesting approach. This will involve unpacking perceived outcomes emanating from sets of interlinked dia-

logues. An assumption is that even though Sida may be engaged in dialogues with national governments, mul-

tilateral institutions, and civil society on a related theme within a given case study, they are striving towards 

somewhat different norms, have different metrics of success and failure, etc. The case studies will be used to 

map and compare these categories emerging from the outcome harvesting exercises, while remaining cogni-

sant of potential parallel processes (e.g., pushback against LGBTQI rights or vested interests in central govern-

ments that hinder devolution). The evaluation will also be attentive to how Sida contributes to outcomes by lev-

eraging its programming to buttress its credibility and ensure access to a ‘seat at the table’ in normative 

discussions and high-level meetings in the multilateral fora.  
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These contributions to outcomes are inevitably somewhat amorphous and part of the complex political econ-

omy of development cooperation, not the least when Sida is pursuing headwind issues where other parts of 

the development community are pursuing other norms, either because they do not share normative commit-

ments or for pragmatic political reasons that lead them to de-emphasise certain norms. Contextual factors, par-

ticularly conflict, respect for rule of law and the commitment and role of duty-bearers in upholding norms in 

fragile states and hinterlands will be considered. It will be important to ensure that the evaluation draws atten-

tion to how normative dialogue is not just a technical process and is always political and contextual. The extent 

to which the evaluation can delve into these drivers may be limited, but it cannot ignore them.  

From a methodological perspective, outcome harvesting will be used to also capture stakeholders’ outcome 

narratives where the intended normative influencing effect was to safeguard a certain issue or rights focus, ra-

ther than to change it (e.g., safeguarding the rights agenda in certain development cooperation settings, and 

not the least in the area of SRHR and access to safe and legal abortion, or ensuring commitments to humanitar-

ian protection in conflict settings). Whether the intended influencing effect was to actively change an agenda, 

or to safeguard certain norms, it will be similar from a methodological viewpoint since the evaluation will take 

the actual perceived outcome and the intended influencing effect as a point of departure for analysis, then 

tracing it back to the variables that affect Sida’s contribution.  

Outcome harvesting will be applied the same way across four thematic cases selected for data gathering 

(gender equality, SRHR, democracy and human rights and environment and climate change) as outlined in the 

ToRs (see section 4 below). Additional outcomes and institutional practices will be gathered at a more general 

level, e.g., through interviews and inputs by reference group members, as well as via additional Sida personnel 

via in-depth interviews and focus group discussions clustered around different functions within Sida (e.g., strat-

egy processes and planning; organisational management, coordination and delivery; approaches, methods and 

internal capacity development support and training).  

Harvested outcomes (or influence effects) will be recorded and categorised based on the variables that 

emerge from these exercises. These may reflect those applied elsewhere in the evaluation, i.e., focus area, tar-

get group, context, approach and method, but may also diverge into factors such as where in the change pro-

cesses the dialogue is (emerging, well-established, or long-term) and to what degree normative dialogue com-

plements or is integrated with other forms of influencing (via funding, capacity development, research, high-

level policy engagement, etc.).  

3.3.1 Data gathering and analysis 

The causality analysis will be based on assumptions set out in the revised ToC and the conceptual and analyti-

cal frameworks. However, given the nature of the evaluation object (and the fact that normative change is de-

pendent on multiple interlinked factors and competing interests and is rarely linear), it will be inductive in that 

it will take as a point of departure the specific observations and narratives of different stakeholder groups, and 

then conduct analysis in order to see patterns across the different variables and dimensions as illustrated in the 

thematic cases and overall observations. This, in turn, will allow the evaluation team to ultimately go back to the 

revised ToC to determine what successful (and less successful) normative dialogue may look like.  

In contexts marked by multiple causalities (Sida is not the only actor involved in normative dialogue), causal 

inferences will be grounded in the evidence collected and triangulated through the mixed-methods ap-

proach.  
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Moreover, efforts will be put into ensuring solid data analysis using a two-faceted approach. First, we will ana-

lyse and openly discuss the credibility of the findings (source criticism) and make sure and visible that the 

conclusions drawn are based on the evidence collected. Second, we will promote participation throughout the 

evaluation process to interpret the evaluation results and to contextualise them or draw out more strategic im-

plications, and sometimes even question our own interpretation of the findings by suggesting possible alterna-

tive conclusions (e.g., by close involvement and inputs from the evaluation steering group and reference group). 

Comparison across the case studies is likely to be important for understanding what can be generalised regard-

ing causality and what may be valuable but idiosyncratic examples of change processes. 

 

Finally, careful attention will be paid to a critical analysis of the sources. Biases related to different types of 

data collection methods (interviews, web crawls, etc.) will be explained. The critique of the sources will also be 

done systematically in the limitation sections or in the methodological parts of the evaluation report and will be 

discussed openly during various workshops with Sida.  

3.3.2 Document review 

During the inception phase a review of relevant documentation was initiated. While several ‘success cases’ of 

normative dialogue have been documented by Sida and partners more recently, the evaluation team noted the 

relative lack available documentation to be used given that normative dialogue processes and their outcomes 

are not systematically documented and tracked (the more recent reporting against the Operational Objective 

since 2019 is providing better data for the more recent time period).  

Documentation was also difficult to acquire given that normative dialogue typically only makes up one (often 

less visible) part of broader cooperation or programming frameworks. Available gaps are particularly pertinent 

in relation to strategic choices, pivots and methods and approaches used for normative dialogue. Instead, the 

evaluation will have to rely largely on key informant interviews to obtain this kind of information. Not surpris-

ingly, major ‘events’ receive more attention in reporting than ongoing, low-key aspects of dialogue. 

The approach to document gathering and review will therefore be ongoing and ‘snowballing’ in that the eval-

uation team will ask each interviewed stakeholder to send documentation that can provide further details and 

help validate claims and insights. The document gathering and review is therefore expected to be an ongoing 

process for the whole duration of the evaluation.  

Box 2. Respecting subjective perceptions 

Already in the inception phase it has become apparent that there often are differing perceptions regarding 

the content, nature and priorities of normative dialogue within Team Sweden. Most notably, the embassies 

and Sida headquarters often have differing understandings about how dialogue can and should be pursued, 

and different stakeholders are involved in very different dialogue processes. The 360 model is seen to be a 

way to overcome, or at least reflect on these differences. It is also to be noted that even if the understanding 

of what constitutes normative dialogue at a broader institutional level may differ by different parties, the di-

alogue undertaken on a specific focus area may still have been clear to those directly involved. It should also 

be noted that it is hoped that an open discussion around different perceptions regarding normative dia-

logue as part of the evaluation process can contribute to constructive reflection across Team Sweden actors 

at different levels. 



 

 

 

 

 

   

   

   

 

 
 

20/61 

3.3.3 Focused discussions among stakeholder groups 

Using the information gathered through outcome harvesting, the evaluation team will facilitate focused dis-

cussions with each key stakeholder group (within Sida, Team Sweden, implementing partners and/or inter-

mediaries), and cluster the different actions and results they have identified into categories using the analytical 

framework. Each group will then discuss and assess which actions, values and norms contributed to these sets 

of results. While this type of participatory outcome harvesting is quite time consuming in person, a somewhat 

‘lighter touch’ version will be undertaken, tailored to be conducted digitally (or partly digitally, partly in person). 

Focus group discussions will be held at Sida headquarters (three by function, see table 3.1 as part of the 

Stakeholder Engagement Plan), along with one or two focus group discussions in countries selected for in-

depth study by thematic area (one for internal stakeholders with a focus on development cooperation units 

within the embassies) and one for key implementing partners or intermediaries per thematic area (as/if applica-

ble).   

3.3.4 In-depth interviews 

There will be two rounds of one-on-one in-depth interviews with the first having been undertaken as part of 

the scoping phase feeding into this inception report. The first round of interviews included almost exclu-

sively internal Sida stakeholders to better understand the ‘universe’ of normative dialogue from Sida’s perspec-

tive, while the second phase will involve partners and external stakeholders at different levels of operation. 

Interviews will be using semi-structured interviewing techniques to let the interviewees lead the conversation. 

Draft generic interview guides have been developed (Annex 4), and will be further tailored to the different 

stakeholder groups (internal and external). 

In-depth interviews were undertaken during the inception phase with the purpose to determine the boundaries 

and further refine the scope of the evaluation. These will be expanded upon with a larger group of stakehold-

ers, internally at Sida as well as externally, as part of the data collection phase to validate and add further nu-

ances to data gathered in focus group discussions. While most key informant interviews will be linked to one of 

the four themes and sub-areas selected for data gathering, other functions who can give a more general per-

spective will also be included (some which are already represented on the evaluation reference group). In this 

sense, in-depth interviews may be used as a follow-up or alternative to focus group discussions as needed with 

e.g., all of the Multilateral Focal Points, Planning Coordinators at the different departments and others from the 

leadership as deemed relevant.  

External key informants for in-depth interviews will include counterparts in multilateral organisations – such 

as UN agencies, IFIs, the EU – which have clear mandates when it comes to advancing the international norma-

tive agenda in line with the Sustainable Development Goals. Another group will include other donor institu-

tions (e.g., other bilateral development cooperation agencies and/or Ministries for Foreign Affairs) with whom 

Sweden coordinates and have a close collaboration (e.g., the Nordic Baltic Executive Director’s office at the 

World Bank, and/or similar advisors in other IFIs).  

Additionally, external intermediaries and implementing partners will be interviewed in Sweden (Swedish 

framework CSOs, academia, help desks, think tanks etc.) and in-country.  

The list of interviewees will be drawn up with inputs from the evaluation Steering Group and the thematic focal 

points for the evaluation. (See section 4 for some of the partners linked to thematic cases). 
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Figure 3.3 Interviewing process 

 

Key informant interview will particularly suited to raise sensitive issues and/or validate findings of a more 

political nature. Some stakeholders may also prefer one-on-one consultations, e.g., partners in key ministries 

in-country, or those whose schedules may be less flexible.  

3.3.5 Survey(s) 

At present, and as a result of scoping consultations, no surveys are foreseen to be undertaken. This is due to a 

number of factors, the most important being that a study by Swedish Expert Group for Aid Studies (EBA) evalu-

ating the effects and impacts of the Swedish feminist foreign policy19 is currently being undertaken in parallel 

to this evaluation, and whose findings will be presented this spring of 2023. During data gathering for this 

study, a survey was already distributed to Swedish Embassies to inquire, among other things, about their per-

ception and use of normative persuasion as a means for gaining influence around the policy agenda, and the 

data will be shared with the evaluation team once ready.  

Ongoing exchange with the EBA study is also ensured through the participation of the lead author of the study 

in the evaluation reference group. There are several synergies that can be explored with this ongoing study 

given the strong focus on gender and the feminist foreign policy as an enabler for engaging in normative dia-

logue. The aim of the study “is to systematically explore the gender equality work – normative as well as opera-

tional – that the feminist foreign policy has given rise to.” In addition to documenting what results can be ob-

served in relation to the policy’s six objective areas, the study also looks into what can be learnt in terms of “ef-

fective forms of joint action and coordination between Swedish actors and policy areas within the gender equality 

area.” 20 

Once survey data from this ongoing EBA study has been shared and assessed, the evaluation team will discuss 

with the evaluation steering group to decide whether additional quantifiable data will be needed in order to 

gather information from stakeholders more systematically, quantifiably and in a more confidential manner than 

through focus group discussions or one-to-one interviews. If so, one or a couple of shorter surveys will be 

 

19 https://eba.se/en/pagaende-studier/the-implementation-of-swedens-feminist-foreign-policy-in-partner-countries/18231/ 
20 Confirmed during scoping interviews.  
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designed in collaboration with the steering group. Nevertheless, given experiences during the scoping phase, 

we believe that a quick and simple survey format may be less well suited for evaluating normative dialogue ini-

tiatives given the complexity of the topic and difficulties of participants to fully relate to the subject. Rather, 

scoping interviews during the inception phase illustrated that data gathering relied on quite advanced inter-

viewing techniques to ‘tease out’ answers in a more nuanced way.  

3.3.6 Case study methodology for the different sub-areas 

Each of the four thematic focus areas, sub-areas and country examples will follow the same analytical 

framework and use the same ToC as reference to ensure consistency in the data gathering, and allow for com-

parability across the different cases (see section 5). At the same time, it will be important to understand the di-

verse dynamics and characteristics for the different focus areas and sub-areas, and how these influence ap-

proaches and methods used (including the choice of partners). A wide range of country contexts and examples 

have been included for each thematic area to increase the level of comparability across the cases. The generic 

ToC for the evaluation will be tailored by theme during the data analysis phase to illustrate Sida’s different ap-

proaches and key actors at each level of engagement, and to test underlying assumptions.  

The identification of key stakeholder groups per theme was initiated during the inception phase and will con-

tinue as part of the data gathering for both internal and external stakeholders. A description of each thematic 

case including the proposed country selection for in-depth study and for gathering a wider range of examples 

in different contexts is explained in Section 5 of this report.  

The use of focus group discussions followed/complemented by key information interviews will be used for 

all country/regional level data gathering following the same approach and methodology as for the overall eval-

uation.  

3.3.7 Exploratory use of digital data science, social media and web-based data 

During the inception phase the evaluation team has researched the possibility to utilise various data science 

techniques for extraction of social media and web data that can secure evidence for the evaluation. Two differ-

ent approaches have been tested. The initial approach harness data from the social media platform Twitter, and 

the second rely on software for sifting and extracting content from various web domains. Both approaches 

could potentially generate valuable complementary data to the evaluation, through the use of discourse analy-

sis (what partners, Sida or other Team Sweden members are communicating through their websites and other 

official channels). The extent to which it will be used as a complementary source for the data analysis would, 

however, need to be further tested during the data gathering phase. 

 

Twitter and other forms of communication may be a good source for supplementing data that show how key 

persons, Sida departments or Embassies are communicating about content that is relevant for the evalua-

tion. Likewise, it could be possible to analyse the extent to which key norms promoted by Sida is being picked 

up and incorporated by partners in their own tweets or websites.  

 

Performed tests via Twitter’s API show that many key individuals are active on the platform and communicate 

on topics of interest in relation to pushing universal norms along Swedish interests. A test run that included ac-

counts from five Sida staff members in leadership and senior positions showed that there are some 3700 tweets 

(or retweets) on topics directly relevant to normative influencing related to the evaluation themes over the 

course of the last 6 years. Many of these tweets contained relevant content. This can, for instance, help the eval-

uation team to secure additional data through a deductive approach to assess how well communication from 

key persons and organisations align with key priorities (i.e., check if and how content align with Sida strategies). 

A generic example for how to deploy this approach is to first secure a set of relevant stakeholders. Second, as-

sess all tweets over a certain period of time and separate out tweets containing language relevant to the 
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evaluation (i.e., if tweet contains a certain word, concepts or hashtag, and/or if it makes reference to certain en-

tities of interest (including Sida)). It is also possible to extend the search by including stakeholders who are 

mentioned and/or have engaged with relevant tweets. This can bear resemblance of reaching out and gathering 

data within Sida’s sphere of influence.   

 

The team has also assessed the possibility to search various web domains for content of importance to the 

evaluation. Given that a set of organisations can be identified, the team can set up a web crawler that sift 

through the organisations’ web domains and scrutinise the content. This particular technique also allows for 

larger paragraphs to be extracted, parsed and analysed. For key partner organisations besides Sida, it can for 

instance assess if Sida, or specific normative priorities of Sida, is mentioned in these contexts; or if Sida is men-

tioned in other contexts (i.e., search for mentions of Sida in general) which could help in establishing robust 

contribution pathways. This can also be extended to include other organisations besides Sida.   

 

In short, both these approaches can help bring in complementary data, without prompting the relevant actors 

for responses and/or engagement, which can shed light on questions such as: are relevant actors are talking 

about the things Sida want them to talk about? Do they talk about or reference Sida in these contexts? Are they 

talking about Sida in other contexts? Are there any champions for content of specific relevance? etc.  

3.3.8 Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) 

HRBA encompasses two of the five perspectives applied by Sida (the rights perspective and the perspective of 

people living in poverty) and also informs how Sida positions itself with regards to gender equality, conflict and 

environment perspectives. Human rights in HRBA are seen both as an end and as a means (how development 

processes should be developed), which also includes normative dialogue. This means that for a normative dia-

logue to be rights-based, it needs to be anchored in human rights frameworks, and be guided by transparent, 

accountable, inclusive, participatory and non-discriminatory principles and practices.  

The team will explore how and if the different forms of normative dialogue are guided by HRBA, with par-

ticular focus on how HRBA looks at different rights analysing intersecting power relations and power structures. 

This includes consideration of the power that different stakeholders have in the dialogue process, including 

both Sida and its partners.  

It also includes critical reflection on the power that the evaluation team and its interlocutors have to use 

evidence and knowledge to influence the processes with which they engage. Even though neutrality is an 

aim, evaluations are inevitably part of contested political processes. The evaluation team is committed to using 

its power to contribute to reinforcing the universality of the human rights norms encompassed by the evalua-

tion, but these processes are unpredictable.      

3.3.9 Gender Responsive Approach  

To ensure that the evaluation is gender-responsive, the team will ensure that there is a gender-balanced repre-

sentation of stakeholder groups invited to take part in the evaluation process, and that gender representation is 

viewed not only from a binary perspective but is based on an intersectional understanding. This should be 

possible given that we will seek synergies between the different themes to be studied in the cases, of which 

three specifically focus on gender-related rights (WEE, SRHR, LGBTQI), and with the fourth case on locally led 

climate adaptation and finance having strong links to gender approaches and WEE.  

In addition, the evaluation team will ensure that the outcome harvesting, and other methodological approaches 

include explicit questions related to gender equality issues, outcomes and normative values, including discus-

sions on how the normative dialogue promotes (or not) a gender transformative approach. The data analysis, 
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conclusions and recommendations will include explicit analysis related to gender equality outcomes stemming 

from normative dialogue as well as identify any related gaps.  

3.3.10 Stakeholder engagement plan 

The evaluation’s approach to stakeholder engagement and learning is closely aligned with the proposed focus 

on outcome harvesting and contribution analysis. It will also seek to link important stakeholder groups with 

different aspects of the learning so that they can be more actively involved in the analysis and deliberations on 

the shaping of recommendations (see Table 3.1 below) 

Table 3.1 Stakeholder groups and functions of importance for different areas of learning 

Area for learning Important stakeholder groups and functions 

Internal strategy processes (the ‘what’): Priority (also in rela-

tion to other priorities within Sida), planning and follow up 

of normative dialogue at different levels of operation re-

lated to change theory, development of strategic plans, 

strategy reporting, linking normative dialogue to an ena-

bling environment for improved development results. 

Planning coordinators (departmental), thematic policy 

leads, strategy development and planning at a corporate 

level (including senior management).  

 

Organisation and delivery (the ‘who and when’): Manage-

ment and coordination of normative dialogue as a stand-

alone activity or as a complement to funded or non-

funded engagement initiatives, and how it complements 

other types of influencing, capacity support and opera-

tions. It reflects Sida’s positioning on the topic/in the sec-

tor (a leader, knowledge resource, broker, important fun-

der, etc.), and within Team Sweden, including role division 

and coordination within Team Sweden and other key ac-

tors. 

Unit heads, programme managers, results-based manage-

ment unit and operational support, multilateral focal 

points, heads of cooperation and relevant programme of-

ficers at Embassy level, members of Team Sweden, includ-

ing any ‘extended’ Team Sweden members (Swedish au-

thorities, framework CSOs, programme implementers etc.). 

 

Approaches and methods (the ‘how’): Choice of engage-

ment channels, including the use of the so-called 360 

model, tailored to the level of engagement and actors (in-

cluding via intermediaries, partners, or directly at technical 

or policy level), communications means and tailoring of 

messaging, networking and relationship/trust-building ac-

tivities. 

Internal capacity development and support, methods de-

velopment (corporate), partnership development and man-

agement, strategic communications support. 

 

The team is taking a two-pronged approach to its application of outcome harvesting during the data collec-

tion process that will also serve as the basis for collective learning of the different stakeholder groups (see also 

section 1.3 on use and users). 

The first involves engagement with the reference group in workshops of two to three hours each at key points 

during the data gathering and evaluation finalisation stages so that they can substantially feed into key deci-

sions and methodological considerations as well as actively participate in the formulation of recommendations 

to ensure that they are actionable. We envisage holding two such workshops in the data collection, and analysis 

and finalisation stages:  

(i) once data collection has started and tools have been pilot tested with Sida personnel and in at least 

one country selected for in-depth study, in order to assess whether we are getting the type of in-

formation that will be useful to answer the evaluation questions, and/or if we need to fine-tune in-

struments or the process (tentatively late March/early April) 
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(ii) once the evaluation team can present preliminary findings, involving the reference group members 

in workshopping the formulation of recommendations (tentatively early/mid-June 2023) 

 

The second strand of participation is part of the data gathering process and involves holding a series of out-

come harvesting workshops with diverse stakeholder groups by function within Sida and by theme in in-

depth case countries. These will take place in person in Stockholm and in the in-depth case study countries. 

The workshops will take approximately two hours each. Three focus group discussions with Sida personnel 

are foreseen (followed up by one-on-one interviewing), along with thematic consultations with external stake-

holders and partners in in-depth case countries:  

• Sida functions: Three focus group discussions will be held in Stockholm (with the option of field-based 

staff dialling in as needed) on the topics of: (i) internal strategy processes within Sida, (ii) organisation, 

coordination and delivery of normative dialogue, and (iii) approaches and methods. (Tentatively in late 

March 2023) 

• Thematic operationalisation in the field: Three or four additional focus group discussions are fore-

seen in each of the countries selected for in-depth study (Mozambique, Moldova, Kenya) with another 

potential focus group discussion in Bangladesh and/or with stakeholders in in East Africa (WEE) or 

Southern Africa (SRHR) conducted by a Kenya-based regional expert. (Between early March and end 

April with possible piloting of tools in late February) 

 

For the focus group discussions within Sida in Stockholm, the plan is to group relevant staff functions within 

Sida and MFA/Team Sweden personnel to get their input on the key results that they have observed in different 

normative dialogue contexts such as in informal and formal dialogue, using diverse communications methods 

etc. There will also be a second part of each focus group that will seek to match key outcomes with institu-

tional mechanisms and practices in order to identify enabling of hindering institutional capabilities with 

key outcomes.     

The team will hold similar focus groups at the country level in the in-depth case study countries selected 

(and potentially in Bangladesh where we have an in-country regional expert). Additionally external partners and 

implementers/intermediaries will be consulted separately (e.g., CSOs and government partners).   

All outcome harvest workshops/focused discussions will be facilitated, using a trained facilitator and/or core 

functions (including thematic expertise) in the evaluation team. 

As a part of the learning process (and in case time allows) the final exercise in the outcome harvesting work-

shops is to have each group summarise their findings and analysis and to make recommendations for how Swe-

den can strengthen its normative dialogue approaches and results. The summaries from each workshop will 

form the basis for shared learning during a preliminary findings validation presentation and discussion 

(tentatively early June) and as part of a debriefing session at the country level.  

The evaluation team will also hold individual key informant interviews with selected representatives from 

each stakeholder group (see 3.3.4) to obtain more detailed data about specific normative dialogue processes 

and programmes/projects that have used dialogue as a part of their implementation in the thematic case study 

areas. The team will hold these interviews both in the case study countries (in-depth and second tier) and for 

specific institutional functions at Sida headquarters.21  

 

21 This started with a few one-on-one scoping interviews with reference group members during the inception phase. 
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Learning will thus take place in multiple ways: 

• through the collective outcome identification and analysis process that are core to the out-

come harvesting methodology,  

• through lessons emerging from institutional, programme, project and policy specific key in-

formant interviews that will deepen the analysis and be fed back in synthesized form to the 

steering and reference group, 

• through workshopping of key findings to come up with actionable and useful recommenda-

tions (for the reference group and steering group which represent a diverse range of func-

tions from within Sida).   

3.4 Limitations 

The evaluation period covers 2015-2022. While dialogue has always been an important element of Sida’s devel-

opment cooperation, it is only recognized as a specific tool to accelerate progress in relation to the objectives 

given by the government in 2019 by including “normative dialogue” as an objective in its operational plan. This 

is a fairly new term, and one that is still poorly understood across the organisation, even if dialogue has always 

been used as a tool in Sida’s work (though not consistently reported on). Data is likely to be scarcer and less 

systematically captured and reported in the early part of the evaluation period. 

Conventional approaches to outcome harvesting depend on return visits to stakeholders to validate findings. 

The extent to which this will be possible may be limited given time constraints and the restrictive use of travel. 

The evaluation will therefore adapt the use of the methodology accordingly, taking advantage of the valida-

tion process described above.  

Key informant interviews conducted to supplement the outcome harvesting workshops will mostly be held 

online and thus cannot go into the analysis process in the same in-depth way as the workshops, since realisti-

cally one-on-one interviews need to be limited to an hour in length. However, they will still follow the outcome 

harvesting process of asking the key informants what outcomes/results they have observed, why these out-

comes are considered to be significant, and what they think are the key contributing factors. 

The diversity of the case studies will provide a rich basis for learning, but also generate challenges in compa-

rability. We will overcome this by firmly anchoring analysis against the same proposed ToC that emphasises en-

abling and hindering factors and pathways for change over the ‘what’ of what was produced or achieved. We 

will also apply the same analytical framework and indicators across all themes (set out in the Evaluation Matrix). 

The analysis in the inception phase led to the realisation within the evaluation team and among some of the 

interlocutors interviewed that the framing of the evaluation risks over-emphasising the influence of dialogue 

led by Sida (particularly headquarters) and therefore could underplay the often modest role that a small 

country like Sweden can play given the broader geopolitical contexts and as a relatively small funder of interna-

tional/multilateral organisations compared to other donors in certain contexts. While recognising this risk, the 

use of outcome mapping and contribution analysis should provide a basis for ensuring contextual balance in 

this regard. More specifically, the evaluation will address this in two ways. First, by bringing out the views of the 

partners and intermediaries regarding who they see as making different types of contributions to the normative 

dialogue, even where this indicates a relatively limited role for Sida. Second, the case studies will highlight the 

views of the embassies and others working more closely with implementation (and in closer dialogue with na-

tional partners). Field and partner perspectives will add nuance to the view from stakeholders in Stockholm 

where dialogue may focus more on international fora and relations with multilaterals.  
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Evidence already collected suggests that this may include examples of where global positions regarding nor-

mative commitments may have a modest role in dialogues that are centred around national norms. In 

fact, some in-country interviewees during the inception phase had difficulties assessing whether certain activi-

ties with partners could be considered part of normative dialogue, for example when CSO partners were given 

core support to strengthen their own normative work, or in relation to providing technical capacity building. On 

the other hand, national normative dialogue may be much more specific in relation to ongoing national reform 

efforts which may only be marginally linked to the global efforts to conduct dialogue for normative change. Ap-

plying the working definition of norms and normative dialogue (described in this inception report) along with 

the open-ended outcome harvesting methodology, the evaluation will seek to gather a wide range of outcomes 

at different levels and highlight when and where synergies between the global and national levels exist (in line 

with the 360 model), but also where such information exchange and coordination could be further strength-

ened.  

4. Thematic analysis for the case studies 

4.1 Scope and selection of thematic cases 

As outlined in the ToRs, the scope of the evaluation is defined and limited mainly through a selection of the-

matic focus areas and sub-areas. For each of these, the different variables of the type of issue and how they 

relate to the five perspectives based on universal norms will be considered. Additionally, the variables of target 

groups, context and approaches and methods will be considered.  

The chosen focus areas are: (i) gender equality, (ii) democracy and human rights, (iii) sexual and reproductive 

health and rights (SRHR), and (iv) environment and climate. For each focus area, sub-areas and specific exam-

ples were proposed in the ToRs, representing “areas where Sida has been involved in normative dialogue in dif-

ferent ways using various methods and approaches”. Geographical focus was selected with an ambition to cover 

all levels involved in the 360-model as well as ensuring a breadth of countries. 

During the scoping phase each of these cases were looked into further to ensure sufficient coverage of varia-

bles in different contexts when looking across both the overall theme (global level) and in the proposed case 

countries. Around 5-6 scoping interviews were undertaken per thematic area, including key informants at both 

headquarters and in the proposed case countries22.  

Additional interviews were undertaken in the area of environment and climate change given that the initially 

proposed area of pesticides management (broadened into chemicals management) generated a discussion 

about the lack of clarity about links to a wider and strong Sida-led normative agenda around pollution. Alterna-

tive cases explored through scoping interviews included linking climate change to nexus objectives related to 

disaster risk reduction and resilience, anticipatory action etc., but there were doubts as to whether there was a 

sufficiently clear normative dialogue agenda in this field. In consultation with the evaluation steering group and 

reference group, the area of locally led climate adaptation and finance was selected based on a proposal 

from the thematic environment team.  

The scoping phase also clarified that each case and focus sub-area will be covered at global, regional and 

country levels to fully capture the 360 model. Additionally, the internalisation of messages within Sida across 

different levels and functions will be important to cover, as well as potentially another ‘meso level’ of 

 

22 For WEE the scoping phase reached out to the Embassy in Mozambique but did not yet get any response or further background docu-

mentation. 
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interactions with the Swedish resource base (Swedish framework NGOs, civil society, academia, Sida help desks, 

think tanks, the media and other actors that shape public opinion and support for development aid and coop-

eration in Sweden). In some cases, the meso level includes global think tanks and regional civil society actors as 

well. Such interactions will not change Sida’s norms but may contribute to the prioritisation of how issues 

framed and communicated that may be of importance.  

Another important clarification to the ToRs was that rather than having one or two full country-cases per 

theme, the evaluation team has proposed that they conduct one in-depth country example (including field 

work and full validation with a range of beneficiaries) and a wider range of ‘second tier’ country examples 

(more light-touch and conducted through remote interviewing and data gathering) per case. This would allow 

for coverage of normative dialogue on the same topic or theme in a wider range of contexts (using different 

approaches and types of partners) which may allow for a better evidence-base for seeing trends and extracting 

lessons from across the different thematic areas. It would also allow for inclusion of examples in more challeng-

ing contexts, where political space for normative dialogue may be limited, without developing a full country 

case. Given the thematic (rather than country or programme-specific) criteria for selection, this would give more 

flexibility in finding a range of different country examples on the same agenda.  

For countries selected for in-depth study (including field work with one regional expert for each country, sup-

ported by at least one international team member from the core team), it was also decided to select countries 

where at least one or more themes could be covered. The following countries are proposed for in-depth field 

work: 

• Mozambique: SRHR including safe and legal abortion, Women’s Economic Empowerment (WEE) 

• Kenya: Environment & climate  

• Moldova: LGBTQI, WEE (to a lesser extent and as/if applicable) 

 

Several second-tier examples could also be generated in East Africa (supported by a Kenya-based regional 

expert): 

• Uganda: SRHR 

• Tanzania, Somalia: WEE  

 

Additional second-tier examples would be generated from: 

• Liberia: SRHR including access to safe and legal abortion 

• Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Ukraine, Belarus: LGBTQI 

• Bangladesh: Environment & climate, WEE 

• Guatemala: WEE (a more limited project example given the difficult operating context for normative 

dialogue) 

 

An overview by theme is provided in the below table (countries selected for in-depth study with country visits in 

bold).  

 

Table 4.1 Case countries and examples by theme and sub-area 

 

Theme In-depth (field visit) Second tier (remotely) Regional and global 

Gender equality: 

Women’s eco-

nomic empower-

ment (WEE) 

Mozambique (with syner-

gies to SRHR) 

 

Bangladesh, Tanzania, Somalia, 

Guatemala (project on indigenous 

women that includes WEE compo-

nent) 

IFIs (World Bank case), WE Ef-

fect, OECD-DAC, EBRD Women 

in Business (including a country 

example in Moldova) 
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Theme In-depth (field visit) Second tier (remotely) Regional and global 

SRHR: 

Regional Africa 

(UHC, CSE, Safe 

and legal abor-

tion) 

 

Mozambique (with syner-

gies to WEE) 

Liberia (safe and legal abortion), 

Uganda (SRHR in a difficult con-

text)  

Ipas, RFSU, Regional bodies, UN 

organizations, AmplifyChange, 

Universal Health Care (UHC) 

(done remotely or with visits to 

the Sida Regional Team in Pre-

toria) 

Democracy & 

Human rights: 

LGBTQI 

Moldova (LGBTQI network 

housed there) 

 

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Ukraine, Belarus (members of the 

Eastern Coalition for equality, led 

by RFSL) 

ILGA, RFSL, RFSU, OHCHR, GEF 

 

Environment & 

climate: Locally 

led adaptation and 

finance 

Kenya (FLLoCA and PACJA, 

with synergies also to WEE 

and SRHR) 

Bangladesh (synergies with WEE) 

as well as one or two country ex-

amples from the LoCAL pro-

gramme countries (e.g., Mozam-

bique) 

 

’Climate change community’ 

(architecture), other donors, 

OECD/DAC, Think tanks (IIED, 

WRI), UN programmes incl. Lo-

CAL (led by UNCDF), PACJA (in-

cluded in Kenya data collection) 

 

A more detailed description of each of the respective cases is included in the sections below.  

4.2 Gender equality and women’s economic empowerment 

4.2.1 Case study focus: Women’s Economic Empowerment (WEE) 

The objective of the WEE case study is to promote learning about Sida’s normative dialogue work related to 

WEE. This will involve identifying key factors behind successful normative dialogue in this area as well as to help 

Sida increase the understanding of what works, what does not work and why, as well as identifying key bottle-

necks and ways to improve.  

In terms of the ‘what’ of normative dialogue, the case study will look at how prioritization, planning and fol-

low-up of normative dialogue in the area of WEE has led to, and been adopted, at different levels of operations 

and how it has contributed to generating gender transformative results. Compared to more instrumental ap-

proaches common in the area, Sida has been promoting a holistic and transformative framing where support 

for WEE is described as “processes which increase women’s real power over economic decisions that influence 

their lives and priorities in society and to gain equal access to and control over critical economic resources and 

opportunities, and the elimination of structural gender inequalities in the labour market, including a better sharing 

of unpaid care work”.23  

In terms of contributing to transformative change, Sida defines this as, “changes in discriminatory social norms, 

power structures and discriminatory legislation, policies, systems, processes, etc. and to ways of working that 

exclude and marginalize.”24 

Therefore, the case study will be looking for examples of normative dialogue related to, for example, the: 

• Reduction or elimination of legal discrimination that limit women’s access to diverse economic rights 

 

23 Based on Sida definition of WEE from2009. Interview with Sida personnel, Sept.  2022. 
24 Gisela Strand (Sida Gender Policy Advisor – Africa Dept.) Women’s Economic Empowerment Ppt presentation, 09 Sept 2022.  
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• Reduction of gender-based access constraints to productive resources and finance 

• Adoption & implementation of inclusive economic processes and programming 

• Reduction or elimination GBV in the workplace 

• Increases in women’s agency within an economic development context both within the formal and in-

formal labour markets and at the household level 

• The involvement of men in the work to change social norms and women’s status with regard to WEE.  

 

However, in line with the chosen methodology of Outcome Harvesting, other examples will of course also be 

considered. This should allow the evaluation team to collect data which will document normative dialogue 

within the WEE area and to analyse where Sida and Team Sweden have used comparable approaches, methods 

and processes in the other thematic case study areas. For example, all four areas will be examining formal dia-

logue at the government level as well as the role of Swedish-supported CSOs in the promotion of normative 

dialogue.  

 

4.2.2 Target groups 

Sida has been seeking to influence transformative change related to WEE at diverse levels and with diverse ac-

tors. These range from the multilateral to community levels and include multilateral organisations, govern-

ments, civil society organisations and the private sector. At the multilateral level this includes international fi-

nancial institutions such as the World Bank, other donors, the EU, OECD/DAC, and international CSOs. At a 

more meso level, normative dialogue related to WEE also takes place with UN agencies and programmes, re-

gional CSOs, as well as within Sida’s regional approaches and programming (e.g., in East Africa and Central 

America) as well as with larger scale private sector firms and business organisations at the regional level. At the 

national level, normative dialogue also engages governments, CSOs, the private sector and business organisa-

tions as well as national level representatives of multilateral organisations and other donors.  

The regional normative dialogue approaches can take multiple forms, such as dialogue with Sida’s development 

partners to influence the application of transformative WEE approaches with their own partners at the country 

level and/or support for partner-driven regional dialogue (e.g., the recent regional conference on the Care 

Economy organised by WE Effect regional partners in Honduras).   

To effect change with regard to WEE at these diverse levels in the short, medium and long term Sida has been 

working with these different actors by engaging in dialogue to influence how each approaches different types 

of WEE policy and programming. Each context, type of institution and type of partner or counterpart calls for a 

different dialogue approach and the evaluation team will explore each to the specificity possible with the data 

available.   

4.2.3 Context 

Sida has been working actively to influence WEE policy and programmes in multiple contexts for several dec-

ades. Sida conducted a global thematic overview of WEE in 2009 when it addressed this thematic area from 

the perspective of a focus on Inclusive Growth as well as added WEE as a sub-result area in its core results strat-

egies. In 2014, Sida conducted a limited portfolio analysis and found that WEE comprised just 2% of its pro-

gramming portfolio. From 2016 to 2020, Sida then made a concerted effort to introduce WEE in their policy and 

normative dialogue at the global level with multilateral level and donor partners.25  

This dialogue has focused its work with the World Bank, the OECD-DAC WEE working group and the Donor 

Committee on Economic Development. In 2021, Sida adopted the Gender Equality Action Plan 2021-2023. This 

 

25 Strand, op. cit.  
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included a strategic shift to focus on WEE, particularly from the perspective of gender equality in sustainable 

economic development and financing. The latter has included work on Gender Lens Investment.26 There has 

thus been a strong focus on global and regional dialogue processes.  

At the country level the WEE case study will look at how Sida has been using normative dialogue within diverse 

contexts such as countries that are heavily affected by conflict, disaster prone, are either favourable/less favour-

able for small entrepreneurs from the perspective of societal gender norms and/or enabling (or not), have legis-

lation in place etc. For instance, in contexts with refugee camps or large migration populations, this may create 

a particular nexus between disrupted and stable local market development for informal traders or small entre-

preneurs, with both market failures and new opportunities as a consequence. It will also look at the extent to 

which Sida’s dialogue processes are inclusive of specific demographic groups such as indigenous women, infor-

mal traders, food processing and textile processing workers or women with disabilities. It will also examine spe-

cific issues within WEE such as dialogue related to the care economy and compliance with international labour 

standards and norms.   

The factors the case study is seeking to identify include what approaches to normative dialogue Sida uses 

successfully, and how these can be improved or tailored when it comes to organisation and implementation of 

normative dialogue in operating environments where democratic space is shrinking, and women’s rights are 

either being undermined or ignored. Scoping interviews illustrated that this has been affecting the receptivity to 

and effectiveness of dialogue related to WEE. This is particularly with regard to the level of alignment of ac-

tors and building of alliances across institutions and actor groups.  

The evaluation process will also look at how Sida’s clear positioning on WEE has (or has not) contributed to 

related change and to what degree these changes are transformative. It will also examine how Sida has adapted 

its normative dialogue approaches to current changes in the global, regional and national contexts such as the 

aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic and the ways this global event has worsened the economic situation for 

many groups of women. The evaluation will also look at how Sida applied its Sweden’s former feminist for-

eign policy to normative dialogue to support WEE as well as look for examples where dialogue in more con-

servative societal contexts where the use of the language associated with a ‘women and girls approach’ might 

be an easier “sell” than that of a feminist empowerment approach or a more comprehensive framing of gender 

issues related to WEE. The aim is to assess how these approaches can contribute to Sweden’s strong commit-

ment to the promotion of human rights.   

4.2.4 Approaches and methods 

 

As indicated above, Sida uses a range of approaches, methods and entry-points for normative dialogue on 

gender equality and WEE. The evaluation will explore the choice of engagement channels and how they are tai-

lored to different actors in different contexts, along with institutional capabilities within Sida to effectively coor-

dinate and learn from such engagements.  

This includes leveraging change in combination with other forms of influencing, use of strategic high-level dia-

logue with multilateral organisations and NGOS, and the use of an ambassadors’ network in Mozambique for 

direct engagement in policy dialogues, etc. In contexts operating in a more restrictive democratic space, such as 

Guatemala, support is instead channelled via CSOs as intermediaries. The case study will analyse how the em-

bassies have engaged to ensure that Sida-financed grants are integrated with normative dialogue to ensure 

that national actors, including the private sector, CSOs and national governments, buy into and apply the 

 

26 Ibid.  
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principles in their own policy frameworks on WEE. This will help illustrate how Sida and Team Sweden can use 

multiple entry-points to connect individual programme initiatives to sectoral or institutional shifts at higher lev-

els of policy or sector reform.  

4.2.5 Examples to be analysed  

The case study will look at the work Sida has been doing at the global level in its pilot project with the World 

Bank as well as the regional initiative related to the care economy in Latin America organised by WE Effect re-

gional partners. Other dialogue at an international level may include efforts to engage with the European Union 

and other multilateral institutions. This can include how normative dialogue is used to influence the design and 

in the implementation of larger scale multi-country programmes such as the Joint Programme on Rural 

Women’s Economic Empowerment which involves several multilateral partners (IFAD, WFP, FAO and UN 

Women) which includes both normative and operational work to provide a comprehensive suite of services re-

lated to WEE.  

At a regional level, taking advantage of the fact that Moldova has been identified as an in-depth country for 

studying normative dialogue on LGBTQI issues, Sida’s long-standing support to Women in Business via the Eu-

ropean Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) can be included as a more light-touch example of 

how normative dialogue and programming with regional IFIs transpire into the country context. The EBRD 

Women in Business programme covers all Eastern Partnership countries, namely Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 

Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine, and would therefore allow the evaluation to cover both LGBTQ 

issues and the use of normative dialogue on WEE in the region, with a focus on normative dialogue with the 

EBRD.27 

At the national level the plan is to examine one national programme more in-depth (Mozambique)28 with a 

more limited number of face-to-face interviews also in Bangladesh and possibly in Moldova to ensure that les-

sons are captured from a range of different approaches and actors. This would help track the effectiveness, e.g., 

of the Women in Business programme in Mozambique and the Women’s Economic Empowerment through 

Strengthening Economic Systems programme in Bangladesh. The case study will supplement these with specific 

country examples reflecting different types of normative dialogue approaches in selected countries such as Tan-

zania where a Sida-funded partnership alliance has been working to get a highly diverse group of institutions to 

adopt stronger WEE approaches. Somalia could also provide an example of working with WEE in a conflict set-

ting. For Guatemala, the evaluation team proposes looking at the Indigenous Women’s and Youth Empower-

ment project as an example of working in a more restricted democratic and human rights setting.  

4.3 Democracy and human rights 

4.3.1 Case study focus: LGBTQI+ 

The focus on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, Queer and Intersex persons (LGBTQI+) is aligned with Sweden’s 

commitment to human rights, gender equality and Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights (SRHR). In this 

case study focus is on Sweden’s promoting LGBTQI+ persons’ democratic and human rights through normative 

dialogue, mainly, but not only, through support to LGBTQI organisations. This will involve identifying key factors 

behind successful normative dialogue in this area as well as to help Sida increase the understanding of what 

works, what does not work and why, as well as identifying key bottlenecks and ways to improve. Specifically, the 

case study will examine how Sida has been using normative dialogue to contribute to movement building of 

 

27 https://openaid.se/en/activities/SE-0-SE-6-5503020301-REU-32130 
28 During the scoping phase the evaluation team reached out to but did not receive any response or documentation on WEE from Mozam-

bique. This will have to be further pursued and assessed as part of the data collection phase.  
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LGBTQI organisations enabling them to engage in normative dialogue at high-level (HL) meetings and spaces, 

and in promoting particularly trans and intersex persons’ human rights. 

Three case studies were proposed in the ToRs and explored during the inception phase: one regional pro-

gramme and two global interventions. All three are based on Sida working through partnership in enhancing 

LGBTQI+ rights, and through these actors (ILGA World, RFSL global programme Mobilising for Change: Leaving 

No One Behind29, and RFSL and Eastern European Coalition for LGBT+ Equality) supporting normative dialogue. 

The normative dialogue is two-fold: the dialogue on the need for increased support/funding for trans and inter-

sex persons/groups/organisations s is both movement internal and external, and the dialogue on LGBTQI+ 

rights is also held at high level policy spaces.  

Additionally, the thematic focus will further explore instances where Sida engages directly in dialogue at the 

global level, together with the MFA, e.g., in the intergovernmental body the Equal Rights Coalition comprising 

42 Member States, but where Sweden has been very active.  

4.3.2 Target groups 

The target groups for the normative dialogue are duty-bearers present at UN (like UN Human Rights Council, 

CEDAW, SDG summits, ICPD, etc.), EU and other high-level spaces, including like-minded member states. One of 

the programmes included in the case study also targets national government in the Eastern European Coalition 

for LGBT+ Equality, PACE and OSCE Human Dimension implementation meetings.  

4.3.3 Context 

LGBTQI rights are contested in many parts of the world, and 67 UN Member States criminalise consensual 

same-sex conduct, with two additional UN Member States having so called de facto criminalisation as part of 

their law.  

There is a strong and vibrant LGBTQI movement globally. Locally the movement is both categorised by strong 

umbrella organisations, and smaller groups and loose communities. NGO legislation in many countries restrict 

LGBTQI persons to formally organise and register their organisations. Sida supports movement building and 

institutional development both through global and bilateral funding. Programmes are also funded under the 

SRHR regional strategy in Africa. The Swedish MFA and Sida engage in regional and global spaces promoting 

and defending LGBTQI rights, many time in close collaboration with the RFSL and ILGA, two strategic partner-

ships. 

The 2021 RFSL annual report (for the years of the Covid-19 pandemic) states that: 

“Two years of digital advocacy have certainly led to some increases in opportunities to make connections, form 

new partnerships, and increase capacities on using digital platforms and technologies to hold events, reach audi-

ences, and increase accessibility for participation in regard to language and ability. However, it has also shown 

how easily civil society voices can be shut out of spaces, how weary movements can become when sanctioned to 

digital spaces only and is leading to a fatigue among activists.” 

 

 

29 Three other RFSL programmes: Eastern European Coalition for LGBT+ Equality 2018-2021 are funded by Sida and includes capacity and 

coalition building on a regional Eastern Partnership level, as well as sub granting to organizations in seven countries. Resilient Movements, 

Stronger Communities in Ukraine 2019-2022 funded by Sida through the Embassy in Kyiv. The program includes funding and capacity 

strengthening activities to the LGBTQI movement with a focus on underrepresented groups (2 staff). Stronger Regional Movements 2021-

2022 focuses on supporting regional organizing in Southeast Asia and Southern and East Africa. The program, funded by Forum Civ, sup-

ports regional LGBTQI+ initiatives  
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4.3.4 Approaches and methods  

Based on the initial desk review on the selected cases and scoping interviews with Sida, the main approaches 

and methods applied by Sida and the strategic partners ILGA and RFSL can be summarised as: 

• Influencing other donors’ funding to LGBTQI issues and advancing LGBTQI rights, 

• Core and programme support to ILGA World and RFSL,  

• Partners conduct lobby and advocacy at HL meetings, and other global spaces, with strong focus on inclu-

sion of SOGIESC specific language in international human rights framework, e.g., Commission on the Status 

of Women (CSW), High Level Political Forum (HLPF), SDG summit, as well as participation and focus on hu-

man rights instruments as the Independent Expert on the Prevention of Violence and Discrimination based 

on Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity in Human Rights Council sessions, 

• Funding of global campaigns (through core or programme support), e.g., 2019 global advocacy campaign 

to persuade governments to protect LGBTQI rights Human Rights Council to #RenewIESOGI – which got a 

positive response, or bringing activist to country Universal Periodic Reviews, 

• Funding (through core or programme support) of publications of reports on the status of LGBTQI persons 

and their rights around the world, including ILGA’s annual reports on State-Sponsored Homophobia, 

World Map on Sexual Orientation laws, Trans Legal Mapping Report, evidence-based studies, toolkits for 

strategic litigation with UN Treaty Bodies, factsheets and other resources supporting advocacy and lobby 

efforts at HL meetings, and in bilateral normative dialogue.  

• Funding of forums and conferences (through core or programme support), e.g., the International Intersex 

Virtual Forum, ILGA regional conferences for Oceania and Europe & Central Asia. 

• Joint strategizing within The Equal Rights Coalition (ERC, the intergovernmental body of 40 States dedi-

cated to the protection of the rights of LGBTI people). 

• Inviting RFSL to the Official Swedish Delegation to the High-Level Political Forum 

• Dialogue between partner programme and Sweden’s Ambassador to Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries 

on the rights of LGBT/QI people in the EU Commission's Eastern Partnership Policy Beyond 2020. 

4.3.5 Examples to be analysed  

1. Core support to ILGA World and their advocacy interventions at UN and other HL meetings. 

2. Programme support to RFSL global programme Mobilising for Change: Leaving No One Behind. Global 

advocacy and enabling participation of LGBTQI activists from the global South and East Europe at UN 

processes and HL meetings. 

3. Programme support to RFSL and Eastern European Coalition for LGBT+ Equality, regional programme. 

The second objective of the programme is the most relevant for the case study, namely, Improvement 

of the regional legal framework for LGBT + rights Bridging Outcome 2.1: States take measures to pro-

tect the rights of LGBT+ persons. Spaces mentioned in the 2020 annual report: UN Human Rights 

Council, PACE and OSCE Human Dimension implementation meetings.  

4.4 Sexual reproductive health and rights (SRHR) 

4.4.1 Case study focus 

The TORs indicate two types of cases for looking into different uses of normative dialogue around SRHR: (i) 

around the implementation of the regional SRHR strategy in Africa and (ii) in relation to normative dialogue 

around safe and legal abortion both globally and with a focus on country examples in Liberia and Mozambique. 
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The focus on SRHR is aligned with Sweden’s commitment to gender equality and priority focus on SRHR, as well 

as to Sweden’s (current and previous) regional SRHR strategy in Africa30. 

Three case studies were proposed in the ToRs and explored during the inception phase: two country-specific 

cases (Mozambique and Liberia) and one regional (example of normative dialogue under the regional SRHR 

strategy in Africa. As suggested in the TORs, one aspect of the case would look at normative dialogue around 

access to safe and legal abortion while the other aspect would look more broadly into normative dialogue for 

SRHR. The regional SRHR suggested focus on comprehensive universal health coverage (UHC), while the Swe-

dish embassy in Maputo suggested child marriage/prevention of teen pregnancies.  

 

Normative dialogue in global policy spaces will also be included in the overall case on SRHR. That could involve 

light touch case studies on core support to global SRHR organisations, Swedish funding to SRHR funds, like 

AmplifyChange Swedish positions in donor coordination in CSW, ICPD and UPR processes, as well as Team Swe-

den’s direct interventions in these high-level policy spaces. At an overall level, it will also be interesting to con-

nect efforts to develop comprehensive guidance and training materials for Sida/MFA and partners to the uptake 

of key messages in different fora. 

4.4.2 Target groups 

Sida and Team Sweden engage in normative dialogue on SRHR with a broad and diverse group of actors at lo-

cal, national, regional, and global levels. The normative dialogue targets both formal and informal duty-bearers 

at national level and regional bodies, national and international civil society actors, and society at large. Sida’s 

and Team Sweden’s direct engagement is combined with different policy driven intermediaries partnering with 

Sida. The selected country cases also target broad groups for the SRHR normative dialogue, but specifically fo-

cus on legislators (Liberia) and on government and key line ministries (Mozambique).  

Intermediaries are multilaterals (UNFPA, WHO), UN and regional human rights commissions, civil society, and 

parliamentarian groups (regional and national). Geographical focus for the case study is Africa.  

For the regional SRHR case study focussing on universal health care (UHC), stakeholders would include 

Sida/MFA, likeminded donors, MoH, governments engaged in the process leading to the UHC resolution, and a 

broad list of stakeholders identified by Sida as key actors: 

• Women, girls and adolescents 

• Governments, parliamentarians, and policymakers at all levels  

• Civil society and non-governmental organizations 

• Academic, research and teaching institutions 

• Health care workers, managers and professional associations  

• The private sector 

• Bilateral development partners and philanthropic institutions 

• UN agencies and other multilateral organisations 

• Community health workers, 

• Communities, themselves 

Additionally, EU likeminded members, African Union and RECs would be included, primarily for the regional 

normative dialogue, but also relevant for the country case studies. 

 

30 https://www.government.se/country-and-regional-strategies/2022/06/strategy-for-sexual-and-reproductive-health-and-rights-srhr-in-

africa-20222026/ 
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4.4.3 Context 

SRHR in general, and free and legal abortion, comprehensive sexual education (CSE) and LGBTQI+ rights in par-

ticular, are highly contested in most of the contexts where Sida operates through different aid modalities and 

instruments. Sweden is one of the key donors to multilaterals promoting SRHR and to global SRHR civil society 

organisations (CSO). Sida is recognized as a strategic partner in a challenging environment where agreed com-

mon global and regional positions and new demands on SRHR are being contested by a well-organized and 

well-resourced opposition at global, regional and country levels. Sweden is known as a strong voice for SRHR in 

spaces like the Commission on the Status of Women (CSW), ICPD, and in universal periodic reviews (UPR).   

4.4.4 Approaches and methods 

Influencing other donors’ funding to SRHR is a key role for Sida 

to play, where Sida/Sweden can have an added value through 

its own role and influence others to fund ‘the right things’ and 

align with Swedish priorities. This includes global funding 

mechanisms, where the MFA plays a leading role. These efforts 

need to also be monitored at country level where there is a 

chance to have a greater impact. 

The fact that Sida has a regional SRHR team in Africa provides 

unique opportunities for a brokering role both at country and 

regional level. The team brings thematic expertise to normative dialogue carried out at country level by em-

bassy and Sida staff, and is able to broker relations between different partners, e.g., between research partners 

and Ministries of Health (MoHs).  

Sweden is expected to/and can play an active role in the dialogue with big global partners, since Sweden is one 

of the few donors that provide core support, and many times the Swedish core support is also the largest core 

support. But in general, there are very few resources that can engage in the normative dialogue, the big excep-

tion is the SRHR regional team that currently has 12 staff members. 

In cases of informal support to governmental and intra-governmental agencies it is important to build trustful 

and close relations, to hold an expertise that is requested and seen as valuable. In other cases, the team or staff 

at Sweden’s embassies sits on technical working groups together with line ministries. Then the technical advice 

happens in the open. However, the SRHR team try to avoid being part of such groups since there is always a 

risk that the work can be viewed as donor driven. When the team is invited, they always ask if they are really 

needed at the table and if not, some other actor rather should be there. To know when not take part in the dia-

logue is also strategic communication. 

The SRHR team use alliance building a lot for question where Sida wants to position itself and gain progress, 

both in external processes, and in system approaches. One example of the latter is the work on the UHC decla-

ration 201931, that was a very planned and structures process of normative dialogue. Another example is the EU 

SRHR in Sub-Saharan Africa Team Europe Initiative and Joint Programme tracker. 

 

31 https://www.uhc2030.org/news-and-stories/news/political-declaration-for-the-un-high-level-meeting-meeting-on-uhc-

555296/ 

Universal Health Coverage | General Assembly of the United ... 

https://www.un.org › pga › event 

“Key issues for the planning of the nor-

mative dialogue are what do we want to 

achieve, who has the capacity to contrib-

ute to this, and what will be the key mes-

sages in the dialogue. Many times, this 

involves several actors in informal spaces 

between the governments, the UN and 

the civil society.”   

(Feedback from scoping interviews) 

https://www.uhc2030.org/news-and-stories/news/political-declaration-for-the-un-high-level-meeting-meeting-on-uhc-555296/
https://www.uhc2030.org/news-and-stories/news/political-declaration-for-the-un-high-level-meeting-meeting-on-uhc-555296/
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/32402087EX/Shared%20Documents/Interviews/Scoping%20interviews/%0bUniversal%20Health%20Coverage%20|%20General%20Assembly%20of%20the%20United%20...%0dhttps:/www.un.org%20›%20pga%20›%20event%0d
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/32402087EX/Shared%20Documents/Interviews/Scoping%20interviews/%0bUniversal%20Health%20Coverage%20|%20General%20Assembly%20of%20the%20United%20...%0dhttps:/www.un.org%20›%20pga%20›%20event%0d
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/32402087EX/Shared%20Documents/Interviews/Scoping%20interviews/%0bUniversal%20Health%20Coverage%20|%20General%20Assembly%20of%20the%20United%20...%0dhttps:/www.un.org%20›%20pga%20›%20event%0d
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4.4.5 Examples to be analysed  

4.4.5.1 Global and regional levels 

• Team Sweden’s (and the role of Regional SRHR Team) in promoting SRHR integration in Universal 

Health Coverage resolution:   

Sida’s work on pushing for SRHR in UHC was initiated by the SRHR regional team. Sweden participating and 

contributing to the steps towards the resolution at various HL meetings and different dialogue spaces, resulting 

in the development and roll-out of a road map among like-minded member states. The normative dialogue 

contributed to SRHR being integrated into the UHC resolution, as well as Sexual and Reproductive Health and 

Rights: An Essential Element of Universal Health Coverage, Background document for the Nairobi Summit on 

ICPD25 – Accelerating the promise ICPD 25 UNFPA.32 

• Team Sweden’s efforts behind the development of the EU Sexual and Reproductive Health and 

Rights (SRHR) in Sub-Saharan Africa Team Europe Initiative and Joint Programming tracker:   

A High-Level Development Cooperation Dialogue took place between Sweden (the Ministry for Foreign Affairs 

and Sida), the European Commission's Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development (DG 

DEVCO) in Brussels. The renewal process for Sweden’s Strategy for Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights 

(SRHR) in Sub-Saharan Africa had just begun, with a new strategy expected from 2020. This iterative process 

offered a unique operational window to explore and strengthen collaboration with the EU at regional level. With 

this background and based on the analysis of a political and an operational window of opportunity with the EU, 

the SRHR team prepared a paper in 2019 “to test the appetite to develop a joint effort between the EU and SE 

with a focus on SRHR, within regional arenas, policy process and platforms in Africa as the point of departure, 

anchored through Sida and its regional SRHR team in Africa and under the political leadership at the Ministry 

for Foreign Affairs”. The initiative was supported by the MFA and the dialogue with EU member states resulted 

in the establishment of a joint EU working group (June 2021) to develop this joint regional initiative: Belgium, 

Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Sweden and the Eu-

ropean Commission “in order to work together and achieve greater, improved and more tangible and focused 

results, while enabling a joint policy dialogue critical to the advancement of SRHR in the region. The TEI working 

group has engaged with the African Union and RECs4 in co-creating this joint initiative. The TEI builds on the 

joint analysis of needs and gaps, lessons learned from the past and ongoing actions, and will be coordinated 

with other actors present on the ground, while ensuring visibility of the Initiative.”  

4.4.5.2 National levels 

• Sweden’s support to abortion rights in Liberia:  

The case study on abortion rights in Liberia involves a programme support to UNFPA, and partner dialogue led 

by Head of Cooperation/Programme Staff, backed by MFA dialogue in UN spaces (CSW, UPR). The focus on 

abortion is aligned with the above-mentioned strategies and with the bilateral development cooperation with 

Liberia 2016-202033. The country strategy expects, among other issues, to contribute to Increased respect for 

and access to sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR). The normative dialogue is linked to an ongoing 

legal reform process where the restricted law on abortion currently falls under the penal legislation. The 

 

32 https://ddei5-0 ctp.trendmicro.com:443/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=https%3a%2f%2fwww.un-

fpa.org%2fsites%2fdefault%2ffiles%2fpub%2dpdf%2fUF%5fSupplementAndUniversalAc-

cess%5f30%2donline.pdf&umid=2773203A-ED1F-3705-8D0E-

2CF0A8E9A7F4&auth=aa2a6666dadc3109e072cd23e72dcb4db4081a53-b78d17de52828916cf34a50b3ce268dda53ee44b 
33 Strategy for Sweden’s development cooperation with Liberia 2016–2020. Government Offices of Sweden 



 

 

 

 

 

   

   

   

 

 
 

38/61 

Embassy/Sida supports UNFPA Liberia country programme 2020-2024, with 43MSEK, which includes work on 

abortion rights.  

The case study will focus on how the partnership with UNFPA is seeking to influence the legislators to pass the 

health bill and to decriminalize abortion and expand the abortion rights. The parliamentary discussion on a do-

mestic law reform is aligned with global and regional human rights instruments, including the Protocol on the 

rights of Women in Africa, the so-called Maputo Protocol, and would potentially allow analysis of possible syn-

ergies between the support in Liberia and normative dialogue at regional and global level. 

Sweden has also supported a technical partner Dkt34 on social marketing of emergency contraceptives. The case 

study will look into how the dialogue with the Ministry of Health lead to clarified policy gaps, increased access 

to the emergency pills and awareness among health staff of what the current law on abortion actually includes  

The case could also allow review of possible synergies with normative dialogue related to other SRHR supports 

in Liberia, around UHC, female genital mutilation (FGM), as well as within the African region. 

• Mozambique (early and forced child marriage). Sweden’s support to SRHR in Mozambique: Informal 

ambassador group, round table discussions and similar. Back by programme and project support to 

partners working on gender equality, women’s rights and SRHR: 

The original proposal for this case study was to focus on abortion. However, the consultation with the em-

bassy/Sida recommended a different focus, also aligned with Sida’s focus on gender equality and SRHR, namely 

early and forced child marriage (EFCM) and unwanted teenage pregnancies. It is still possible to follow up abor-

tion. Through the bilateral strategy, Sida supports Ipas with a country programme focusing on the access to 

safe and legal abortion, where Ipas collaborates closely both with the MoH and civil society. There is also a 

large joint UN programme focusing on adolescent’s access to SRHR, Rapariga Biz, (the Joint Programme Action 

for Girls and Young Women), that receives Sida funding.  

The issues raised during the scoping interview are aligned with the mentioned strategies and with the bilateral 

development cooperation with Mozambique 2022-20235.36 The current country strategy expects, among other 

issues, to contribute to greater gender equality, including access to and respect for sexual and reproductive 

health and rights. The previous strategy, 2015-202037, also had an expected result related SRHR, namely, to im-

proved opportunities for girls and young women to take independent decisions regarding their sexuality and 

reproduction. 

The normative dialogue was linked to ongoing legal reform processes related to the new legislation on banning 

early and forced child marriage, passed in 2019, and to prevent teenage pregnancies. The focus on normative 

dialogue on EFCM provides an example of an approach where the Swedish ambassador fronts the process, 

while the more technical level is carried out by Sida staff, including head of cooperation and programme officer, 

including meeting with the other heads of cooperation, and technical staff at the ministries.  

The domestic law reform is aligned with global and regional human rights instruments, including the Protocol 

on the rights of Women in Africa, the so-called Maputo Protocol, the SADC SRHR protocol The African Union 

campaign to eradicate forced and early child marriage.  

 

34 https://dktwomancare.org/contraception/emergency-pills 
35 Strategy for Sweden’s development cooperation with Liberia 2016–2020. Government Offices of Sweden. 
36 Strategy for Sweden’s development cooperation with Mozambique 2022–2026, Regeringskansliet Utrikesdepartmenet. 
37 Results strategy for Sweden’s international development cooperation with Mozambique 2015-2020, Government Offices of Sweden. 
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4.4.5.3 Possible synergies with normative dialogue related to other SRHR support:  

The emphasis of normative dialogue efforts some years ago was on the Access to Information Law. Partner CSOs 

led these initiatives, but Sida also hosted events and provided spaces for dialogue, including inviting stakeholders 

to round tables and dinners when visitors came from Sweden.  

Another case is the challenges LGBTQI organisations have faced in in their application for NGO-registration. The 

methods deployed by the embassy to raise awareness on the situation include arranging dinners and round 

tables, and other events, to push for an attitude change among members of parliament. 

4.5 Environment and climate 

4.5.1 Case study focus: Locally led adaptation to climate change  

The case will look at the iterative normative dialogue process that has emerged and evolved over time in pro-

moting locally led adaptation to climate change and finance. This includes ensuring that climate finance reaches 

local governments and other local actors to enable them to make their own decisions and investments 

based on their knowledge and priorities regarding climate change. This case study provides a striking example 

of long-standing Swedish promoted norms related to designing development cooperation approaches that re-

flect the perspectives of poor and oppressed people. Through locally led adaptation, these perspectives are 

brought together with rights-based commitments to find ways to empower local actors to act on the climate 

threats they are facing. 

4.5.2 Target groups 

The target groups that are involved in this case study reflect the iterative nature of this evolving normative 

agenda. The ultimate ‘target’ of the dialogue includes both the international climate change community, 

which is being encouraged to ensure that climate finance is redesigned to be devolved to affected communi-

ties, and also national governments that are being encouraged to design their adaptation strategies to ensure 

that local governments and other local actors receive resources and support to take action. This has also in-

volved a rebalancing of international and national climate change priorities to provide an increased proportion 

of funding to adaptation (rather than mitigation). Sida works with global think tanks (most notably the World 

Resources Institute -WRI, and the International Institute for Environment and Development -IIED) and program-

ming actors at national levels in e.g., Kenya and Bangladesh, and global programmes, e.g., the UN Capital De-

velopment Fund -UNCDF-led LoCAL programme, together with a range of discussion fora bringing together 

those who share these commitments to undertake and facilitate dialogue on how to test and scale-up these 

efforts. Efforts are also underway to link these discussions around subsidiarity in climate finance and interven-

tions with related normative dialogue regarding devolution more generally as a way to ensure development 

effectiveness and to respect the perspectives of poor and marginalised communities. 

4.5.3 Context  

Climate adaptation efforts have been plagued by tendencies for financial resources and decision-making to 

remain ‘stuck’ at global and national levels, despite commitments to devolution. This relates factors such as 

distrust and uncertainty about the capacities of local governments and communities, and a range of path de-

pendencies inherent in the climate finance architecture. Sometimes this relates to a disconnect between efforts 

to devolve climate finance in relation to broader ongoing national decentralisation procedures and processes of 

public financial management. As such, this dialogue agenda emphasises the interface between climate change 

and development effectiveness norms.  

Efforts to overcome these obstacles have featured piloting of new granting mechanisms, investments in capac-

ity of local actors to manage new resource flows, and general awareness raising regarding the value of the 
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principles that are intended to guide locally led adaptation and finance. The local level experience provides im-

portant and concrete evidence that these processes are both viable and valuable. 

The eight normative principles, developed primarily by WRI, and promoted by IIED and others with Sida sup-

port, which are the basis for these efforts – and which are well aligned with Sida’s overall normative com-

mitments to development effectiveness – are:  
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1. Devolving decision making to the lowest appropriate level  

Giving local institutions and communities more direct access to finance and decision-making power 

over how adaptation actions are defined, prioritised, designed and implemented; how progress is 

monitored; and how success is evaluated. 

2. Addressing structural inequalities faced by women, youth, children, disabled and displaced people, Indig-

enous Peoples and marginalised ethnic groups 

Integrating gender-based, economic and political inequalities that are root causes of vulnerability into 

the core of adaptation action and encouraging vulnerable and marginalised individuals to meaning-

fully participate in and lead adaptation decisions. 

 

3. Providing patient and predictable funding that can be accessed more easily 

Supporting long-term development of local governance processes, capacity, and institutions through 

simpler access modalities and longer term and more predictable funding horizons, to ensure that 

communities can effectively implement adaptation actions. 

 

4. Investing in local capabilities to leave an institutional legacy 

Improving the capabilities of local institutions to ensure they can understand climate risks and uncer-

tainties, generate solutions and facilitate and manage adaptation initiatives over the long term with-

out being dependent on project-based donor funding. 

 

5. Building a robust understanding of climate risk and uncertainty 

Informing adaptation decisions through a combination of local, Indigenous and scientific knowledge 

that can enable resilience under a range of future climate scenarios. 

 

6.  Flexible programming and learning 

Enabling adaptive management to address the inherent uncertainty in adaptation, especially through 

robust monitoring and learning systems, flexible finance and flexible programming. 

 

7. Ensuring transparency and accountability 

Making processes of financing, designing and delivering programmes more transparent and account-

able downward to local stakeholders. 

 

8. Collaborative action and investment 

Collaboration across sectors, initiatives and levels to ensure that different initiatives and different 

sources of funding (humanitarian assistance, development, disaster risk reduction, green recovery 

funds and so on) support one another, and their activities avoid duplication, to enhance efficiencies 

and good practice. 

4.5.4 Approaches and methods  

This case will be pursued by tracing the approaches and methods that Sida has used in contributing to a dia-

logue among key partners in developing the norms that have emerged over the past decade. This includes how 

Sida (and Team Sweden) have started with normative dialogue with these partners around Swedish priorities 

related to poverty, climate adaptation and local governance. In some respects, this dates back to the work of 

the Swedish initiated Commission on Climate Change and Development and its report on the Human Di-

mensions of Climate Change: The Importance of Local and Institutional Issues, from 2009. The Commission’s 

work was in itself a clear example of Swedish public diplomacy on these issues. The evaluation will analyse how 

dialogue and programming at different levels, inspired partly by this early initiative, has led to the current eight 
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principles, and how these may have contributed to outcomes that reflect shared normative commitments. Sida 

has been perhaps the main donor supporting this process.  

This involves following inter-linked dialogue processes at several levels. WRI and IIED have come to act as the 

main custodians of these principles at global level, other actors such as the PanAfrican Climate Justice Alliance -

PACJA have been encouraged to make links between local/national civil society and regional actors (e.g., the 

African Union -AU and the Regional Economic Communities -RECs). UNCDF, through the Local Climate Adap-

tive Living Facility -LoCAL and other national programmes inspired by LoCAL, have provided experience, evi-

dence and capacity development at national and sub-national levels. The process of developing this normative 

dialogue agenda has also involved increasing awareness and understanding of these principles across Team 

Sweden and adapting these to reflect national discourses. Scoping interviews suggest that the practical experi-

ence of these programmes is often a more important touchstone for national dialogue than the eight global 

principles. The interplay of global normative dialogue based on ‘principles’ and national normative dia-

logue based on ‘practice’ will be analysed to better understand the role of the 360 model.   

The case study will analyse how the embassies have engaged to ensure that the provision of Sida-financed 

grants is integrated with normative dialogue to ensure that national governments buy into and apply the princi-

ples in their own climate adaptation funding and fund management –and that these programmes are thus not 

seen as a bypass of their national climate funding mechanisms. This will involve exploring how normative 

dialogue related to locally led adaptation and finance has been integrated into the overall development effec-

tiveness dialogue, particularly as related to devolution. 

This will involve looking at how Sida and its partners work with normative principles within the complex and of-

ten fraught relationships between national and local authorities in the control of climate finance and decisions 

regarding investments. Tools of awareness raising, and capacity development are part of this, as is deeper en-

gagement in the realpolitik of overall changes in governance to ensure subsidiarity and enhance local voice. 

The evaluation will look at the effectiveness of the mix of approaches applied. It is recognised that Sida’s direct 

engagement with local governments is inevitably limited and therefore the role of partners with stronger field-

level engagements will be important to understand. 

Within this range of partnerships, a broad variety of communications methods have been employed, including 

leveraging conferences and large events to bring actors together to achieve consensus, and also narrower bilat-

eral discussions where the results of pilot efforts provide facts and experience regarding what works with regard 

to locally led climate finance.  

It will be particularly important to explore if and how the dialogue processes related to devolving financial re-

sources to local governments has led to greater engagement with communities. It is expected that the role 

of civil society will be important in this regard and links to civil society will be investigated via global and re-

gional dialogue partners. 

4.5.5 Examples to be analysed 

The case study will primarily involve looking at how normative dialogue is reflected in two national pro-

grammes, one in Bangladesh and one in Kenya, one global programming initiative, LoCAL, one think tank col-

laboration, IIED, and one support to a regional CSO network PACJA. Together, these initiatives will constitute 

opportunities to observe how the 360 model has been operationalised in relation to normative dialogue. 

The Local Government Initiative on Climate Change (LoGIC) is a programme that is supporting locally led 

adaptation and finance in selected areas in Bangladesh. The experience has highlighted both the importance of 

these objectives, but also the challenges that exist in dialogue about the need to learn from and scale-up 
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programmes to national level. Replication and building widespread trust in the new financing models have been 

difficult in a context where projectisation stands in the way of development effectiveness. The analysis will in-

clude seeking to understand if and how normative dialogue has been effective in overcoming these challenges. 

Financing Locally Led Climate Action (FLLoCA) is a new programme with similar aims in Kenya. It differs from 

the Bangladesh experience in that it is anchored in the much more profound overall devolution process that has 

been underway in Kenya over the past decade. FLLoCA is moving to national roll-out at a much faster pace than 

LoGIC. As such, Sida’s role has been more focused on bringing out how locally led finance can be anchored in 

existing government initiatives. This may also involve normative dialogue with other donors regarding the role 

of this programme amid an increasingly ‘crowded’ space for local climate action. FLLoCA is managed by the 

World Bank and funded through a trust fund, so it will also provide an opportunity to explore Sida’s normative 

dialogue with the World Bank and how attention to Swedish norms is raised within World Bank led pro-

grammes.  

The Local Climate Adaptive Living Facility (LoCAL) is a global programme, led by UNCDF that has been sup-

ported by Sida to work with similar modalities to FLLoCA and LoGIC, largely though pilot programmes. It is an 

entry point to raise attention to the importance and feasibility of locally led adaptation. 

With core support, the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) is a very long-

standing Sida partner that has provided knowledge development support and has partnered with Sida and 

Team Sweden to raise attention to the importance of these issues. It has worked with Sida in a range of interna-

tional climate initiatives. IIED will be interviewed as a potential partner linking normative dialogue efforts to lo-

cal civil society. 

The PanAfrican Climate Justice Alliance (PACJA), based in Nairobi, is an important channel for support to 

civil society in Africa for a range of climate and local environmental issues. Its work exemplifies Sida’s efforts to 

bring together overall climate-related dialogue between local environmental CSOs working to engage commu-

nities with national CSO umbrella organisations, national governments, the RECs and the AU.  

5. Phases, organisation and timing 

5.1 Data collection phase (February-early May 2023) 

Following the conclusion of the inception phase (September-Jan 2022), we will initiate the data collection phase 

in Feburary2023. The data collection phase includes the bulk of the data collection activities needed to re-

spond to the evaluation questions and produce the evaluation report. These include: 

• Continuous documentation review, 

• Mobilisation of regional experts for the 3 field visit countries (Mozambique, Kenya, Moldova). We 

also propose to mobilise one Bangladesh-based expert to help gather examples for both the environ-

ment and WEE case studies. Regional experts are based in the region and have in-depth contextual 

knowledge for undertaking in-country data gathering with a range of stakeholders. Regional experts 

will also support data gathering at a regional level. They will be supported and supervised by the in-

ternational core team (Team Leader and three thematic experts), with the possibility of having one 

core team member attend each of the countries selected for in-depth data gathering as/if needed 

(e.g., in order to pilot test data gathering instruments). 

• Field work including focused discussions/ workshops with stakeholder groups (outcome harvesting 

method) in the in-depth case countries, 
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• Undertaking remote interviewing and data gathering for second-tier countries and additional pro-

gramme examples. 

• Participatory focus group discussions for key functions at Sida headquarters and across the organi-

sation, 

• In-depth interviews with Sida institutional functions and case specific key informants (in-country and 

for second tier country examples done remotely), 

• Assessment of available survey data on Embassies’ involvement in normative dialogue as part of the 

feminist foreign policy (drawing on ongoing EBA study) and the design of complementary quick feed-

back surveys as/if needed, 

• Digital data science tools developed and tested to add to the quantifiable analysis and/or triangula-

tion in terms of identifying contribution pathways, 

• Implementation of digital approaches to data collection where relevant, 

• Liaising and seeking inputs from the evaluation steering group and reference group members 

(e.g., one methods workshop with the reference group, with one or two additional with the evaluation 

steering group). 

 

To ensure that the process during the data collection phase is clear to all stakeholders and carried out in a par-

ticipatory way, the evaluation team will maintain close dialogue with the Sida steering group (led by the Sida 

Evaluation Unit), and the reference group throughout the process, ensuring early engagement of key stakehold-

ers. 

5.2  Analysis and reporting phase (mid-May to end-November 2023) 

In this phase, both thematic and cross-cutting analysis will be conducted in order to come up with the evalua-

tion findings, conclusions, lessons learned, and a participatory workshop will ensure that recommendations will 

be relevant across different functions in Sida. These will be presented in a final report and synthesized in evalu-

ation briefs (one brief on overall findings, and one brief per thematic area). These will be developed following 

these steps: 

• Analysis and drafting of preliminary findings (early to end May). A succinct, digestible presentation 

will be produced after the completion of the analysis by theme and across themes with emerging 

trends across data, using the ToC as a reference point to how it plays out in different contexts and for 

different thematic areas. 

 

• Initial findings presentation to Sida (early June) To validate emerging findings and discuss prelimi-

nary answers to the evaluation questions, a workshop will be organised in early June before starting 

the writing of the actual report. It can be decided in collaboration with the steering group the extent 

to which this will be involving a broader group of stakeholders or be a smaller (potentially online or 

hybrid) meeting between the steering group and the evaluation team before involving the reference 

group in workshopping the drafting of recommendations.  

 

• Report writing (mid-June to end-August). The evaluation team will work on writing a concise and 

clear synthesis report, which will contain one report for each of the thematic areas in Annex. The draft 

report will draw on and incorporate discussions at the initial findings workshop at Sida.  

 

• Reference group workshop to draft recommendations (end-August). The drafting of recommenda-

tions will be done in a participatory manner involving reference group members who represent a 

wide range organisational functions to maximise their practical application and uptake. The workshop 

would seek to come up with a set of draft recommendations based on findings and the available 
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evidence, synthesised in draft write-ups that will be presented. The evaluation team will then tweak 

and align those recommendations, making sure there is evidence to support all that has been sug-

gested, and that there is coherence between the evidence gathered, the analytical framework, and the 

final recommendations, being cognizant of any possible bias. Our facilitator will arrange and orches-

trate the workshop to seek collective engagement and moving the workshop participants towards 

consensus.  

 

• Finalisation and QA of draft report (early to mid-September). Following the workshop to develop 

recommendations, the evaluation team will finalize the report, which will undergo Niras QA process 

before submission of the draft report in mid-September.   

 

• Feedback on the draft report (mid-September to mid-November). Sida and stakeholders will be in-

vited to provide comments on the draft report. If useful, the evaluation team will provide the oppor-

tunity to stakeholders to have two rounds of comments on the draft report within the available time 

between mid-September to mid/end-November.  

 

• Submission final report and dissemination. (mid/end-November). The draft report will be revised 

based on the comments received and a final report will be submitted, including any required transla-

tion of the Executive Summary. The final report will include a synthesis report and four separate an-

nexes for each of the thematic case studies. The evaluation team will make itself available for partici-

pation in any dissemination efforts to a broader stakeholder group as needed.  

 

• Evaluation briefs. The final report will include evaluation briefs for both the synthesis report and 

each of the four annexes (i.e., a total of five briefs) with the purpose of attracting a larger readership 

and for wider dissemination and communication purposes.
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5.3 Updated workplan  

 

 

 

2022-2023 CO IC AH DP JN NC BJ LB w27 w28 w29 w30 w31 w32 w33 w34 w35 w36 w37 w38 w39 w40 w41 w42 w43 w44 w45 w46 w47 w48 w49 w50 w51 w52 w1 w2 w3 w4 w5 w6 w7 w8 w9 w10 w11 w12 w13 w14 w15 w16 w17 w18 w19 w20 w21 w22 w23 w24 w25 w26 w27 w28 w29 w30 w31 w32 w33 w34 w35 w36 w37 w38 w39 w40 w41 w42 w43 w44 w45 w46

Inception Phase

Start-up meeting 1 1 1 1 1 M

Kick-off meeting M

Review of documents 3 3 1 2 1

Stakeholder analysis 2 2 1 1 0,5

Finalizing method development 2 2 1 1 2 1

Reference group workshop 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 WS

Drafting inception report 9 5 1 2 2

QA of inception report 1 QA

Submission of inception report, w. 49 2022 DL

Comments sent by Stakeholders C

Revisions and finalization of inception report 2 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5

Submission of final inception report, w. 2, 2023 DL

Sida approval of final inception report

Sub-total, Inception phase 20 14 6 8 7 0 1 2

Data Collection Phase CO IC AH DP JN NC BJ QA

Gathering and review of additional documents 4 4 4 1 2

Gathering and compiling list of interviewees 2 2 1 1

Development of data science tools 1 1 14

In-depth key informant interviews 3 3 3 3 3

Piloting  data collection Bangladesh - incl. preparations 4 5 1 12

Preparations and FGD Sida/Team Sweden (Stockholm) 3 2 1 3 2

Methods meeting with Sida 1 1 1 1 1 1 M

Field work preparations for in-depth study countries 2 3 6

Data collection, secont-tier countries by theme 3 3 2 3

In-country data collection, Kenya 1 7 12

In-country data collection, Moldova and region 1 12

In-country data collection, Mozambique 1 9

Debriefing workshop with Sida (feedback on data gathering process, gap 

analysis, emerging findings, workshopping theme-specific ToCs) 5 5 4 1 2 1 WS

Sub-total, Data collection phase 31 36 31 14 19 36 7 0

Data Analysis and Reporting Phase

Data analysis 2 1 2

Preliminary findings per thematic area 2 2 0,5 0,5

Analysis across thematic areas 2 2 1 1

Synthesis of premilinary findings 3 2 1 1

Workshop on preliminary findings 1 1 1 1 WS

Report writing synthesis report and four separate thematic reports 3 2 2 1

Workshop to develop recommendations 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 WS

QA of draft report and responding to comments 1 1 0,5 0,5 2 QA

Submission of Draft Report (v1), Mid-September DL

Feedback from stakeholders on draft report C

Meeting to discuss report and feedback 1 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 M

Revisions of evaluation report 1 1 0,5 0,5

Submission of Revised Draft Report (v2), Beginning/Mid-October DL

Additional feedback or no-objection C

Finalization of evaluation report 1 1

QA on final report 1 QA

Submission of Final Report (v3), Mid-November DL

Sida approval of Final report

Drafting and submission of five evaluation briefs (including QA and lay-out) 1 1 1 1 0,5 1,5

Sub-total, Analysis and reporting phase 19 16 9 8 4 0 2 3

Total days 70 66 46 30 30 36 10 5

September October November

2023

Initials: CO=Charlotte Ornemark; IC=Ian Christoplos; AH=Annica Holmberg; DP=Dana Peebles; JN=Jonas Norén; NC=National consultants; BJ=Birgitte Jallov; LB=Lucian Bäck

June July August

January

December January February March April MaySpecifications: DL=Deadline; M=Meeting; WS=Workshop; QA=Quality Assurance July August September October November
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Annex 1: Evaluation Matrix 

    

Questions raised in ToRs  Indicators to be used in  

Evaluation 

Methods Sources Availability and Reliability of 

Data /comments 

Effectiveness 

EQ1: How likely is it that the 

normative dialogue has con-

tributed to change? 

• Level of mutual under-

standing among dialogu-

ing parties influencing 

partnerships 

• Level of evolution and 

trust in partnership rela-

tions  

• Level of perceived change 

in people, policies, priori-

ties and practices 

• Level of significance at-

tributed to observed 

changes to above by dif-

ferent stakeholder groups  

• Perceptions of Sida’s con-

tribution vis-à-vis other 

stakeholders (with due 

recognition of Sida’s role 

as a small donor in some 

contexts) 

 

• Outcome Harvesting 

• Key informant interviews 

(internal functions) 

• Validation through focus 

group discussion with rel-

evant stakeholders in-

country 

 

• Thematic cases 

• Sida HQ inter-

views 

• Validation 

meetings 

 

Little available documentation; 

will rely on gathering and ana-

lysing of stakeholder narratives 

EQ2: What are examples of 

successful outcomes of norma-

tive dialogue at Sida? What are 

examples of unsuccessful out-

comes? 

• Stakeholder percep-

tions/examples of success 

cases of normative dia-

logue  

• Stakeholder percep-

tions/examples of less 

successful attempts at 

• Outcome Harvesting 

• Key informant interviews  

• Contribution analysis to 

trace successful examples 

to Sida’s institutional prac-

tices 

• Thematic cases 

• Sida HQ inter-

views 

• Validation 

meetings 

 

At present there is little con-

sensus and difference in un-

derstanding of what successful 

outcomes from normative dia-

logue would look like and how 

it enables development results. 
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normative dialogue (no 

difference, resistance or 

pushback/backlash) 

• Examples of accelerated 

progress towards devel-

opment results that incor-

porate Swedish priorities 

and universal values -in-

cluding how they relate to 

outcome level changes 

and the ultimate objective 

in the ToC 

 

 EBA study on feminist foreign 

policy survey may provide in-

formative insights on Embassy 

perception and use of norma-

tive dialogue as an influencing 

tool.   

EQ3: Which key success factors 

and mechanisms can be identi-

fied? Which key factors and 

mechanisms can be identified 

as hindering successful norma-

tive dialogue? 

• Examples of and degree 

to which internal factors 

(as outlined in the factors 

of influence in the partner 

domains) played a posi-

tive or negative role 

• Examples of and degree 

to which partner roles and 

approaches played a posi-

tive or negative role 

• Extent to which positive or 

negative factors are mani-

fested in institutional do-

mains and work practices 

• Extent to which different 

stakeholders perceive 

Sida’s ability (and ‘soft 

power’) to take part in and 

generate credibility in dia-

logue 

 

• Outcome Harvesting 

• Key informant interviews  

• Contribution analysis to 

trace successful examples 

to Sida’s institutional prac-

tices 

 

• Thematic cases 

• Sida HQ inter-

views 

• Validation 

meetings 

• Digital data 

gathering (web 

scraping) 

 

A high degree of reliance on 

key informant interviews will 

be needed, potentially com-

bined with the use of digital 

data science of key partners 

websites. 

Efficiency 
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EQ4: How does Sida’s prioriti-

sation, planning and follow-up 

of normative dialogue affect 

the results of Sida’s normative 

dialogue? 

• Extent to which resources 

(financial and human) are 

systematically allocated to 

support dialogue on key 

issues at HQ and embassy 

levels (e.g., media cam-

paigns, research & analy-

sis, etc.) 

• Extent to which strategic 

communication plans are 

implemented in timely 

way 

• How Sida, other members 

of Team Sweden and de-

velopment partners are 

able to engage effectively 

in reactive dialogue and 

respond to risks/pushback 

when needed 

 

• Mapping over time, across 

levels, and over interlinked 

themes of normative dia-

logue processes 

• Key informant interviews 

with Team Sweden actors, 

global partners (notably 

multilaterals) compared to 

in-country relations and 

follow-up and use of mul-

tilateral agencies 

 

• Strategy reports 

(extracts) from 

2020, 2021 

• Key informant 

interviews with 

Team Sweden 

actors (case spe-

cific)  

 

• Cases will concretise with 

practical examples and 

seek to draw parallel be-

tween differing contexts 

and approaches 

EQ5: How does Sida’s organi-

sation of the normative dia-

logue, i.e., roles, responsibili-

ties, forum for dialogue, and 

timing affect the results of 

normative dialogue? How does 

Sida’s role in and coordination 

within Team Sweden, affect the 

results of Sida’s normative dia-

logue? 

• Degree of coordination 

and shared thinking on 

key dialogue issues 

among Team Sweden and 

with development part-

ners 

• Clarity in allocation of re-

sponsibility for specific di-

alogue issues in thematic 

areas  

• Extent to which lessons 

are recorded and strategi-

cally used 

 

• Mapping of partner en-

gagements, fora, linking of 

dialogue to programming 

related to normative dia-

logue processes 

• Mapping of Team Sweden 

relationships in normative 

dialogue efforts 

• Internal key 

stakeholder in-

terviews and 

workshopping 

of findings with 

different inter-

nal functions 

• Different configurations 

and roles between Team 

Sweden actors will be 

considered across the dif-

ferent cases. 

EQ6: How do approaches to 

normative dialogue, such as 

the choice of cooperation part-

ner at different levels and the 

• Perceptions (presumably 

differing) within Sida, 

among partners and be-

tween Sida HQ and 

• Data science methods us-

ing web-crawling (for net-

work analysis of which 

partners refer to Sida, how 

• Thematic cases 

• Sida HQ inter-

views 

• Documentation on coun-

try-level choice of part-

ners is currently scarce 

but will be gathered 
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way the collaboration is con-

ducted, affect the results? Spe-

cifically in regard to choices at 

the country level and the so 

called 360-model? 

embassies regarding effi-

ciency and effectiveness 

of different types of part-

nerships in normative dia-

logue 

• Level of alignment of 

partners with Sida norms 

• Degree of evolving trust 

between partners and 

Sida based on shared 

principles and norms 

 

partners refer to each 

other in relation to a cer-

tain theme for normative 

change) 

• Analysis of country strat-

egy reports and pro-

gramme reports 

• Partner key in-

formant inter-

views 

• Country strat-

egy reports 

• Programme re-

ports 

 

 

through in-depth country 

cases and country exam-

ples 

EQ7: How do methods within 

normative dialogue, such as 

the practice of different com-

munication means and mes-

sages and the way Sida adapt 

them to local contexts, affect 

the results? 

• Extent to which there is 

internal learning and up-

take of lessons within Sida 

on how to approach and 

conduct normative dia-

logue on different the-

matic issues 

• Cross analyses of commu-

nication methods and 

their relative effectiveness 

with different types of 

messages 

• Examples of different 

types/levels of effective-

ness when methods are 

applied across the ’contin-

uum’ of two-way versus 

advocacy approaches 

 

• Internal workshopping 

with Sida personnel in 

charge of strategic com-

munications, learning, ca-

pacity support and adap-

tive management 

• Communication 

and strategy 

plans by differ-

ent units and 

departments 

• Thematic cases 

• Sida HQ inter-

views 

 

• Degree to which the 360 

feedback loops are reflec-

tive of operational lessons 

and insights will be 

looked into and validated 

through country cases. 
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Annex 2: Proposed Theory of Change  
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Annex 3: Proposed structure for Thematic Case Study Reports 

This is a proposed outline for Thematic Case Study Reports. There will be four reports prepared with findings 

and lessons from the case studies related to normative dialogue in connection with gender equality, SRHR, de-

mocracy and human rights and environment and climate change, as well as other issues that have emerged in 

these cases. Section 1 will give a brief introduction and background to the case and an overview of key stake-

holders and target groups for normative dialogue. Section 2 will present findings regarding observed outcomes 

at different levels of engagement. Section 3 will present analysis and conclusions regarding institutional out-

comes and enabling/hindering factors. The main synthesis report will follow a similar structure wherein findings 

from across cases will be analysed and findings from the different cases will be contrasted and compared. Each 

of the case study reports will be distilled into a 4–6-page long brief. 

1. Thematic case description & theory of change  

1.1 Introduction to the thematic area  

• Strategy objectives in Swedish government policies, Swedish strategies (including country strategies) 

• The articulated normative agenda including links to the five perspectives based on universal norms 

• Relations between Swedish strategies and agendas and other countries’/agencies’ global, regional and 

national strategies and normative agendas 

 

1.2 Stakeholder mapping and target groups  

• Multilateral/global level  

• Meso-level among peers and international/regional/national think tanks, civil society groups, Swedish 

resource base (including interactions with intermediaries), drivers and influencers of the normative 

agenda at a collective/sector level 

• Other actors at regional and country levels including other intermediaries (if applicable) 

• Conflict factors impinging on the legitimacy and engagement of normative actors 

1.3 Context 

• Level of political contestation and alignment of actors related to normative goals 

• Legislative context and level of alignment with international norms as enshrined in declarations, con-

ventions, resolutions (and whether adopted and to what extent implemented at country level)  

• Geographical and country context (heavily conflict affected, disaster prone, favourable/less favourable 

for civil society, private sector, quality of governance, etc.) 

• Positioning of Sida in context (e.g., knowledge resource, funder, known to push the agenda, ability to 

engage in sub-national discourse, large/small donor) as perceived by different stakeholder groups 

 

1.4 Approaches and methods to normative dialogue 

• Internal prioritisation, planning and follow-up 

• Choice of cooperation partners as a strategic approach to the normative work 

• Organisation and role division (in Sida, with other members of Team Sweden, with partners) 

• Communication means and tools 

• Use of normative dialogue as a complement to other forms of influencing (linked to financing, in 

strengthening/using research and evidence, in high-level dialogue, related to capacity-building, etc.)  

• Institutional capabilities/commitments (within Sida) to engage and learn from normative dialogue at 

different levels, including the capability to connect and adapt high-level dialogue to feedback from 

partners and country-level operations (effectiveness of 360 model) 

 

1.5 Evaluation ToC adapted to thematic case  

• A thematic-specific ToC, following the overall evaluation ToC (Annex 2) 
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• Observations on the ToC and its applicability/adaptation to the specific sub-area and country examples 

• Key assumptions and implications for tracking results from normative dialogue  

2. Observed outcomes at different levels of engagement 

Contributing to answering EQ:s related to Effectiveness: EQ1: How likely is it that the normative dialogue has 

contributed to change?; EQ2: What are examples of successful outcomes of normative dialogue at Sida? What are 

examples of unsuccessful outcomes?; EQ3: Which key success factors and mechanisms can be identified? Which 

key factors and mechanisms can be identified as hindering successful normative dialogue? 

2.1 Outcomes by level of engagement where relevant at global level, in meso-level interactions including in-

teractions with intermediaries, and peers in the donor community, at regional or in the country context), the 

following may be considered:  

• Effects on people (attitudes, beliefs, motivation and capability to enact new behaviour), priorities 

(linked influence on people/key actors), priorities (including in organisational narratives, agreement on 

joint/shared principles etc.), policies (extent to which narratives are institutionalised or informal norms 

are formalized), practices (exemplified by increased resource allocation to a certain theme, changed 

individual or organisational practices etc.) 

• Effects on the partnership (increase in trust, mutuality, alignment, mobilisation of actors and alliances 

(coalitions, network, public, private partners donors etc.), and/or unintended negative effects (increased 

fragmentation of actors, locked positions on normative agenda and goals, adaptation to conflict) 

• Effects on visibility and communicative methods (level of ‘traction’ of a particular topic in line with 

normative priorities, increased media exposure – including social media, willingness to raise and discuss 

normative issue). 

 

2.2 Level of significance and transformative effects both anticipated and unanticipated effects or side-

effects will be analysed in relation to:  

• Enabling development results 

• The overarching perspectives and/or thematic perspectives  

• Actors’ accountability to universal norms and conventions in their own national or institutional context 

• ‘Pushing the boundaries’ on certain topics or framings in a context where it is not generally accepted or 

safeguarded in institutional arrangements or principles 

• Increasing local ownership and leadership of the norms in question 

• Gender equality and human rights 

• Conflict sensitivity 

3. Institutional mechanisms and enabling/hindering factors 

Contributing to answering EQs related to Efficiency: EQ4: How does Sida's prioritisation, planning and follow-up 

of normative dialogue affect the results of Sida’s normative dialogue?; EQ5: How does Sida's organisation of the 

normative dialogue, i.e., roles, responsibilities, forum for dialogue, and timing affect the results of normative dia-

logue? How does Sida’s role in and coordination with Team Sweden, affect the results of Sida’s normative dia-

logue?; EQ6: How do approaches to normative dialogue, such as the choice of cooperation partner at different lev-

els and the way the collaboration is conducted, affect the results? Specifically, in regard to choices at the country 

level and the so called 360-model?; EQ7: How do methods within normative dialogue, such as the practice of dif-

ferent communication means and messages and the way Sida adapt them to local contexts, affect the results? 

3.1 Institutional factors and strengthened capabilities (may be combined with section 3.2) 

A synthesis covering some of the institutional capabilities built in line with the different learning objectives set 

out in the efficiency EQs. Such capabilities may include, e.g.: 



 

 

 

 

 

   

   

   

 

 
 

55/61 

• Capability to build trust and attract others 

• Capability to manage and organise normative dialogue at different levels and across different institu-

tional functions within Sida  

• Capability to position Sida strategically in a given sector or area of support 

• Capability to adapt communicative methods and instruments to context 

• Capability to cope with level of resistance or political developments  

• Capability to position Sida strategically within Team Sweden 

• Capability of staff to internalize issues, technical facts, and messages around norms to be promoted  

• Capability to respond to contextual volatility 

 

3.2 Enabling and hindering factors across different domains of change 

• In the Sida/Team Sweden domain of change, including in Sida’s internal capabilities to conduct nor-

mative dialogue, Sida’s positioning and role within Team Sweden, and in the use of the 360 model 

• In the partnership domain of change, including capability to attract partners and relevant actors, the 

role of funding and other means of influencing (e.g., via tailored capacity building, making relevant re-

search or evidence available, acting as a backstopping partner on technical issues etc.) 

• In the development sector domain of change more broadly 

4. Conclusions & lessons learnt 
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Annex 4. Interview guides  

Draft to be further refined and tested 

Generic Outcome Harvesting guide (to be adapted to different groups of individual interviewees and fo-

cus groups) 

1. What changes did you want/hope to see in {normative area} that Sida and/or its partners could viably 

pursue through dialogue?  

 

2. In what ways has Sida expected the dialogue to be a useful tool to encourage the norms being pur-

sued in {normative area}?  

 

3. What changes did you observe take place due to Sida’s diverse dialogue processes? Please give spe-

cific examples (people, processes, policy, practices etc.) 

 

a. Why and how were these considered significant? (To whom?) 

 

4. What factors enabled/hindered the achievement of these normative and other changes related to the 

dialogue process? 

a. Contextual factors  

b. Internal factors within Sida/Team Sweden 

c. Timing and history of engagement (a new area, a long-time track record, level of buy-in by other 

actors etc.) 

d. Communication methods 

e. Others  

 

5. In relation to internal factors within Sida/Team Sweden, how are such practices institutionalised 

and/or how could they be made better? 

 

6. Which forms of engagement from Sida (working with different partners, fora, etc.) contributed to 

these normative changes?  

 

7. How did Sida’s efforts to pursue dialogue in this area complement that of other actors? Why was this 

significant? 

 

8. Who is part of the dialogue? Who (which actors) decides who joins these discussions?  

a. Has Sida conducted its dialogue for normative change in {normative area} in a way that ensures 

it benefits intended rights holders? How? Enabled/hindered by what factors? 

 

9. Have the dialogue processes used a gender transformative and inclusive approach, including for po-

tentially discriminated groups based on sexual orientation (LGBTQI) ethnic groups and/or persons with 

disabilities to make their voices are heard in these processes? How? Is this a priority aspect of the dia-

logue? What is Sida’s interest/influence over this? 

 

10. How much do factors such as money, power, knowledge, and persuasion play in determining 

which/whose norms prevail in the diverse dialogue processes in which you are engaged? 

 

11. What kinds of preparatory materials or processes do you use or need to engage in effective dialogue? 

How do you follow-up and report on influencing effects? 
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Team Sweden/Sida specific questions (to be asked in addition to selected Outcome Harvesting questions 

from the list above) 

 

1. Generally, how does the 360 model enable Sida and Team Sweden to obtain a more holistic perspec-

tive on how to build trust, tailor messages more effectively and pursue effective normative dialogue? 

 

2. Are there common gaps that arise in the 360 model or across Team Sweden that need to be ad-

dressed and where other partnerships need to be leveraged? Are these partnerships sufficient? 

 

3. Are you generally satisfied with the engagement of other Swedish intermediaries in normative dia-

logue processes? Please provide specific examples.  

 

4. Do you think there is a need to strive towards a broader multistakeholder approach, engaging with 

additional intermediaries? 

 

5. Does Sida (and MFA) have a sufficiently central role in these dialogues, or is it best for Sweden to play 

a supportive or financier role? 

 

6. Are dialogue capacities sufficient within Team Sweden to achieve key dialogue objectives? If not, 

what is needed within Team Sweden actors to build this capacity? 

 

7. Do Sida’s internal procedures at headquarters and embassies facilitate/obstruct normative dialogue? 

Please provide specific examples.  

 

8. Is there adequate coherence between Sida/MFA’s high level and policy-oriented normative dialogue 

and dialogue focused more on ‘walking the talk’ in terms of putting norms into practice? 

 

9. Are country/regional/other strategies and government instructions sufficient as a foundation and 

launching point for designing strategically relevant, results-focused and effective normative dialogue? 

If not, why not?  

 

10. Have you had to deal with pushback or threats to partners when authorities reject normative aims? If 

so, how do you manage these risks? 

 

11. What happens to the dialogue when these strategies are extended or on hold pending their renewal? 

 

12. How do you manage dialogue around universal norms when partners do not share Sweden’s views 

about their universality? (i.e., when parties have not signed or adopted relevant international conven-

tions, declarations or protocols). 
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