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Executive summary

This study has attempted to map to what extent Norwegian development and humanitarian aid
actors have managed to ensure that persons with disabilities are considered in supported
projects and programmes either as a main focus (targeted) or as an inclusive part of larger
programmes (mainstreamed). The study focuses on the period 2010 to 2016, but also looks
back at some of the trends since 2000. It is a quantitative analysis of all projects available in the
Norad public database for 2013-2016, combined with the data collected in the previous mapping
undertaken in 2013.

The purpose of the mapping is to provide Atlas Alliance and Norad with statistical data that will
help identify positive trends as well as areas of improvement in terms of translating Norwegian
policy on inclusion of persons with disabilities into practice.

The main limitations of the study are:

a) The definition of inclusion/mainstreaming of disability is not clearly defined. The study has
tried to apply a strict definition, but due to limited time to evaluate each and every project,
we had to rely on informants who analysed and classified the projects for us — sometimes
using very broad definitions.

b) Due to the large number of projects in the database, we could not reach out to all possible
actors to ask about possible inclusion of disability aspects. Apart from a word search of the
database project titles and descriptions, we have reached out to all Norwegian CSOs
engaged in development and humanitarian aid, to MFA and Norad and to the Embassies of
Palestine, Malawi, Uganda and Nepal (as in the previous mapping).

The study found that the number of “targeted” disability projects/ has remained almost the same
since 2010. Around 100-120 such projects were supported annually. Also, the disbursements
have remained at the same nominal level, with a total of around 120-135 million NOK per year.
Atlas Alliance is responsible for around half of these projects and disbursements. Direct service
provision and individual empowerment (mostly in health or education) for persons with
disabilities is getting most of the funding (39 percent), although the share is much less than in
the period 2010-2012 (66 percent). Strengthening of Disabled Persons Organisations (DPOs)
gets around a quarter of the funding, which is around the same as in 2010-2012. The biggest
change identified from the last mapping study is the increased support to (or advocacy towards)
governments to take responsibility for the rights of persons with disabilities. This share has
increased from 6 percent to 28 percent of the funding. This indicates that support is becoming
more rights based.

Since the Norwegian aid budget has increased over time the “targeted” projects have gradually
reduced their share of the aid budget from 1,03 percent in 2000 to 0,36 percent in 2016.The
study found that the projects that are mainstreaming disability, i.e. inclusive of disability aspects
(at least to some extent), are growing in numbers and funding. The number of such
projects/programmes have grown from 33 in 2012 to 82 in 2016.The share of Norwegian aid
disbursements that had mainstreamed disability was almost zero in 2000. In 2011 it was 4,5
percent and in 2016 it has reached 7,5 percent of the total aid budget. The main reason behind
this increased share is the changed practices of the UN agencies supported by Norway
(especially UNICEF) and by Save the Children Norway. Among the Norwegian CSOs, Save the
Children Norway, Plan Norway, Digni and the Adventist Development and Relief Agency
(ADRA) have indicated the most prominent developments since 2012.
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The study concludes that mainstreaming of disability in Norwegian development aid has
increased since 2012. However, the level of interest in and capacity to include persons with
disabilities is very uneven between various CSOs, UN agencies and Embassies. The study
concludes that progress seems to be depending on committed individuals rather than on
supportive systems and structures. This conclusion is supported by other studies?.

The study recommends that:

- The Norad/MFA (and some of the bigger CSOs) should consider establishing a specific
monitoring and support function on disability to ensure the practical implementation of
Norwegian policy commitments on disability inclusion.

- A disability marker in the statistical system should be introduced for easier follow up,
with specific guidance on the criteria for coding of “mainstreaming” or “significant” focus.
Norway should support the UK initiative in OECD/DAC to introduce the marker and insist
that it is accompanied with capacity development support and clear instructions for
coding.

- A definition of/criteria for mainstreaming and inclusion should be developed, including
guidelines and indicators for reporting on disability inclusion. The disability indicators
should be more disaggregated to various types of disabilities and refer to systemic
changes (not only the number of persons with disabilities reached).

- Organisations and agencies in Norway and internationally that have developed good
practices of inclusion of disability could be invited to share their experiences as part of
capacity enhancement. Practical tools on inclusion could be developed to guide
programming in various sectors and countries (e.g. Swedish model)2. There is also a
need to explain to sceptical stakeholders that inclusion does not always add to costs or
need sophisticated technical inputs. Most discrimination is unintentional and passive.

- Agencies and CSOs that have adopted policies on disability mainstreaming should be
offered more guidance, support and tools to translate their good will into practice. As
observed in this study, it is easy to claim inclusion, while not being able to substantiate it
— sometimes only being able to demonstrate a few show cases.

- A separate study should be undertaken to determine to what extent the claimed
mainstreaming of entire organisations and programmes has materialised in practical
measures at the practical implementation level.

- MFA/Norad could extend the involvement of Atlas Alliance and its members to
participate in capacity development of stakeholders to demonstrate how disability could
be included in practice in various sectors and country programmes.

1 PhD article by Kjersti Skarstad (2018) -” Realizing the human rights of persons with disabilities - From political
ideals to political practices”.

2 Reference to Sida tools: https://www.sida.se/English/partners/resources-for-all-partners/methodological-
materials/human-rights-based-approach-at-sida/rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/
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1. Background

In 2011-12, Norad commissioned an evaluation of the Norwegian support to promote the rights
of persons with disabilities®. As part of the evaluation, a statistical mapping was made to
determine the quantity and type of disability related programmes supported between 2000 and
2010. The mapping covered initiatives having persons with disabilities as the main focus, and
those that had included disability components in programs with a broader objective. The
mapping was published as Annex 1 of the 2010 evaluation. In 2013/14, a follow up of the
mapping was commissioned by the Atlas Alliance to see if there were any changes in quantities
or types of support to disability rights. In 2017, the Atlas Alliance commissioned a third mapping
along the same lines to be able to analyse developments and trends in light of the policy
commitments made by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA). The purpose of the
mapping is to provide Atlas Alliance and Norad with statistical data that will help identify positive
trends as well as areas of improvement in terms of translating Norwegian policy on inclusion
into practice.

The team leader of the assignment Annika Nilsson (NIDS- Development Service) have led the
work of the previous two assignments. In this mapping study, she was responsible for quality
assurance, for methodological guidance and for making the historical statistical data available.
Ms Hege Larsen (affiliated to NCG-Nordic Consulting Group Norway) undertook the bulk of the
new data collection and the drafting of the report.

At the time of this mapping study, the Atlas Alliance, has called for a more systematic approach
by the Norwegian government and civil society aid actors to secure that children with disability
are included in supported development and humanitarian programmes. The call was made
against the background of the World Development Report 2018 (World Bank), which
emphasised the difficult situation of children with disabilities, especially in education. It is also
strongly advocated by the Atlas Alliance that all multilateral organisations and funds, Norwegian
development agencies and CSOs should include persons with disabilities as stakeholders in all
development areas and programmes. This is also underpinned by the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) adopted by the UN in 2015, which emphasise that inclusion of people of
disabilities not only concerns health and education, but also other sectors such as human rights,
community development, elections, rule of law, economic development, city planning,
agriculture and other areas. The establishment of mandatory markers on disability inclusion (just
like on other cross cutting issues) in the reporting to the OECD/DAC, has been suggested by
the Atlas Alliance as a powerful tool to increase awareness and influence the work of aid
agencies, multilateral organisations, development banks, funds and CSOs.

3 https://iwww.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2012/mainstreaming-disability-in-the-new-development-
paradigm-evaluation-of-norwegian-support-to-promote-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/
6


https://www.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2012/mainstreaming-disability-in-the-new-development-paradigm-evaluation-of-norwegian-support-to-promote-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/
https://www.norad.no/en/toolspublications/publications/2012/mainstreaming-disability-in-the-new-development-paradigm-evaluation-of-norwegian-support-to-promote-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/

2. Method

For the mapping study, the Atlas Alliance has provided information about the active
programmes of their partners under the framework agreement with Norad in the period of 2013-
2016. The rest of the agreements supported by the Norwegian Development Administration of
this period were identified through word search in the public record of Norad available online.*

The words used in the searches of Atlas and Norad were the following;

abilit* disab* inclusive rehabilitat®
autism disorder* mental/mental health sign language
blind/braille DPO mines + survivors special education
cerebral eyeleye health mine + victims special needs
CBR habilitation mobility speech

deaf hearing imp* physiotherapy universal design
differently abled impair* prosthesis visual imp

In the next step the following definitions were employed to define projects that are disability
related:

Targeted Projects = Improvement of the conditions/lives of girls, boys, women and men with
disabilities is the main aim of the initiative, either directly (e.g. service provision or support to
disabled persons' organisations) or indirectly (e.g. advocacy or capacity building of stakeholders
responsible for disability issues).

Mainstreamed/Inclusive Projects = Improvement of the conditions/lives of girls, boys, women
and men with disabilities is an explicit part of a larger initiative, mentioned in the initiative’s
objectives, results frameworks and reports (e.g. some education programmes, community
development programmes or humanitarian programmes). Just mentioning disability in the
context analysis, or in general terms in a list of vulnerable people, is not considered sufficient to
qualify as inclusive.

With the new database of contracts compiled and edited, the next steps of the Mapping study
were to:

1. Using the old, coded Excel list (from 2013) as a basis and compare it with the new list
from Norad. Where we found a match, we just added additional expenditures made on
that project.

2. Where new projects were found a preliminary assessment was made based on the project
description of whether they are really disability related. The projects were then coded and
added to the old list.

3. Inline with the Quality Assurance process of findings in the previous mapping studies, the
lists were sent to MFA, the Norwegian Embassies in Uganda, Nepal, Palestine and

4 https://www.norad.no/om-bistand/norsk-bistand-i-tall/avansert-datauttrekk/
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Malawi, Norad, the Norwegian Peace Corps (NPC) as well as 20 Norwegian CSO’s. Out
of the 20 organisations contacted, four did not respond. At this step of the process, the
coded list was organised in line with the implementing partner organisation/unit and e-
mailed to them with a request to go through the list to ensure that it includes the correct
projects and is correctly coded for projects (a) targeting disability as the main objective or
(b) having it as a component (mainstreaming/inclusive). Possible new and undetected
disability related projects were also requested.

4. When all answers were solicited, a statistical analysis of the updated coded list was made
to detect trends in the past three years in terms of number of projects, types of projects,
focus of projects etc. similar to the mapping in 2011.

Remarks on the content of the final database utilised for the statistical analysis:

» |n the final database, we have not included prevention of disability projects. Projects
focusing on mine victims are included, but not “mine action” projects. These are more
preventive (just like polio vaccination and safe deliveries/antenatal care). In the previous
mapping (2013), we did include some mine clearance projects. These have been deleted
in the new analysis to be consistent.

=  We have moreover deleted all tuberculosis projects (also those implemented via the Atlas
Alliance) as these are not considered disability related. In the previous mapping, we did
include some projects that organised tuberculosis patients. These have been deleted in
the new analysis to be consistent.

= We have also included projects focusing on eye health when they focus of restoring
eyesight or training doctors to do so. Projects focusing on Female Genital Mutilation and
fistula operations have not been included although this may indeed be disabling. The
adjustments are made in order to make the study comparable with the previous mapping
studies.

= HIV/AIDS is a chronical illness and is not considered as a disability in the mapping.
The limitations of the statistical analysis are related to the following:

1. The varying levels of detail provided by agreement partners on their mainstreaming
efforts. Some agreement partners have provided information on mainstreaming at
project/programme level (Digni, The Norwegian Peace Corps(NPC) and Save the
Children Norway), while others have indicated that they have mainstreamed disability in
the whole country programme or framework agreement (e.g. ADRA). Thus, the statistics
in the report referring to the number of projects is not 100 percent consistent. Also, in
2016, some CSOs started to provide more detailed information at project level to the
Norad database. In order to make the analysis comparable with the previous mapping, we
have merged contracts that have the same agreement partner, name, implementing
partner, project description and country. For Digni, we have also made some extra
assumptions in the analysis of the number of mainstreamed projects.

2. The difficulties in detecting the “mainstreamed” projects. We have captured all projects
that mention disability (or any of the other search words) in the descriptions or headings in
the Norad database, but we have not made a systematic analysis of all other projects. For
2016 only, there was a total of 4665 contracts and more that 1300 agreement partners
and we therefore had to limit our search to a defined set of words. The quality assurance
of our data, carried out by selected partners and the Norwegian development
administration (as described in the method section), was moreover time limited and reliant
on the sources of information available to our contact persons.
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3. The varying definitions of “mainstreaming”. There are varying definitions of
“mainstreaming” at play, and we had to rely on the definition and analysis made by the
stakeholders contacted for feedback. Possibly, they did not always adhere to the strict
definition of “mainstreaming” made by us (as described above). There was no time within
the scope of this study to track each and every contract to verify to what extent disability
has been included at the practical implementation level.

4. The public contract record of Norad gives an overview of when payments are made under
agreements, and not contract years as such. This means that there might be deviations
between the operational period of the recorded projects /programmes and our statistical
findings. If a project had a negative disbursement (repayment of funds) as the only activity
during the entire period 2010-2016, it has been deleted from the dataset. Other
repayments have been included as deductions of the total amount being disbursed that
year.




3. Findings

In general, the findings indicate that the amounts disbursed to projects specifically targeting
persons with disabilities and their living conditions have remained at the same level for the past
15 years. However, their share of development aid has gradually been reduced as the aid
budget increased. It is still the same organisations that work on disability, with the Atlas Alliance
making up more than 50 percent of the disbursements. However, there is a trend of increased
“mainstreaming” of disability in development aid. At least this is what is claimed. More research
is needed into the actual practices of mainstreaming of the various stakeholders.

3.1 Statistics targeted initiatives 2000-2016

Since 2000, the number of targeted projects have remained almost the same. The increase in
2016 mainly depends on changed practices of some agreement partners to divide contracts into
components. The annual disbursements have also remained at the same level of around 120 —
135 million NOK per year®. The temporary increase in 2013 was mainly due to a large
disbursement by Sophies Minde Ortopedi AS and a few extraordinary inputs by Mission East,
HLF - Harselshemmedes Landsforbund and COPE - The Cooperative Orthotic and Prosthetic
Enterprise.

Number of targeted projects 2000-2016

140
119
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101 101 101 103 o7 o7 100 99

96 93 94
91 920 86
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Disbursements to targeted projects 2000-2016

160 000 31587 140151 138289
140 000 128518 125009 124445

120 000 114878 11163
100 000
80000
60000
40000
20000

133121

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

5 As mentioned in the method section, the figures for 2010-2012 from the previous mapping have been adjusted as
we agreed to delete all TB (LLH) and mine clearance projects from the dataset. The mine clearance projects had
substantial budgets.
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During the same period, there has been an expansion of the total aid budget, meaning that the
disability share has been reduced from 1,03 percent to 0,36 percent over time. Out of this small
share, at least half of the funding has gone to provision of health services for persons with
disabilities (see more below). Half of the finding has been disbursed by Atlas Alliance.

Disability share of Norwegian Aid

1,20% 1,03%
1,00%

0,97%

0,83% 0,86%

0,55% 0,57%

0,60% 0,47% 0,47%

0,40% 0:42% 0,38% 0,37% 0,36%
0,40%
0,20%

0,00%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

We find that it is still the same organisations that provide support to targeted projects. The Atlas
Alliance and the Norwegian Red Cross are still the biggest, although the Norwegian Red Cross
has reduced its contribution. Presently, it mainly entails support to the “Special Fund for
Disabled” and some rehabilitation centres. Plan Norway has increased its contributions to
targeted initiatives substantially. The Atlas Alliance still disburses around half of the funding for
projects directly targeting the conditions of persons with disabilities®.

Top ten agreement partners 20102012 | 20132016
Atlas Alliance 51,58 48,87
Norwegian Red Cross 16,98 6,08
Digni- former Bistandshnemnda 3,49 4,70
Lions Aid Norway 1,47 5,29
TMC- Tromsg Mineskadesenter/Tromsoe Mine Victim Resource Cer 5,90 1,37
KD-KunnskapsdepartementétMinistry of Education and Research 1,98 2,58
PlanNorway 0,00 3,89
Mission East 2,24 1,92
Handicap International 2,07 2,00
Sophies Minde Ortopedi AS 0,76 2,26
Deaf Aid 0,72 2,08
Others 12,82 18,95

6 A complete list of targeted projects is found in annex 1 (separate Excel document)
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The focus of the targeted disability support has somewhat changed. Still, the largest share of
the funding goes to service provision such as medical and social rehabilitation services for
persons with disabilities. However, the service provision share of the total disbursements has
been reduced from 48 percent to 32 percent since 2012.

Compared to the period 2010-2012, there is now more focus on building capacity of duty
bearers and influencing the governments (both in the north and in the south) to be inclusive in
its programmes and services (from 6 percent of funding to 28 percent of funding).

Individual empowerment of persons with disabilities was previously more often provided directly
by civil society, but it seems that there is a shift towards involving the government, indicating
that perhaps there is a more rights based approach to development.

The organisational strengthening of Disabled Persons’ Organisations (DPOs) gets around a
guarter of the funding. This is rather unchanged compared to the 2010-2012 period. The Atlas
Alliance is/was behind 89 percent of the funding for organisational strengthening. Others are
Digni (5 percent), Mission East (2 percent) and The Norwegian Olympic and Paralympic
Committee and Confederation of Sports (NIF) (2 percent).

MAIN FOCUS 2013-2016 SHARE OF FUNDING

Research Other
6% 1%

Duty beare
stren

Individual level
empowerment
7%

L

MAIN FOCUS 2010-12 (SHARE OF FUNDING)

Duty-
Research
bearers/gov. 39 Other
6% 1~ 1%

Individual level
empowerment
18%



Around 9 percent of the total funding for targeted disability projects in 2013-2016 went
specifically to initiatives related to persons who have acquired their disability in conflict or
natural disasters, e.g. mine and war victims and the Red Cross disability fund. The previous
mapping had a higher figure, because it included some mine clearance projects that have now
been deleted from the dataset (see Method section).

CAUSES OF DISABILITY IN FOCUS 2013-2016

Conflict and
disasters

Tops six agreement partners focussing or
conflict/disaster causes to disability

Norwegian Red Cross 37,29
Handicapinternational 19,09
TMC- Tromsoe Mine Victim Resource Center 15,67
CCCM Campana Colombiana Contra Minas 10,42
Digni- former Bistandsnemnda 6,85
AtlasAlliance 3,17
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When analysing the types of disabilities in focus, clearly “all/lundefined” is the most common
type, followed by visual impairments and mobility impairments. We know from experience that
when the type of disability is “undefined”, the distribution within that segment will not be
reflecting prevalence, but have an overrepresentation of physical/mobility disability, a fair
representation of visual disability and underrepresentation of other disability groups.” This
probably has to do with the limited knowledge of how to address obstacles that go beyond
physical adaptations and provisions of assistive devices. Most notable is the substantial
increase in the share of funding towards visual impairment and eye health (from 12 percent to
19 percent). Other categories remain at the same level as 2010-2012. It should be noted
however, that mental health projects were not included in the 2013 analysis of types of
disability, but have been included in the analysis below.

Type of disabilites - disbursments 2013-2016
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The main sectors for the disability support are still health and social services, along with
government and civil

7 The prevalence of various disabilities in a population varies according to context and there are no “global” figures,
e.g. visual impairments are common in areas with poor sanitation and river blindness, intellectual disabilities are
common in areas with intermarriages. Problems with sight and hearing are more common among older people and
not so common in children etc. The South African census from 2007 gives the following; Sight 32,1 percent, hearing
20,1 percent, Communication 6,5 percent Physical 29,6 percent, Intellectual 12,4 percent Emotional/mental health
15,7 percent.
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society.

Main DAC Sectors for disbursements 2013-16
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Emergency Response

Conflict prevention and resolution, peace and...
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Top twenty countries/regions| 20132016
Global Unspecified 14,85
Zambia 9,82
Malawi 9,52
Nepal 8,15
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Uganda 6,54
South of Sahara Regional 5,93
Tanzania 4,78
China 3,69
Moldova 3,20
Georgia 2,58
Laos 2,03
Lesotho 2,03
Tajikistan 1,93
Angola 1,83
Kenya 1,61
Mozambique 1,58
Afghanistan 1,29
Colombia 1,20
Asia Regional 1,06
Other 8,41
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The geographical distribution of the disability funding is illustrated above.
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3.2 Statistics mainstreamed initiatives 2000-2016

In addition to the targeted projects presented above, we have also mapped projects which have
disability as a part/component, or mainstream disability as a cross cutting issue in their
programme activities.

As a step in this mapping process, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) identified
their core support to: Unicef, OHCHR, The Nordic Trust Fund, WHO, UNFPA, UN Women and
the Human Rights Fund as important contributions to the mainstreaming of disability in
multilateral agreements. The selected multilateral organisations have all addressed persons
with disability explicitly in their strategic planning instruments. For instance, The Nordic Trust
Fund of the World Bank, receives core funding from the MFA, and have among other things
contributed to the development of the Disability Inclusion Framework of the World Bank. Other
stakeholders that have increased their work on disability inclusion are Save the Children
Norway (doubling the number of disability inclusive projects) and Digni, more specifically its
member organisations Norwegian Mission Alliance in Ecuador and Vietnam, the Methodist and
Evangelist churches in Liberia and Light of Hope in Cambodia.

It should be cautioned that the identification of these programmes/projects is based on a word
search in the data base and subsequent quality assurance/self-assessment by the Norwegian
organisations and agencies (as explained in the method section point 3) that have funded the
programmes. The level of inclusion has not been verified at the practical implementation level.
As indicated in the study carried out by the Norwegian research foundation FAFO? this is an

“While Norway has played an important normative role in advocating for disability inclusion in
global education, it is nevertheless the case that these efforts have, thus far, resulted in few
verifiable results. The report further finds a global “implementation gap” with respect to disability
inclusive education. Disability inclusion is not (yet) an integral and necessary component of the
global education agenda, as evidenced by the fact that disability inclusion is not mainstreamed at
the programmatic, sectoral, or strategic levels in Norway, partner countries, or implementing
agencies. There is also a troubling lack of decent data on the extent to which children with
disabilities have access to education in developing countries.”

Kathleen M. Jennings, 2017

area that needs further study (text box).

8 http://www.fafo.no/index.php/nb/zoo-publikasjoner/fafo-rapporter/item/tracking-inclusion-in-norwegian-
development-support-to-global-education
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Our findings presented in the diagram below shows that there has been an increase in the
number of mainstreamed/inclusive projects since year 2000. The increase is related mainly to
the MFA, Save the Children Norway and Digni increasing their efforts. However, compared to
the previous mapping there are also 11 new organisations that have emerged on the list of
agreement partner organisations engaged in mainstreaming (during the 2013-2016 period).
Some of the old ones seem to have disappeared (list on page 18).

Number of inclusive projects identified annually 2000-2016

20
80
70
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50
40
30
20
10

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Refer to footnote °

Despite the increase, the number of inclusive projects is still small compared to the Norwegian
aid portfolio of more than 4600 contracts in 2016 (1,6 percent). In terms of disbursements, the
share of funding going to inclusive projects/programmes has increased from 4,5 percent in 2011
to 7,5 percent in 2016, mainly because of the core funding to large UN programmes being
defined as “mainstreamed”.

The top 21 agreement partners (in terms of disbursements to inclusive projects), are displayed
in the list on page 18%°.

In line with the previous study, UNICEF takes a leading position in this list, assuming that the
claimed mainstreaming is actually taking places. The most notable change is that other UN
agencies have entered the list (UNFPA, UNHCR and OHCHR), while UNDP and UNESCO
dropped down the list. Others that continue to have large disbursements are Save the Children
Norway, ILO, Nepal Ministry of Finance/Education, Palestine Ministry of Finance/Education and
Malawi Ministry of Agriculture!!. The agreement partners with the highest number of inclusive
initiatives are Save the Children Norway, Plan Norway and Digni.

9 It should be noted that for 2016, the actual number of mainstreamed projects in our dataset was 95. However, when
analysing them we noted that Digni was behind 25 of these projects and that many of them referred to the same
implementing partners in the same countries (under the framework contract with Norad, which was renewed in 2016).
To be consistent with the previous mapping we therefore counted only one project per implementing partner and
country. Still Digni represented 12 of the 82 projects in 2016. Save the Children Norway represent 26 of the projects
and Plan Norway 14 of the projects.

10 A complete list of all mainstreamed and partly mainstreamed projects is shown in annex 2 (separate Excel
document).

11 The period 2010-2012 consists of three years, the period 2013-2016 consists of four years
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Top21agreement partners Total Total Number
, . Number of
Disbursed | Disbursed initiatives of
(1000 NOK)| (1000 NOK 201316 initiatives
201316 201012 201012

UNICEF United Nations Children's
Fund 4125000 2071000 512 3
UNFPA UN Population Fund 1665000 - 1 -
UNHCR UN Office of the UN High ) 1 )
Commissioner for Refugees 1250000
Save the Children Norway 513211 131772 26 9
OHCHR-UN High Commissioner for
Human Rights 400000 i 1 i
Norwegian Red Cross 291400 5720 2 1
Utviklingsfondet 275660 - 2 -
UN Women 265000 - 1 -
ILO- International Labour Organisation 182000 16200 1 5
Nepal Ministry ofFinance/Education 130332 157132 1 1
ADRANorge 99666 - 1 -
WHO-World Health Organisation 84676 - 1 -
Plan Norway 78685 36287 14 1
Malawi Ministry of Agriculture and 1 1
Food Security 50000 102000
Palestinian Ministry of 1 5
Finance/Education 47883 70000
DACAAR Danish Committee for Aid to 1
Afghan Refugees 40000
Norwac- Norwegian Aid Committee 29894 10753 1 1
IBRD- International Bank for ) 1 )
Reconstruction and Development 26000
Nor wegi an Peopl e’ 22892 44944 3 2
Norwegian Refuge€ouncil 19450 40000 5
Digni- former Bistandsnemnda 14711 6188 12 1

12 These include UNICEF Core contribution, UNICEF Education contribution, UNICEF Child protection contribution,

UNICEF Mali and UNICEF Niger programmes.
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The main focus of the mainstreamed/inclusive projects in the last period of research (2010-
2012), were to build capacity of governments and provide services. In the period of 2013-2016,
there is a substantial increased focus on capacity building in relation to duty bearers. Also, a
few more projects have included support to DPOs. The share of projects focusing on service
provision remains almost the same, while direct support to empowerment of individuals has
decreased as a result of more focus on duty bearers to deliver.

NUMBER OF MAINSTREAMED PROIJECTS - FOCUS

DPO strengthening

3%

Research Other
/2 %

Individual empowerment 3 %'\
6%

Service provisi
27%

MAIN FOCUS (NUMBER OF INITIATIVES) - 2010-12

Other DPO strengthening

Reserach 1%

3%
9% ‘\

Individual empowement

18% _\ gov.
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Among the sectors that have started to mainstream/include disability, the multilateral sector (UN
agencies) is the largest in terms of disbursements (55 percent) and the education sector is the
second largest (29 percent). In terms of number of projects, there is a slightly different pattern,
as illustrated below. Education is still an important part, reflecting the Norwegian policy
commitments.

Sectors in focus of mainstreaming 2013-2016 (number of projects)

Agriculture and environment
Emergency response and reconstruction
Multilateral

Multisector/other

Social infrastructure and services

”||||

Health, water and sanitation

Government and civil society |
TS S —————————————————————

5 10 15 20 25 30 35

o

Normally inclusive projects focus on “all” or “undefined” persons with disabilities. Some have a
specific focus on mental health or orthopaedic services. One has included a component on
accessibility for visually impaired persons in libraries.

NUMBER OF MAINSTREAMED PROJECTS -TYPE OF DISABILITY

Mobility impairement
39 Visual impairment
Mental health \ 1%

5%

All disabilites/undefined
91%
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4. Main developments in policy and practice since 2011

After the evaluation of how Norwegian development aid had addressed disability in the period
2000-2010, Mainstreaming disability in the new development paradigm, many initiatives have
been taken by the Norwegian government, by international agencies and by Norwegian
organisations/agencies to promote inclusion of persons with disabilities in Norwegian
development aid. The adoption of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(CRPD) and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) that replaced the Millennium
Development Goals (MDG’s) have influenced processes at the international level. Norway has
also worked domestically and internationally to promote inclusion since 2011. These Norwegian
efforts include:

White Paper 11 (2011-12), Global Health in Foreign and Development Policy states that the
principle of equal access to health care for all is the guiding principle for Norway's health
commitment in all global forums. Access to health services for women and children, as well as
vulnerable groups such as people with disabilities, poor people, refugees and minorities is
central. The white paper points out that civil society is also important change agents to promote
the rights of vulnerable groups, including people with disabilities.

White Paper 33 (2011-2012), Norway and the United Nations: Common Future, Common
Solutions points out that the MDG’s cannot be reached as long as persons with disability are
not included, and that work post 2015 must therefore include this perspective. Work on health,
education, women's assistance and democracy processes is emphasised in particular. In
addition, the white paper stresses that Norway should focus on the situation of persons with
disabilities in the UN governing bodies and towards the UN country teams.

The government ratified the CRPD Convention in 2013 after obtaining parliamentary consent
through Royal Proposition 106 S (2011-2012). In relation to the ratification, the Ministry of
Children and Equality prepared a new publication in 2013 describing Norway's international
effort for people with disabilities: Norges internasjonale innsats for rettighetene til mennesker
med nedsatt funksjonsevne. Article 32 of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities (CRPD), highlights the duty to include persons with disabilities in development
programs.

The publication was followed up by the White Paper 25 (2012-2013), Sharing for Prosperity,
which states that efforts to secure disabled persons’ rights will be especially prioritised in
relevant areas such as educational aid, humanitarian aid, global health and gender.

The government also adopted a human rights-based approach to Norwegian foreign policy. The
key policy document that also deals with the inclusion of people with disabilities is White Paper
10 (2014-2015): Opportunities for All: Human Rights in Norway'’s Foreign Policy and
Development Cooperation. The situation of people with disabilities is reasonably accounted for
in the document, both in single chapters and with a separate section. Disability rights are
mentioned as a crosscutting issue, and specific focus on persons with disabilities, including key
priorities, is found under point 2.4.3 where it is stressed that the MDG’s cannot be reached if
persons with disabilities are not fully included in society. Persons with disabilities are often
discriminated and excluded from social, economic and political processes. The Norwegian
government promises to take emergency measures to reach those who have fallen outside the
MDG’s, and work to bring their own goal of rights-based education into the UN's sustainability
goals, taking particular account of marginalised groups.
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In the white paper titled Education for Development, the Norwegian government promises to:
‘include the needs of children with disabilities in its bilateral development cooperation, and be a
driving force in ensuring that their needs are also addressed in multilateral and humanitarian
efforts in the field of education; and help to ensure that the needs of children with disabilities are
integrated into national education plans’ (White Paper 25, 2013-2014, 23). The white paper has
concrete follow-up points for children with disabilities both for Norway's bilateral and multilateral
cooperation. Norway will in particular contribute to the integration of children with disabilities into
national education plans. This is especially emphasised in Norway's work in the Global
Partnership for Education.*?

In 2015, the UN member states ratified the SDG’s. Norway has committed itself to implement its
17 goals, based on important human rights principles of participation, non-discrimination and
equal opportunity for all. The entire agenda has 11 references to disabled people in the
framework, of which seven references in five of the goals. With the new SDG agenda, the UN
member states recognised that a) the dignity of individuals is fundamental and that b) the
agenda’s goals and targets should be met for all nations and people and for all segments of
society (under the slogan of Leave no-one behind). Furthermore, they endeavoured to reach
first those who are furthest behind (under the slogan of Leave no one behind). White Paper 24
(2016-2017), Common Responsibility for Common Future, frames Norwegian development
policy in light of the SDGs.

The government's action plan for women's rights and gender equality in foreign policy and
development policy 2016-2020 titled Frihet, makt og muligheter, repeats the government’s
commitment to the SDGs. Special emphasis is placed on supporting the possibility of girls with
disabilities and girls belonging to ethnic minorities to obtain schooling.

Based on these policy commitments, the MFA entered into a strategic partnership with the Atlas
Alliance, as from 2013, to develop training for MFA and Norad employees, and for civil society,
on how to better include the rights of the persons with disabilities in development assistance.
Financial support has been provided to the Atlas Alliance to develop this project, which also
included support to the MFAs own training centre on how to include modules on this in regular
training on development and HR issues. This work is in progress and designated staff members
been appointed by the Atlas Alliance. So far, the MFA has allocated 480 000 NOK in 2013, 2,3
million NOK in 2014 and 1,5 million NOK in 2015. As for 2016 — 2019, 2,5 million is allocated
annually.

Norad has also introduced a question on disability inclusion in the general funding application
format. Applicants are requested to explain how they plan to include persons with disabilities, in
addition to questions on gender and environment. However, so far there is no disability marker
in the statistical system, making monitoring difficult (as demonstrated in the method section
above).

The international processes described above have led to a greater sensitivity to disability
inclusion in multilateral agencies (at least in terms of policy declarations). The change of policy
in UNICEF** (a big recipient of Norwegian support) was the first step, but others have followed.
This mapping shows that the MFA classifies a large part of the core support to UN agencies as
inclusive of disability aspects. A separate study is needed to determine if this is truly the case.

13 https://www.norad.no/tema/menneskerettigheter/funksjonshemmedes-rettigheter/dette-gjor-norge-og-norad/
14 http://www.unicef.org/disabilities/index_65841.html
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http://www.unicef.org/disabilities/index_65841.html

In terms of developments in Norwegian civil society, FORUT, Save the Children Norway®®, Plan
Norge?®, the Norwegian Refugee Council and the Norwegian Red Cross?’ have adopted policies
and strategic frameworks on inclusion of persons with disabilities in their programmes. This
mapping shows that Plan Norway and Save the Children Norway are increasingly supporting
programmes that include children with disabilities in the areas of education, protection and
governance. According to our mapping (and confirmed by interviews), FORUT and Norwegian
Red Cross have decreased their contributions to disability inclusive projects. NRC has a
comprehensive policy on inclusion and claims to work with disability inclusion in a range of
programmes, but mainly with funding that did not come from Norway.

In conclusion, the Norwegian government’s policy commitments on global disability are
substantial and efforts to improve the situation for people with disabilities have been prioritised.
Norway has worked to promote the thematic agenda in the UN and other multilateral forums,
and supported the UN's efforts to ensure that each country is implementing the CRDP
convention. Emphasis has been placed on support for and involvement of people with
disabilities, as well as their organisations and supporters in the international community in this
work.

This report demonstrates, however, that although steps have been taken towards inclusion of
disability by the government and some CSOs, these steps are still limited to a few committed
staff members in selected departments and organisations. Although there is more
mainstreaming now in Norwegian aid, this only relates to a small fraction of projects and
programmes. This conclusion is also supported by a PhD article by Kjersti Skarstad (2018)
"Realizing the human rights of persons with disabilities - From political ideals to political
practices”. According to her research, the strong policy commitments made by Norway on
disability inclusion have not yet translated into practices in the same way as e.g. Australian
policy commitments. It is argued in her article that policy changes need to be underpinned by
more support and monitoring to translate into changed practices.

15 save the Children Strategy 2014—2017, English version, New Strategy for the period 2014 - 2017 (Norwegian
version).

16 Disability Policy from 2010 and Disability Inclusion Strategy for 2016-2019
17 Resolution from 2013 and the Strategic framework from 2015
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http://rcrcconference.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/CoD15_Res-4-disability-inclusion-FINAL-EN.pdf

5. Conclusions and recommendations

The study concludes that projects targeting persons with disabilities and their living conditions
have remained at the same nominal level since year 2000. Due to increasing total aid budgets
this means that the share of the budget going to disability programmes/projects has gradually
decreased from 1, 03 percent to a minimal 0,36 percent.

The study further concludes that mainstreaming of disability in Norwegian aid has increased
since year 2000, both in numbers and disbursements. However, it is still at a very low level (less
than 2 percent of contracts and around 7,5 percent of disbursemnts). It was noted that the level
of interest in and capacity to include persons with disabilities is very uneven between various
CSOs, UN agencies and Embassies. The study concludes that progress seems to be
depending on committed individuals rather than on supportive systems and structures.

The authors of this report recommend that:

- The Norad/MFA (and some of the bigger CSOs) should consider establishing a specific
monitoring and support function on disability to ensure the practical implementation of
Norwegian policy commitments on disability inclusion.

- A disability marker in the statistical system should be introduced for easier follow up,
with specific guidance on the criteria for coding of “mainstreaming” or “significant” focus.
Norway should support the UK initiative in OECD/DAC to introduce the marker and insist
that it is accompanied with capacity development support and clear instructions for
coding.

- A definition of/criteria for mainstreaming and inclusion should be developed, including
guidelines and indicators for reporting on disability inclusion. The disability indicators
should be more disaggregated to various types of disabilities and refer to systemic
changes (not only the number of persons with disabilities reached).

- Organisations and agencies in Norway and internationally that have developed good
practices of inclusion of disability could be invited to share their experiences as part of
capacity enhancement. Practical tools on inclusion could be developed to guide
programming in various sectors and countries (e.g. Swedish model)8. There is also a
need to explain to sceptical stakeholders that inclusion does not always add to costs or
need sophisticated technical inputs. Most discrimination is unintentional and passive.

- Agencies and CSOs that have adopted policies on disability mainstreaming should be
offered more guidance, support and tools to translate their good will into practice. As
observed in this study, it is easy to claim inclusion, while not being able to substantiate it
— sometimes only being able to demonstrate a few show cases.

- A separate study should be undertaken to determine to what extent the claimed
mainstreaming of entire organisations and programmes has materialised in practical
measures at the practical implementation level.

18 Reference to Sida tools: https://www.sida.se/English/partners/resources-for-all-partners/methodological-
materials/human-rights-based-approach-at-sida/rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/
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- MFA/Norad could extend the involvement of Atlas Alliance and its members to
participate in capacity development of stakeholders to demonstrate how disability could
be included in practice in various sectors and country programmes.
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