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1. Introduction 
The LIVING Positive Leadership Summit takes place every four years as a two-day conference prior to 

the International AIDS Conference (IAC). The Summit aims to strengthen the movement of people 

living with HIV by bringing together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV and 

supporting people with HIV to develop a common voice and plan for action to get to truly universal 

access to prevention, treatment, care and support. The Summit programme strongly supports the 

knowledge needs of emerging or newly engaged positive leaders.1 

This year the LIVING 2016 Positive Leadership Summit took place in Durban, South Africa, on 16-17 

July 2016. The Summit was attended by 258 participants. Two-third of them (N=171) responded to 

the survey to evaluate the Summit. Their feedback is presented in this report and will be used to 

organise better summits and to tailor them to meet the needs of participants. 

2. Methods 
The Summit participants received an email with a link to the online survey on SurveyMonkey™ 

(www.surveymonkey.net). In a 2.5-week period (23 August – 11 September 2016), a total of 171 

respondents took part in the survey. They could choose from three languages: English (N=150); 

Spanish (N=17); and French (N=4).  

2.1 Survey 
The survey consisted of 22 questions (see Appendix 1: LIVING 2016 Evaluation Survey). The first 

seven questions addressed the respondents’ background characteristics: name (Q1); organisation 

(Q2); email address (Q3); age (Q4); country of residence (Q5); gender (Q6); and identification with a 

vulnerable group (Q7). Background questions Q1-Q3 were optional, in case respondents wanted to 

receive the evaluation report; Q4-Q7 were compulsory and were answered by all 171 respondents. 

The second section “The conference: registration and expectations” consisted of two multiple choice 

questions. Question 8 addressed respondents’ main reason for attending the pre-conference, and 

question 9 asked whether they had attended any other pre-conferences and, if so, which ones.  

The third section “The conference: evaluation” consisted of 11 questions addressing the first three 

levels of Kirkpatrick’s four-level training evaluation model2:  

1. Reaction: To what degree did the participants react favourably to the conference?  

2. Learning: To what degree did the participants acquire the intended knowledge, skills and/or 

attitudes based on their participation in the conference?  

3. (Intention to) behaviour: To what degree do the participants intend to apply what they 

learned during the conference to their job? 

4. Results: To what degree did the targeted objectives or outcomes occur as a result of the 

conference?  

                                                           
1 Programme document LIVING 2016 The Positive Leadership Summit 
2 Khasawneh, Samer and Abdelghafour Al-Zawahreh. 2015. "Using the Training Reactions Questionnaire to 
Analyze the Reactions of University Students Undergoing Career-Related Training in Jordan: A Prospective 
Human Resource Development Approach." International Journal of Training and Development 19 (1): 53-68. 
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As shown in Table 1, most questions focus on the “reaction” level, as the other levels focus on long-

term outcomes. In this evaluation, it was therefore chosen to measure “intention to behaviour” 

rather than the behaviour itself. The “results” level could not be measured in this evaluation. 

Table 1 The survey questions in relation to Kirkpatrick’s four-level training evaluation model 

 
Reaction Learning 

(Intention 
to) 

Behaviour 
Results 

Q10. Did the conference fulfil your reason for attending? X    

Q11. How satisfied are you with: (components) X    

Q12. How satisfied are you with: (sessions) X    

Q13. To what extent do you feel that the summit has 
delivered on the following expected outputs 

X X   

Q14. To you, what was the most beneficial aspect of the 
summit? 

 X   

Q15. How has this conference supported you as a leader, or 
to become a leader, in the movement of people living with 
HIV? 

 X   

Q16. To what extent do you feel the following objectives 
were achieved by the summit 

X    

Q17. To what extent do you believe that the combination of 
presentations and group work was a useful method to bring 
together the knowledge and experience of people with 
HIV? 

X    

Q18. What are the three things - or more, that you intend 
to do as a result of this summit? 

  X  

Q19. Do you intend to work with other people who were at 
this summit? 

  X  

 

Questions 10-13, 16-17, and 19 were multiple choice questions. For each component of Q11 and 

Q12, respondents could answer on a five-point scale from very satisfied (5) – very dissatisfied (1). 

Respondents could also indicate ‘this does not apply to me’ (Q11) or ‘I did not attend this session’ 

(Q12). For each component of Q13 and Q16, respondents could answer on a five-point scale from 

definitely achieved (5) – definitely not achieved (1). Respondents could also indicate ‘this does not 

apply to me’ (Q13). Questions 14-15, 18 and 20 were open-ended questions.  

The last section “The conference: suggestions and comments” consisted of two open-ended 

questions: suggestions for future summits, in particular in relation to content (Q21), and comments 

or clarifications (Q22).  

Questions 1-3, 8-22 were not compulsory and were not answered by all respondents. Response rates 

for individual questions are included for both compulsory and non-compulsory questions. 

2.2 Data analysis 
The French and Spanish answers to open-ended questions were first translated to English. Then, 

data of the three languages were combined into one data file in Excel and imported for analysis into 

the statistics programme SPSS 24. A new variable was computed which grouped respondents’ age 

into five groups: 1. Youth; 2. 30-39 years; 3. 40-49 years; 4. 50-59 years; and 5. 60-69 years. Another 

new variable was computed which grouped respondents’ country of residence into eight world 



        
 

7 | P a g e  
 

regions: 1. Africa, 2. Asia Pacific, 3. Caribbean, 4. Eastern Europe, 5. Mexico, Central and South 

America, 6. Middle East and North African Region, 7. North America, and 8. Western Europe. 

The Survey was set up so that multiple respondents using the same computer could access the 

Survey. However, as some respondents may have taken part in the Survey more than once, 

respondents entering from the same IP-addresses were checked for similarities. In three cases, an 

IP-address was found to have a double entry. As the personal details including name and age of the 

respondents and their answers differed for the double entries, it was assumed that different persons 

had used the same computer to enter the survey and, therefore, the double entries were regarded 

as unique respondents. This means that none of the 171 respondents were excluded from data 

analysis. 

To ease interpretation of the findings, scale items were reversed for analysis of questions 10-13. A 

lower score means negative evaluation (Q10), very dissatisfied (Q11, Q12), definitely not achieved 

(Q13, Q16), and negative intention (Q19); and a higher score means positive evaluation (Q10), very 

satisfied (Q11, Q12), definitely achieved (Q13, Q16), and positive intention (Q19). 
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3. Findings 

3.1 Participants characteristics 
The Summit was attended by 258 participants. Most participants (N=105, 41%) came from the 

African region. By country, most participants came from Uganda (N=24, 9%), South Africa (N=23, 

9%), and the United States (N=20, 8%). Most participants were aged 30-39 years (N=85, 33%), 

followed by 40-49 years (N=64, 25%) and youth, or under 30 years, (N=61, 24%). Almost as many 

participants identified as woman (N=117, 45%) as man (N=126, 49%). Six percent of the participants 

(N=15) identified as trans*.   

 

Figure 1 Participants by region (Q5), N=171 

 

 

Figure 2 Participants by age (Q4), N=171 
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Figure 3 Participants by gender (Q6), N=171 

3.2 Respondent characteristics 
Two-third of the 258 participants (N=171, 66%) responded to the survey to evaluate the Summit. 

Table 2 shows the number of participants and respondents and the response rate by region, age and 

gender. In comparison, the response rate was highest among participants from the Mexico, Central 

and South America region (84%) and in the age group 40-49 years (73%), and lowest among 

participants from the Caribbean region (55%) and in the age group 60-69 years (36%). The response 

rate did not differ much by male and female gender. The survey provided options for trans* and 

‘other’. As a result, some participants who are identified as trans* in Figure 3 may have identified 

themselves as ‘other’ or have ticked multiple genders, such as man and trans*, in the survey.  

Respondents were asked to indicate how they describe themselves, or have described themselves in 

the past, whereby they were invited to tick multiple categories. Table 3 shows that most 

respondents have now, or in the past, described themselves either as a man who has sex with men 

(MSM) (N=47, 27%) and or as gay (N=59, 35%). Least often have respondents described themselves 

now, or in the past, as a lesbian (N=9, 5%) and or refugee (N=6, 4%).  

3.3 The conference: registration and expectations 
As shown by Figure 4 and Table 4, the respondents’ main reasons for attending the Summit were 

personal growth and development (N=60, 35%) and networking (N=49, 29%). Twelve respondents 

(8%) mentioned other reasons for attending the conference including being invited to attend, speak 

or facilitate. Other responses included:  

‘Sense of solidarity and reconnection with other people living with HIV before the conference started’ 

(Female, age group 50-59 years, Western Europe).  

‘It was the sole program 100% for PLHIV facilitated and led by PLHIV which I think is extremely 

important.’ (Man, age group 30-39 years, Asia Pacific).  
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Figure 4 Respondents' main reason for attending the conference (Q8), N=170 

Out of 168 respondents, 105 respondents (61%) indicated to have attended one or more other pre-

conferences of AIDS 2016 as well (total N=120). They most often mentioned: "MSM GF Action + 

Access: Rights and Demands of Gay and Bisexual Men in the Global HIV Response” (N=26, 22%), 

TB2016 (N=18, 15%), “No More Lip Service, Trans Access, Equity and Rights, Now!” (N=12, 10%), and 

“Towards an HIV Cure Symposium” (N=11, 9%).  

3.4 The conference: evaluation 
Out of 165 respondents, more than two-third (N=116, 70%) felt that the conference absolutely 

fulfilled their reason for attending. For 44 respondents (27%) the conference did not fulfil their 

reason for attending to a full extent, and 5 respondents (3%) felt that the conference had not 

fulfilled their reason for attending (see Table 5).   

3.4.1 Reaction 

3.4.1.1 Overall satisfaction and with individual sessions 

Overall, most respondents (N=130, 91%) felt satisfied (N=53, 37%) to very satisfied (N=77, 53%) 

about the Summit. On a scale of 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied), their satisfaction about the 

conference rated 4.4 on average (N=143). They were also satisfied to very satisfied about the 

logistics (mean = 4.28, N=164), facilitators (mean = 4.42, N=145), and the welcome reception and 

networking event (mean = 4.45, N=138). The welcome reception and networking event were not 

attended by 14% of the respondents (N=23). Eight respondents or less felt (very) dissatisfied about 

each of these various components. Table 6 shows more details about the respondents’ overall 

satisfaction. 

The respondents also indicated to feel satisfied to very satisfied about the various sessions. The 

“opening, plenary 1” received the highest average satisfaction (mean = 4.53, N=127). Differences in 

satisfaction between the sessions were small: the session “The Dollars and Sense of Treatment 

Funding—Where is It Going to Come from?” received the lowest average satisfaction (mean = 3.97, 

N=119). This means that although 7 respondents (6%) indicated to be (very) dissatisfied about this 
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session, on average respondents were satisfied. In each of the other sessions, less than 5 

respondents indicated to feel (very) dissatisfied (Table 7).  

3.4.1.2 Achievement of expected outputs 

The respondents felt that the Summit has nearly to definitely achieved the expected outputs. On a 

five-point scale (1=definitely not achieved – 5= definitely achieved), they rated the following 

outputs, in order from highest achieved expected outputs:  

 Give you the opportunity to networking (mean=4.63, N=157) 

 Increase your knowledge of the Community-led HIV response (mean = 4.51, N=154) 

 Prepare you to engage with issues at AIDS 2016 (mean=4.42, N=153) 

 Give you the opportunity to express your views and concerns (mean=4.36, N=155) 

 Increase your leadership capacities (mean=4.35, N=156) 

Although the differences between the outputs are slight, respondents (N=8, 5%) were less convinced 

that the Summit had achieved to increase their leadership capacities (Table 8).  

It seems that youth and respondents who identified as trans* or ‘other’ were slightly more positive 

about the expected outputs being achieved (Table 9 and Table 10).  

3.4.1.3 Achievement of objectives 

The respondents felt that the Summit has nearly achieved the expected objectives (Table 11). On a 

five-point scale (1=definitely not achieved – 5= definitely achieved), they rated the following 

objectives, in order from best achieved objectives:  

 Bring together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV (mean=4.29, N=157) 

 Strengthen the movement of people living with HIV and their communities (mean = 4.02, 

N=158) 

 Support the knowledge needs of emerging or newly engaged positive leaders (mean=3.91, 

N=157) 

 Develop a common voice and plan for action to get to truly universal access to prevention, 

treatment, care and support (mean=3.83, N=157) 

3.4.1.4 Usefulness of presentations and group work 

On average, the respondents believed that the combination of presentations and group work was a 

useful method to bring together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV (mean 4.27 on a 

five-point scale, N=159). Half of the respondents felt it was very useful (N=78, 49%) and 10 

respondents (6%) felt it was not very useful or not useful at all (Table 12).  

3.4.2 Learning 

3.4.2.1 Beneficial aspects of the conference 

Respondents were asked about the most beneficial aspect of the Summit and how this Summit had 

supported them as a leader, or to become a leader, in the movement of people living with HIV. Out 

of 171 respondents, 138 respondents (81%) indicated one or more aspects they had found most 

beneficial of the summit. Figure 5 categorises their answers. Most respondents found the 

networking aspect (N=43, 32%) most beneficial, followed by the new knowledge and experiences 

from practice being shared in the various sessions (N=41, 30%). Another beneficial aspect often 

mentioned was being able to feel part of a movement of people living with HIV, being able to share 



        
 

12 | P a g e  
 

experiences in a safe environment and to feel supported and accepted (N=32, 23%). Such as 

described by the following respondents: 

‘The smaller break out groups were very powerful. One person took the opportunity to come out as 

gay and HIV+. He had never told others. Our response and the response of the leaders - to provide 

him complete support and solidarity - was beliefs in action. Very satisfying.’ (Man, age group 60-69 

years, Western Europe) 

‘I thought it was really empowering and inspiring to see amazing HIV+ peers and their passion and 

energy. It very much is a case of we are the experts of what it means to live with HIV so we need to 

be leading these panels and discussions.’ (Man, age group 30-39, Asia Pacific).  

‘Having a safe-space for PLHIV to convene’ (Man, age group 30-39, North America) 

 

Figure 5 The most beneficial aspect of the Summit to the respondents (Q14), N=138 

The other responses related to learning about leadership and advocacy (N=9, 7%) and updates and 

strategies regarding funding, policy and action (N=7, 5%).  

3.4.2.2 Support as a leader, or becoming a leader 

Out of 171 respondents, 128 respondents (75%) indicated if, and how, this Summit had supported 

them as a leader, or to become a leader, in the movement of people living with HIV. Most 

respondents indicated that the acquirement of strategies, tools and skills had supported them 

(N=33, 26%), followed by feeling inspired and motivated through sharing experiences and expressing 

views (N=28, 22%), such as the following two respondents:  

‘I brought home with me a renewed sense of engagement, passion and commitment which I have 

shared, and will be sharing to the others in the positive community’ (Man, age group 40-49, Asia 

Pacific) 

‘Feeling part of a movement. Giving me the chance to have a voice’ (Woman, age group 50-59, 

Western Europe) 
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Figure 6 Support respondents as a leader or to become a leader (Q15), N=128 

Another group indicated to feel empowered and more confident to open up about who they are and 

what they stand for (N=21, 16%), such as these two respondents: 

‘To go out and do more advocacy role and stand up for what I believe in and be the voice for the 

voiceless.’ (Man, age group 40-49 years, Caribbean) 

‘This conference has supported me to become a much more effective leader. I now have the 

confidence to stand up be heard and be the voice for others in my community and even around the 

world that have been effected or affected by Sex Trafficking and HIV. Living 2016 listened to my 

concerns of HIV and Sex Trafficking, understood why I am focused on such a small underserved 

group. Living 2016 helped me to become a Powerful Leader. I can now demand a place at the big 

table without being ashamed. I can face the stigma within the stigma in the HIV community with 

dignity.’ (Woman, age group 40-49 years, North America) 

Other respondents felt that the content knowledge on the situation of people living with HIV, 

understanding the main issues people deal with, the bigger picture and urgency had supported them 

(N=17, 13%): 

‘This workshop [has] given lots of eye opener about the challenges for HIV moment globally, what 

are the expectations from the donors and different governments, it has also discussed.’ (Woman, age 

group 40-49 years, Asia Pacific) 

‘It shows me that not all PLHIV understands other PLHIV especially in terms of some of the speakers 

who thinks they are above everyone else and refuse to understand that other people comes from 

different cultural background. I have learnt that I have to learn it myself with help from a few others.’ 

(Man, age group 40-49 years, Asia Pacific) 

‘I am going to be a visionary because I now have content regarding HIV.’ (Man, Youth, Africa) 
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Other respondents mentioned networking (N=11, 9%), self-reflection (N=3, 2%): 

‘By reminding me to check my privileges as an HIV positive person living in one of the richest 

countries in the world.’ (Man, Youth, Western Europe) 

In the category ‘other’, respondents did not always define how, such as ‘yes, it has supported me’ 

(N=8, 6%). Seven respondents (6%) felt that the Summit had not supported them: 

‘I think there was nothing new, it is the same that has been treated several years ago, perhaps what 

emerged was the worrisome lack of financing for keep programs, on the other hand a complete 

invisibility of Latin America’ (Man, Mexico, age group 40-49 years, Central and South America) 

There were also some other critical comments about how the Summit had not prepared participants 

to develop their leadership: 

‘Participate at the conference is interesting in terms of leadership in so far as it allows to gain 

knowledge, to be inspired by the activities and initiatives undertaken by others. But the content of 

the sessions was mainly theoretical, participation in the conference does not prepare you develop 

your leadership or to become a leader. I think that this requires full participation in a group project 

and have a roadmap. My feeling is that there is a strong sense of commitment and involvement of 

many PLHIV, but the framework for getting involved is coaching and support is lacking. We each 

continue our struggles and our commitments each at our level but with a weak mutual exchange of 

experiences and energy.’ (Woman, age group 40-49 years, Western Europe) 

3.4.3 (Intention to) behaviour 

3.4.3.1 Intended key actions 

The respondents were asked which three things - or more, they intend to do as a result of this 

summit? Figure 7 categorises key actions 1, 2, and 3 provided by respectively 133 respondents 

(78%), 122 respondents (71%), and 110 respondents (64%).  
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Figure 7 Key actions respondents intended to do as a result of this Summit 

Most respondents intended to empower or meaningfully involve specific populations, such as HIV+ 

youth or sex workers, or want to be a mentor to them. Also, respondents indicated wanting to 

collaborate more and to improve their policy and practice. Others wanted to be a leader and or 

share the content knowledge and experience they obtained - during the Summit and in general - and 

share this with others. Advocacy was also often mentioned, for instance advocacy to reduce stigma 

or to allocate more funding for HIV and AIDS. Some respondents indicated personal growth and 

development, although it was not always clear whether they meant that they had obtained this 

during the Summit or wanted to continue developing this. Other responses included for instance 

‘yes’ without specifying the key actions.  

3.4.3.2 Intended collaborations 

The respondents are positive about working together with other people who were at the Summit. 

Out of 158 respondents, 127 respondents (80%) answered they intend to work together, 27 

respondents (17%) answered ‘maybe’, and no one answered ‘no’ to this question. There were 3 

respondents (2%) who did not know yet whether they intended to work together with other people.  

3.4.4 Most important areas for future action 
Respondents were asked what they saw as the three most important areas for future action by the 

'global movement' at all levels. Figure 8 shows how their answers were categorised for area 1 

(N=130), area 2 (N=120), and area 3 (N=102).  
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Figure 8 Three most important areas for future action by the 'global movement' at all levels 

Most respondents addressed the need for a strong and sustainable movement, for instance in terms 

of funding but also working together as a movement rather than working ‘in silos’: 

‘I feel we are very fractured, all focusing on our narrow view of 'at risk groups' and that there isn’t 

equity of funding or spotlight and with that vibe we are never going to get to zero. We need to find a 

way to be cohesive and unified and we also need to stop having a narrow view.’ (Man, age group 30-

39 years, Asia Pacific) 

‘Bring together key pops to discuss ways forward - too many silos’ (Man, age group 40-49, Western 

Europe) 

Respondents also often mentioned the need to include all people living with HIV, thereby not only 

referring to groups such as youth or who identify as transgender, but also making sure that all 

geographical regions are represented and given a voice.  

With regard to advocacy, responses included: 

‘Raising awareness of the 'divide and rule' policy of donors and policy makers and the detrimental 

effect this has on us all as a movement’ (Woman, age group 50-59 years, Western Europe) 

‘Advocate for improved and flexible Intellectual property laws that recognises the need to avail 

generics particularly in under developed and developed countries’ (Woman, age group 30-39 years, 

Africa) 

‘Continue to advocate for great visibility and participation of children and adolescents living with HIV’ 

(Woman, age group 40-49 years, Western Europe) 
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The responses categorised as ‘other’ included action against stigma and discrimination when these 

were not specified to belong to any of the other categories, such as improved access to health 

services or criminalisation of key populations.  

3.5 The conference: suggestions and comments 

3.5.1 Suggestions for future Summits 
Out of 171 respondents, 123 respondents provided suggestions for future summits. They were 

particularly asked to make suggestions in relation to content. Figure 9 shows how their suggestions 

were categorised. Most suggestions related to ‘diversity and meaningful participation’ (N=31, 25%), 

followed by ‘programme content’ (N=27, 22%).  

 
Figure 9 Suggestions for future Summits, in particular in relation to content (Q21), N=123 

During the Summit, simultaneous translation was available in the plenaries in French and Spanish 

and whisper translation in the concurrent sessions. Despite the availability of translation, some 

respondents indicated that language was a barrier for meaningful participation and suggested more 

should be in French, Spanish and Arabic, or that there should be better translations: 

‘To have more participation in panels of representatives of Latin America and the Caribbean, it costs 

a lot for those who do not speak English correctly to participate actively in the incredible spaces and 

especially on the issues especially important to people with HIV.’ (Woman, age group 40-49 years, 

Mexico, Central and South America) 

Another perceived barrier for meaningful participation was the lack of interaction in some of the 

sessions: 
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‘Plenaries can be more of a dialogue than hearing those chairing only. I think there were lots of 

voices that were not heard because of the gap between those leading the plenary and the attendees.’ 

(Woman, age group 40-49 years, Africa) 

Also, many respondents mentioned that more groups should be included, represented or given 

more voice in the Summit, such as young people and the various regions: 

‘Try to have all networks come together for at least one combined session prior to the main 

conference. Create more opportunities for YPLHIV. Ensure meaningful representation from all regions 

and gender diversity. Greater voice of people who use drugs living with HIV.’ (Man, age group 40-49 

years, Asia Pacific) 

Various suggestions were given for programme content, including more focus on best practices, 

sticking to one major theme instead of many themes, more region-based workshops, and integration 

of themes: 

‘Work on HIV cannot be divided we need to collaborate, rights, prevention, access to treatment, etc., 

work that done separately is not’ (Man, age group 40-49 years, Mexico, Central and South America) 

‘More facilitated cooperation and networking across community leaders from various regions of the 

world, and more possibilities to discuss, in a targeted, focused way, the common points, issues and 

challenges we face regardless of the regions.’ (Man, age group 40-49 years, Western Europe) 

‘Development of content should be informed by countries and regions. There is need to focus on 

issues and priorities of PLHIV that don't get discussed in the main conference.’ (Woman, age group 

40-49 years, Africa) 

Also, it was suggested to organise online or in advance a preparation meeting for participants to be 

updated about the main issues in the field of HIV and AIDS: 

‘[…] To support young or new leaders, it would be also interesting to have a half-day of updated 

information on the "last news in the field of HIV/aids", a kind of skills building session to update the 

participants on the main medical and scientific issues, so that everybody can share the same 

minimum level of information before the conference starts.’ (Woman, age group 40-49 years, 

Western Europe) 

‘Engaging prospective participants in some form of online conversation in preparation for the main 

meeting might be helpful.’ (Man, age group 30-39 years, Africa) 

With regard to logistics, some respondents suggested that the Summit should be more days or that 

there should be more collaboration between preconferences in order for participants not having to 

choose between interesting sessions. The following respondent suggested that the Summit should 

take place outside the venue for the main conference: 

‘I would suggest that the next summits should take place outside the venue for the main conference 

for more exposure to the host country nationals.’ (Woman, Youth, Africa) 

Another respondent commented on the darkness in the rooms: 

‘I found the dark plenary room and especially the dungeon break out rooms extremely oppressive and 

this cast a huge shadow over my whole Living conference experience. I would really like to hope that 
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the next Living conference is held in a much more enabling environment. I respect the need for 

confidentiality of participants but the lack of natural light had a major effect on my ability to 

concentrate or contribute. […]’ (Woman, age group 50-59 years, Western Europe) 

Related to the opportunity to participate in a meaningful way, various respondents suggested in the 

category ‘programme quality, methods and planning’ that the programme should be more 

interactive or that there should be more time for discussion:  

‘Disseminate handouts of presentations; have more working group sessions rather than classroom 

setting sessions. This will help in my opinion, more of us being more involved in the sessions.’ 

(Woman, age group 30-39 years, Caribbean) 

Some suggestions related to follow-up and developing an integrated plan of action: 

‘The different groups that meet (e.g. MSM, Leaders, etc.) need to plan together when there is a 

summit - yes, have separate conferences and discussions, but on the last day of the summit, all 

should be in one space debating and deciding on the GNP+ agenda so there is integration and 

common understanding.’ (Man, age group 50-59 years, Africa) 

3.5.2 Comments 

Comments were provided by 92 respondents, of whom 25 (27%) indicated not to have any 

comments or clarifications. Most comments were about respondents thanking the organisers for 

participating in the conference. Some commented about the logistics, especially the location of the 

sessions, their allowances being too low, and the language barrier. Other comments were 

suggestions for improving the Summit, for instance by enabling more groups to participate, and the 

need for taking the movement forward, for instance by linking more to policy makers and other 

stakeholders. One person, categorised as ‘other’, offered to be a volunteer in the next conference.  
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4. Conclusion and discussion 
The response rate to the survey was high, as two-third of the 258 participants (N=171, 66%) 

responded to the survey to evaluate the Summit. Below the findings are discussed based on the first 

three levels of Kirkpatrick’s four-level training evaluation model, as discussed in the Methods 

section. 

4.1 Reaction 
Overall, participants evaluated the conference positively. Most respondents (N=130, 91%) felt 

satisfied (N=53, 37%) to very satisfied (N=77, 53%) about the Summit. More than two-third (N=116, 

70%) felt that the conference had absolutely fulfilled their reason for attending. The various sessions 

were evaluated positively as well, although respondents were on average a bit less satisfied 

compared with their overall satisfaction with the conference. The respondents felt that the Summit 

had nearly to definitely achieved the expected outputs, especially the opportunity to networking. 

They were a bit less positive about the expected output of ‘increasing your leadership qualities’. On 

average, they felt that the Summit objectives were nearly achieved, especially the objective to bring 

together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV. Respondents experienced the Summit 

as a safe place and appreciated feeling part of a movement where they could be open, share and 

feel accepted. They were a bit unsure - although still positive - whether the objective to ‘develop a 

common voice and plan for action to get to truly universal access to prevention, treatment, care and 

support’ had been achieved. 

Respondents believed that the combination of presentations and group work was a useful method 

to bring together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV. However, in several of the 

open-ended questions, it was noted that interaction, dialogue and meaningful participation could be 

increased in the various sessions.  

4.2 Learning 
Most respondents felt that: 1. networking; 2. sharing, engagement, support and acceptance; and 3. 

learning about new knowledge and experiences were the most beneficial aspects of the Summit to 

them. ‘Leadership, advocacy’ was only mentioned by 7% of the respondents as the most beneficial 

aspect. This may be related to the finding that respondents were a bit less positive about whether 

the expected output of ‘increasing your leadership qualities’ had been achieved during the Summit.  

In response to how the Summit had supported respondents as a leader, or to become a leader, most 

respondents indicated: 1. the acquirement of strategies, tools and skills; 2. feeling inspired and 

motivated through sharing experiences and expressing views; and 3. feeling empowered and more 

confident.  

4.3 (Intention to) behaviour 
As a result of this Summit, most respondents indicated that they intend to empower or meaningfully 

involve specific populations, such as HIV+ youth or sex workers, or want to be a mentor to them. 

Also, respondents indicated wanting to collaborate more and to improve their policy and practice. 

For instance, 80% of the respondents intended to work together with participants they had met at 

the Summit. Others wanted to be a leader and or share the content knowledge and experience they 

obtained - during the Summit and in general - and share this with others. Advocacy was also often 

mentioned, for instance advocacy to reduce stigma or to allocate more funding for HIV and AIDS. 
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4.4 Other conclusions 
When asked about areas for future action by the 'global movement' at all levels, most respondents 

addressed the need for a strong and sustainable movement and to include all people living with HIV, 

making sure that all groups are represented and given a voice. Most suggestions for future Summits 

also related to this latter area: the need for diversity and meaningful participation. As shown by how 

respondents describe or have described themselves, there could be more diversity among the 

conference participants, such as persons from indigenous groups or living with disabilities. Some 

regions were underrepresented at the conference, such as participants from the Middle East and 

North African Region. Despite the availability of simultaneous translation in the plenaries in French 

and Spanish and whisper translation in the concurrent sessions, language was experienced to be a 

barrier for participants to participate in a meaningful way 

4.5 Discussion 
The Summit seems especially important for networking, in making participants feel part of a 

movement, and providing a space where they can feel safe and share experiences with other people 

living with HIV. This is also highlighted by the suggestions to increase opportunities for interaction 

and meaningful participation and the inclusion of all groups, including all regions.  

The group of participants is diverse in background, knowledge and experience and, as such, the 

needs for learning and achievement of expected outputs may vary among participants. The Summit 

organising committee is recommended to consider the inclusion of an introductory session for 

participants who are new in this field that highlights the main issues for people living with HIV as a 

preparation to the other sessions and main conference. Also, consideration can be put into how to 

increase participants’ leadership qualities, e.g. through tools and strategies, and how to develop - 

and communicate - a common voice and plan for action to get to truly universal access to 

prevention, treatment, care and support. 

4.6 Limitations 
Considering the high number of respondents who rated the individual sessions in question 12, it can 

be assumed that respondents rated sessions they did not attend, which makes it difficult to interpret 

the findings. Also, the survey was only available in three languages, which may have discouraged 

participants who do not feel fluent in English, French or Spanish to respond to the survey. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1. LIVING 2016 Evaluation Survey 

1. Introduction 
Dear LIVING 2016 participant, 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this conference evaluation. The information you provide will be 

collected and summarized by GNP+ into an evaluation report of the LIVING 2016 The Positive Leadership 

Summit. Your comments will enable us to organise better summits and tailor them to meet your needs. 

The evaluation is being carried out independently and your responses will be aggregated. All your answers will 

be treated confidentially. If you wish to remain anonymous, you can leave the name and email address fields 

blank. If you wish to receive the evaluation report please do provide an email address. 

This survey contains seven questions and should take under ten minutes to complete. Please answer as many 

questions as you can. 

Questions marked with a * need to be answered before you can move on to the next page. We have tried to 

keep these to a minimum. 

This survey will stay open until close of business Sept. 6, 2016. 

If you have any questions please contact Jennifer Bushee, Acting Director at GNP+, at jbushee@gnpplus.net. 

Sincerely, 

The LIVING 2016 Partnership Steering Group 

2. About you 
Question 1. What is your name? 

 

Question 2. What is your organisation? 

 

Question 3. What is your email address (if you want to receive the evaluation report)? 

 

Question 4. What is your age? 

 

Question 5. Which country do you live in?  

 

o Other (please specify) 
 

Question 6. I identify my gender as... (check all that apply) 

o Woman 
o Man 

o Trans* 

o Other (please specify) 
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Question 7. Do you now (or have you in the past) described yourself in any of the following ways. You can 

select more than one option, if appropriate. 

o A man who has sex with men (MSM) 

o Gay 

o Heterosexual 
o Lesbian 

o Member of an indigenous groups 

o Migrant 

o Person living with a disability (other than general ill health or disability related to HIV) 

o Person who injects drugs 

o Refugee or asylum seeker 
o Sex worker 

o Transgender 

o Youth under 30 years old 

o I do not describe myself in any of the ways above, and have never done so. 

 

3. The conference: registration and expectations 
Question 8. What was your main reason for attending this conference? 

o Content 
o Networking 

o Personal growth and development 

o Speakers 

o Other (please specify) 

 

Question 9. Did you attend any of the other pre-conferences? 

o No 

o Yes, namely… 

 

4. The conference: evaluation 
Question 10. Did the conference fulfil your reason for attending? 

o Yes, absolutely 

o Yes, but not to my full extent 

o No 
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Question 11. How satisfied are you with: 

 
5 Very 
satisfied 

4 
Satisfied 

3 
Neither 

2 
Dissatisfied 

1 Very 
dissatisfied 

This does 
not apply 

to me 

The LIVING 2016The Positive 
Leadership Summit (your 

overall opinion) 

O O O O O O 

The logistics (meeting 
venue, food, transport, 

maps, etc.) 
O O O O O O 

The facilitators O O O O O O 

The Welcome Reception 
and Networking Event 

(Saturday evening) 
O O O O O O 

 

Question 12. How satisfied are you with the following sessions: 

 
5 Very 
satisfied 

4 
Satisfied 

3 
Neither 

2 
Dissatisfied 

1 Very 
dissatisfied 

I did not 
attend 

this 
session 

Opening, Plenary 1 O O O O O O 

Our Role as People Living with 
HIV in Promoting Treatment 

Literacy 
O O O O O O 

How People Living with HIV 
Can Ensure Strong and 

Resilient Community Systems 
for 

Health 

O O O O O O 

Community Service Delivery—
the Role of People Living with 

HIV 
O O O O O O 

Self-Stigma Workshop: From 
Within – Dealing with HIV 

Self-Stigma 
O O O O O O 

Community Designed Tools – 
What Impact on Reducing 

Stigma and Discrimination? 
O O O O O O 

Overcoming the Barriers of 
Invisibility and Harmful Laws 

and Policies 
O O O O O O 

Understanding the Basics: 
Intellectual Property Issues 

O O O O O O 

The Dollars and Sense of 
Treatment Funding—Where is 

It Going to Come from? 
O O O O O O 
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Developing an HIV Positive 
Critique of Policy and Finance 

Frameworks 
O O O O O O 

Plenary 2 O O O O O O 

Holistic Policy and 
Programming Analysis and 

Advocacy on Hot Issues in the 
SRHR and HIV Integration 

Agenda 

O O O O O O 

Ensuring Positive Involvement 
in Defining and Shaping SRHR 

Services: Essential Case 
Studies 

O O O O O O 

Our Neglected Issues in the 
SRHR Agenda: How Can 

Integration Deliver for and 
Promote the Rights of People 

Living with HIV 

O O O O O O 

The Road Well Travelled: 
Understanding what GIPA is 

and why it is important 
O O O O O O 

Closing plenary O O O O O O 

 

Question 13. To what extent do you feel that the summit has delivered on the following expected outputs: 

 
Definitely 
achieved 

Nearly 
achieved 

Unsure 
Possibly 

not 
achieved 

Definitely 
not 

achieved 

This does 
not apply 

to me 

Increase your knowledge of 
the Community-led HIV 

response 
O O O O O O 

Increase your leadership 
capacities 

O O O O O O 

Give you the opportunity to 
express your views and 

concerns 
O O O O O O 

Give you the opportunity to 
networking 

O O O O O O 

Prepare you to engage with 
issues at AIDS 2016 

O O O O O O 

 

Question 14. To you, what was the most beneficial aspect of the summit? 

 

Question 15. How has this conference supported you as a leader, or to become a leader, in the movement 

of people living with HIV? 

 

 

Question 16. To what extent do you feel the following objectives were achieved by the summit: 
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Definitely 
achieved 

Nearly 
achieved 

Unsure 
Possibly not 

achieved 

Definitely 
not 

achieved 

Strengthen the movement of 
people living with HIV and 

their communities 

O O O O O 

Bring together the knowledge 
and experience of people with 

HIV 
O O O O O 

Develop a common voice and 
plan for action to get to truly 

universal access to 
prevention, treatment, care 

and support 

O O O O O 

Support the knowledge needs 
of emerging or newly engaged 

positive leaders 
O O O O O 

 

Question 17. To what extent do you believe that the combination of presentations and group work was a 

useful method to bring together the knowledge and experience of people with HIV? 

o 1 Not useful at all 

o 2 Not very useful 

o 3 Unsure 
o 4 Useful 

o 5 Very useful 

o This does not apply to me 

 

Question 18. What are the three things - or more, that you intend to do as a result of this summit? 

Key Action 1 

Key Action 2 
Key Action 3 

 

Question 19. Do you intend to work with other people who were at this summit? 

o Yes 

o Maybe 

o No 

o I don’t know 

 

Question 20. What do you see as the three most important areas for future action by the 'global 

movement' at all levels? 

1 

2 

3 
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5. The conference: suggestions and comments 
Question 21. What are your suggestions for future summits, in particular in relation to content? 

 

Question 22. Do you have any comments or clarifications? 

6. Thank you 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this evaluation. Your thoughts and comments will be used to 

better plan and execute future LIVING summits and tailor them to meet your needs. 
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Appendix 2. Tables and figures 
 

2. About you (Q4-Q7) 
Table 2 Participants and respondents by region, age and gender (Q4-Q6), N=171 

Participants and respondents by region, age and gender 
 

 Participants (N) Respondents (N) 
Response rate (%) 
 

Region 

Africa 105 67 64% 

Asia Pacific 44 27 61% 

Caribbean 11 6 55% 

Eastern Europe 9 7 78% 

Mexico, Central and South America 25 21 84% 

Middle East and North African Region 4 3 75% 

North America 31 23 74% 

Western Europe 29 17 59% 

Age 

Youth 61 38 62% 

30-39 years 85 57 67% 

40-49 years 64 47 73% 

50-59 years 37 25 68% 

60-69 years 11 4 36% 

Gender 

Woman 117 77 66% 

Man 126 81 64% 

Trans* 15 7 47% 

Other or multiple gender identities - 6 - 

Total 258 171 66% 

 

Table 3 Respondents' identification with vulnerable groups (Q7), N=171 

Do you now (or have you in the paste) described yourself as… Number Percentage (N=171) 

A man who has sex with men (MSM) 47 27% 

Gay 59 35% 

Heterosexual 42 24% 

Lesbian 9 5% 

Member of an indigenous group 11 6% 

Migrant 10 6% 

A person living with a disability (other than general ill health or disability related to 

HIV) 

10 6% 

A person who injects drugs 15 9% 

Refugee or asylum seeker 6 4% 

Sex worker 21 12% 

Transgender 10 6% 

Youth under 30 years old 35 20% 

I do not describe myself in any of the ways above, and have never done so. 18 11% 
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3. The conference: registration and expectations (Q8-Q9) 
Table 4 Main reason for respondents to attend this conference (Q8), N=170 

What was your main reason for attending this conference? 

 Number Percentage (N=170) 

Content 37 22% 

Networking 49 29% 

Personal growth and development 60 35% 

Speakers 12 7% 

Other, please specify 12 7% 

Total 170 100% 

 

4. The conference: evaluation (Q10-Q20) 
Table 5 Did the conference fulfil your reason for attending (Q10), N=165 

Did the conference fulfil your reason for attending? 

 Number Percentage (N=165) 

No 5 3% 

Yes, but not to my full extent 44 27% 

Yes, absolutely 116 70% 

Total 165 100% 

 



 

Table 6 Respondents' satisfaction with the conference (Q11) 

How satisfied are you with: 

1 Very 
dissatisfied 

2 Dissatisfied 3 Neither 4 Satisfied 
5 Very 

satisfied 
Subtotal Mean 

I did not 
attend this 

session 
Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N 
(of 

subtotal) 
N % N % 

The LIVING 2016The Positive 
Leadership Summit (your overall 

opinion) 
1 1% 5 3% 7 5% 53 37% 77 53% 143 4.40 2 1% 145 100% 

The logistics (meeting venue, food, 
transport, maps, etc.) 

3 2% 5 3% 12 7% 67 41% 77 47% 164 4.28 0 0% 164 100% 

The facilitators 0 0% 3 2% 3 2% 69 48% 70 48% 145 4.42 0 0% 145 100% 

The Welcome Reception and 
Networking Event (Saturday 

evening) 
1 1% 0 0% 10 6% 52 32% 75 47% 138 4.45 23 14% 161 100% 

 

Table 7 Respondents' satisfaction with the conference sessions (Q12) 

How satisfied are you with the 
following sessions: 

1 Very 
dissatisfied 

2 Dissatisfied 3 Neither 4 Satisfied 
5 Very 

satisfied 
Subtotal Mean 

I did not 
attend this 

session 
Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N 
(of 

subtotal) 
N % N % 

Opening, Plenary 1 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 58 42% 68 49% 127 4.53 12 9% 139 100% 

Our Role as People Living with HIV 
in Promoting Treatment Literacy 

0 0% 2 1% 7 4% 63 40% 71 45% 143 4.42 15 10% 158 100% 

How People Living with HIV Can 
Ensure Strong and Resilient 

Community Systems for Health 
0 0% 2 1% 11 7% 60 38% 63 40% 136 4.35 23 15% 159 100% 

Community Service Delivery—the 
Role of People Living with HIV 

0 0% 1 1% 9 6% 58 37% 59 38% 127 4.38 30 19% 157 100% 
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Self-Stigma Workshop: From 
Within – Dealing with HIV Self-

Stigma 
1 1% 3 2% 9 6% 53 33% 68 43% 134 4.37 26 16% 160 100% 

Community Designed Tools – What 
Impact on Reducing Stigma and 

Discrimination? 
0 0% 1 1% 12 8% 58 37% 56 35% 127 4.33 31 20% 158 100% 

Overcoming the Barriers of 
Invisibility and Harmful Laws and 

Policies 
1 1% 1 1% 12 8% 64 42% 43 28% 121 4.21 32 21% 153 100% 

Understanding the Basics: 
Intellectual Property Issues 

0 0% 3 2% 14 9% 54 36% 35 23% 106 4.14 45 30% 151 100% 

The Dollars and Sense of Treatment 
Funding—Where is It Going to 

Come from? 
1 1% 6 4% 17 11% 66 43% 29 19% 119 3.97 36 23% 155 100% 

Developing an HIV Positive Critique 
of Policy and Finance Frameworks 

1 1% 4 3% 12 8% 62 41% 33 22% 112 4.09 39 26% 151 100% 

Plenary 2 0 0% 1 1% 7 6% 60 49% 44 36% 112 4.31 10 8% 122 100% 

Holistic Policy and Programming 
Analysis and Advocacy on Hot 

Issues in the SRHR and HIV 
Integration Agenda 

1 1% 1 1% 15 10% 61 39% 44 28% 122 4.20 36 23% 158 100% 

Ensuring Positive Involvement in 
Defining and Shaping SRHR 

Services: Essential Case Studies 
1 1% 1 1% 11 7% 56 36% 44 28% 113 4.25 42 27% 155 100% 

Our Neglected Issues in the SRHR 
Agenda: How Can Integration 

Deliver for and Promote the Rights 
of People Living with HIV 

1 1% 1 1% 9 6% 60 39% 46 30% 117 4.27 37 24% 154 100% 
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The Road Well Travelled: 
Understanding what GIPA is and 

why it is important 
2 1% 1 1% 6 4% 57 37% 53 34% 119 4.33 35 23% 154 100% 

Closing plenary 1 1% 2 1% 12 7% 68 42% 62 38% 145 4.30 17 11% 162 100% 

 

Table 8 Extent to which the Summit has delivered on the expected outputs (Q13) 

To what extent do you feel that 
the summit has delivered on the 

following expected outputs: 

1 Definitely 
not achieved 

2 Possibly not 
achieved 

3 Unsure 
4 Nearly 
achieved 

5 Definitely 
achieved 

Subtotal Mean 
This does 

not apply to 
me 

Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N 
(of 

subtotal) 
N % N % 

Increase your knowledge of the 
Community-led HIV response 

1 1% 2 1% 12 8% 42 26% 97 61% 154 4.51 5 3% 159 100% 

Increase your leadership capacities 1 1% 7 4% 12 8% 52 33% 84 53% 156 4.35 3 2% 159 100% 

Give you the opportunity to 
express your views and concerns 

3 2% 3 2% 14 9% 50 31% 85 53% 155 4.36 4 3% 159 100% 

Give you the opportunity to 
networking 

0 0% 2 1% 3 2% 46 29% 106 66% 157 4.63 3 2% 160 100% 

Prepare you to engage with issues 
at AIDS 2016 

3 2% 2 1% 11 7% 48 30% 89 56% 153 4.42 5 3% 158 100% 
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Table 9 Deliverance on the expected outputs, comparing means by age (Q13) 

To what extent do you feel that the summit has delivered on the following expected outputs: 

Age  
Increase your knowledge of the Community-led 

HIV response 

Increase your leadership 

capacities 

Give you the opportunity to express your views 

and concerns 

Give you the opportunity to 

networking 

Youth 
Mean 4.71 4.63 4.49 4.66 

N 35 35 35 35 

30-39 

years 

Mean 4.54 4.33 4.21 4.69 

N 52 52 52 52 

40-49 

years 

Mean 4.48 4.30 4.47 4.65 

N 46 46 45 46 

50-59 

years 

Mean 4.59 4.36 4.57 4.52 

N 22 22 23 23 

60-69 

years 

Mean 4.00 4.00 4.50 5.00 

N 4 4 4 4 

Total 
Mean 4.55 4.38 4.40 4.66 

N 159 159 159 160 

 

Table 10 Deliverance on the expected outputs, comparing means by gender (Q13) 

To what extent do you feel that the summit has delivered on the following expected outputs: 

I identify my gender 
as... 

 
Increase your knowledge of the Community-

led HIV response 

Increase your leadership 

capacities 

Give you the opportunity to express your 

views and concerns 

Give you the opportunity to 

networking 

Woman 
Mean 4.51 4.33 4.43 4.63 

N 70 70 69 70 

Man 
Mean 4.54 4.36 4.35 4.66 

N 76 77 77 77 

Trans* 
Mean 5.00 5.00 4.57 4.71 

N 7 6 7 7 

Other or multiple 

identities 

Mean 4.67 4.67 4.50 4.83 

N 6 6 6 6 

Total 
Mean 4.55 4.38 4.40 4.66 

N 159 159 159 160 



        
 

34 | P a g e  
 

Table 11 Extent to which objectives were achieved by the Summit (Q16) 

To what extent do you feel the following 
objectives were achieved by the summit: 

1 Definitely not 
achieved 

2 Possibly not 
achieved 

3 Unsure 
4 Nearly 
achieved 

5 Definitely 
achieved 

Total 
Mean 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Strengthen the movement of people living 
with HIV and their communities 

10 6% 13 8% 14 9% 48 30% 73 46% 158 100% 4.02 

Bring together the knowledge and experience 
of people with HIV 

12 8% 8 5% 5 3% 30 19% 102 65% 157 100% 4.29 

Develop a common voice and plan for action 
to get to truly universal access to prevention, 

treatment, care and support 
10 6% 13 8% 30 19% 44 28% 60 38% 157 100% 3.83 

Support the knowledge needs of emerging or 
newly engaged positive leaders 

12 8% 11 7% 21 13% 48 31% 65 41% 157 100% 3.91 

 

Table 12 Usefulness combination of presentations and group work (Q17), N=159 

To what extent do you believe that the combination of presentations and 
group work was a useful method to bring together the knowledge and 
experience of people with HIV? 

 Number Percentage (N=159) 

1. Not useful at all 5 3% 

2. Not very useful 5 3% 

3. Unsure 11 7% 

4. Useful 59 37% 

5. Very useful 78 49% 

Subtotal 158 99% 

Mean (of subtotal)      4.27 

This does not apply to me 1 1% 

Total 159 100% 

 


