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1. Introduction 

1.1. Purpose 

The Global Campaign for Education’s constitution, agreed on 27th November 2001, committed the campaign to continuing its advocacy work until 2016 and said that GCE would undertake a mid-term review of itself in 2006, reflecting its call for an EFA mid-term review. This report by Firetail (Carolyn Culey, Andy Martin and Dan Lewer), commissioned by GCE’s Board in July 2007 and completed in November 2007, fulfils this commitment. 

1.2.  Terms of Reference 

As the original tender document made clear, the aim of this study is both to evaluate GCE’s work and impact since its inception in 1999 and to make recommendations aimed at strengthening the campaign in the remaining years to 2015. The terms of reference stated that the scope of the review should address the following themes: 

· Key milestones in GCE’s evolution and their influence on core objectives;

· Major achievements and key challenges;

· GCE’s interaction with other key stakeholders to contribute to the EFA goals;

· Internal and external perceptions of GCE;

· The effectiveness of specific processes and strategies for communication, mobilisation, advocacy and policy change; and

· The relationship between work at various levels (sub-national, national, regional, global). 

The terms of reference emphasised that the review must involve a wide range of GCE’s membership, consult a range of internal and external stakeholders and review key documents. 

1.3. Structure of the Report 

The report begins with a brief overview of GCE’s history, highlighting key moments in its development. The next section offers an evaluation of GCE’s activities to date, starting with an overview of the campaign’s main achievements and key challenges. It notes overall progress on the EFA goals and considers GCE’s contribution to this. It assesses progress against the key objectives of mass mobilisation, policy chance and coalition building. It then examines GCE’s structures, funding and products. The final section draws the lessons from the evaluation together and uses them as the basis for charting the future directions of GCE. 

1.4. Approach and methodology 

In order to fulfil the terms of reference described above, we conducted 45 interviews with key internal and external stakeholders identified by GCE. Because all interviews were conducted on a non-attributable basis, we have not included a list of those interviewed. Members’ participation was assured through use of a questionnaire, which generated 35 responses. In addition, we reviewed key documents including material available on the GCE website, Secretariat files and individual papers passed on to us by GCE. 

As detailed in the following section, we have taken a thematic and participative approach, evaluating different strands of coalition activity separately and combining the perceptions of internal and external stakeholders. The alternative model, which would be to report the overall views of different constituencies, was rejected as less insightful and useful for GCE future planning.

1.5. Limitations 

We acknowledge that there are both gaps and limitations in our approach, and the main ones we would highlight are: 

Timeframe/access to external stakeholders. The timeframe for this study was tight and arranging interviews with external players proved difficult. While we interviewed representatives of six bilateral donors, plus a number of staff working for UNESCO, the World Bank and the FTI Secretariat, we would have liked to speak to a wider range of actors in these institutions. Similarly, we hoped to interview several key developing country delegations during the UNESCO Ministerial Round Table at the end of October. In practice, we were only able to arrange two of these interviews in Paris, and by then, it was too late to pursue an alternative route. As these interviews are essential to the brief case studies we want to provide in the coalition-building section of the report, we would like to follow-up these interviews and supply the case studies as an appendix to the report.

Poor record keeping/lack of institutional memory. A second issue we faced during the evaluation was the lack of documentary records concerning GCE’s work, particularly in the early years. Systems are now in place and the situation is improved.

Capturing the diversity of work at the national level. We are conscious of the fact that GCE’s work over the last eight years is not only the work undertaken by the Secretariat and Board, but also the work undertaken by national coalitions, regional networks and these organisations’ members across the world. In a limited study of this kind, it is simply not possible to offer a comprehensive analysis of everything that GCE and its members have done everywhere. Instead, we have tried to give a flavour of this work through use of examples, and these will be strengthened by the addition of the country case studies mentioned above. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that in this report, it has been difficult to do justice to the breadth and depth of GCE’s work at national level. 

Attribution. The final issue to flag is the perennial question of attribution: where progress has been made, to what extent is it possible to attribute this to GCE’s advocacy efforts?  In this case, the problem has been compounded by two additional factors. Firstly, much of GCE’s work is carried out by national coalitions, or by individual members of those coalitions. As these activities are often not GCE branded it is hardly surprising that interviewees found it difficult to assess GCE’s unique contribution. Secondly, as a result of limited capacity, GCE has undertaken relatively little tracking or monitoring of its own work, especially at national level, so the basic data required to offer an objective, comprehensive assessment of its impact is often missing. As a result, our evaluation of GCE has relied heavily on internal and external perceptions about its contribution, combined with anecdotal information on impact, which is by definition partial and incomplete. 

2. Executive Summary 

2.1. History of the Coalition

GCE was launched in 1999 as a short-term campaign to bring together international NGOs, teaching unions and other partners to highlight the crisis in education and influence the Dakar Education for All Forum in 2000. 

Their success at that meeting convinced the founders that they should work together over the long-term. They wanted to create a new model of campaigning that was bottom-up and Southern-led, with broad-based governance and national coalitions.

GCE has rejected a strong, central institution in favour of harnessing the energies of its members. It has operated successfully on the basis of consensus, bringing together members who have different traditions, approaches and attitudes to campaigning. This emphasis on consensus has meant growth has been incremental, cautious and organic. 

Post Dakar, the World Assemblies represent key decision-points in GCE’s organisational development. The first World Assembly in Delhi in 2001 established GCE’s constitution, governance and organisational structure. The second World Assembly in Johannesburg in 2004 identified the need to increase GCE’s capacity, and led to the expansion of the Secretariat, the establishment of GCE’s office in Johannesburg and an agreement to secure GCE’s financial future by pooling all financial contributions and seeking new external funding. Over this period, the Global Action Week (GAW) has become an internationally recognised global moment, with millions of participants in dozens of countries.

This Mid-term Review, commissioned by GCE’s Board on the basis of a constitutional commitment, has taken place as members prepare for the third World Assembly in Sao Paulo in January 2008. 

2.2. Summary of main achievements and key challenges 

In general, interviewees were very positive about GCE. There was consensus that its record over the past eight years is impressive. They confidently identified significant achievements in each of GCE’s core areas of mass mobilisation, policy change and coalition building.  

The main achievements of the campaign can be summarised as:

i) Building a global coalition that speaks with a single voice on EFA;

ii) Raising awareness and visibility of education;

iii) Influencing the Dakar Education for All Forum;

iv) Co-ordinating a hugely successful international mobilisation through GAW;

v) Increasing civil society participation in policy making at global level;

vi) Securing high-level access to decision-makers and successful northern lobbying on aid, including evolution of the Fast-Track Initiative;

vii) Contributing to the abolition of school fees in some countries;

viii) Enabling and supporting national coalitions in some countries.

Despite GCE’s considerable successes, interviewees also reported challenges and areas of relative weakness. The most significant reported weakness was a lack of overall strategic direction, resulting from GCE’s consensual and gradualist approach. Perhaps unsurprisingly, many of the specific challenges can be presented as the flip side to GCE’s main achievements. These are summarised as:

i) Continuing tensions between NGOs and unions at the national level;

ii) The a perception that education remains a “second tier” issue;

iii) The likelihood that the EFA goals will be missed and the campaign will be seen to fail;

iv) That the full potential of GAW has not yet been realised; 

v) That GCE must do more to support increased impact at the national level;

vi) That increases in aid are insufficient to deliver EFA;

vii) That GCE risks becoming too much of an insider and “just another international player”;
viii) That GCE’s communications work has been weak.

2.3. Progress on the EFA goals

GCE is inextricably linked to the EFA goals. They have been described as “GCE’s raison d’etre from the outset”. There has been progress – there are more children in school, more countries closing the gender gap (at least in primary education) and more countries monitoring quality. These gains should be acknowledged and celebrated, but progress is far too slow across the board. The stark reality is that without a step-change in the rate of progress, the 2015 EFA goals will be missed, and those who champion them will be seen to have failed in their mission. 
2.4. Performance against specific campaign objectives

2.4.1. Mass mobilisation 

Global Action Week is seen as a hugely successful mobilisation. It is credited with raising awareness and putting Education for All on the agenda, with high level political buy-in and some evidence of direct impact via specific policy announcements made by national governments during GAW. GAW is also seen to have contributed to coalition building. Members show huge emotional attachment to GAW, but readily identify the weaknesses that limit its impact: it is not sufficiently linked to GCE’s policy work; in many places, GCE has little or no visibility outside GAW, and even then, limited visibility outside capitals. Some feel it is easy for politicians to hijack it for their own purposes; and for some there is a sense of GAW becoming “routinised and mechanised”, with a need to refresh the vision.
2.4.2. Policy change 

GCE is seen to have had significant impact on policy, especially at global level. It is credited with successfully influencing the outcomes of the Dakar World Education Forum in 2000. It has been very successful at increasing civil society participation at the global level. This is reflected in the positions it occupies in key international fora. However, some criticise GCE for becoming too close to these institutions, while others question the continuing usefulness of these fora. At national level, while there are some examples of increased civil society participation in education policy-making, we did not find sufficient evidence to draw firm conclusions. 

Many credit GCE and its members with successfully lobbying donors to increase aid to education, but many more point out that these increases are well short of the levels required to achieve Education for All. GCE played a key role in the evolution of the Fast-Track Initiative, and for many, this is a key achievement. For others who remain sceptical about the impact of FTI, it is seen to have taken up too much of GCE’s time and skewed its priorities towards a northern-focussed lobbying agenda. 

GCE has had less impact increasing national expenditure on education, despite this being a higher priority for many. Beyond a few specific examples, there is insufficient evidence to make an overall assessment of GCE’s progress on this. 

GCE members believe that they have had an impact on the abolition of school fees in specific countries including Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Sierra Leone, Cameroon, Burundi and Sudan. Announcements during Action Weeks allow some direct attribution, but it has not always been possible to confirm subsequent implementation. GCE is also credited with having helped change World Bank policy on user fees in 2002, and this is ranked as a main achievement by some interviewees.  

2.4.3. Coalition building 

At international level, GCE has been very successful in forging a coalition between international NGOs, teaching unions and national coalitions that speaks with a single, authoritative voice on Education for All. 

While GCE has had some success in enabling and supporting national coalitions through initiatives such as Real World Strategies (RWS), the bulk of its 2006-2010 RWS programme is still to be implemented, so it is not possible to offer a final verdict in this report. The contribution of the Commonwealth Education Fund (CEF), managed by GCE members ActionAid, Oxfam and SCF is better documented (see Driving the Bus 2007). We note that despite its potential, RWS currently appears to many as a “bolt-on” rather than a core part of GCE’s programme. Despite their key role in managing RWS, many feel that GCE not realised the potential of regional networks, or reflected their contribution in its governance.

2.5. Assessment of GCE as an organisation 

Members are overwhelmingly positive about GCE and it is generally well regarded by its principle external interlocutors. Its small Secretariat is seen to have done an amazing job on a shoestring. Despite obvious tensions – NGOs/Unions or North/South – GCE’s Board is generally harmonious (to the point of being overly “cosy” for one or two observers). Key products, such as the School Report, received a mixed reception from their target audience, often reflecting their ranking in the Report, while some individual publications were praised. Since pooling resources and pursuing a strategy of securing high value grants, GCE appears to have put is finances on a sound footing, though it is important to match resources to expectations in the future. There is also a risk that participating members feel less ownership of GCE as it matures. Media and communications work was seen as an area of relative weakness, with a feeling that GCE was punching below its current weight at a global level. 

2.6. Future directions 

The first big message from this review is that GCE has achieved substantial successes, and these should be celebrated. Looking back over the past eight years, GCE has created a unique platform for change. This is a real asset. The second big message is that there is no room for complacency. GCE’s achievements are tempered by the urgent crisis in meeting the EFA goals.
Looking to the future, the key question is how GCE renews its vision and strategy to increase its impact.

We have attempted to draw out a common set of themes to guide GCE’s future work. These fall into two categories: themes on which there is widespread consensus; and themes which people identify as important, but on which they express diverging views. On the latter, we have captured these views and posed questions for debate. 

Consensus issues 

Many of the consensus issues echo the directions charted by the Johannesburg World Assembly in 2004. This is positive insofar as GCE has identified many of the issues itself, but the fact that the same issues are raised nearly three years later suggests that insufficient progress has been made. The main issues we identified were: 

i) The need for an overall strategy;
ii) More focus on the national level, but rejection of a one-size fits all approach;

iii) Further work to strengthen links between NGOs and unions, especially at national level;

iv) Realising the potential of the regions, particularly in strengthening national coalitions;

v) Increasing the impact of GAW with sustained campaigning linked to policy impact;

vi) Improving GCE’s media and communications work so that its profile matches its constituency;

vii) Developing the agenda beyond UPE, and tackling quality, equity and inclusion as well as access; 

viii) Continuing to lobby for more and better aid, but with clearer targets and more differentiated messages. 
Issues for debate: Questioning the fundamentals

We have attempted to raise issues in the form of questions for debate, in the hope that this might assist the Board and the World Assembly in addressing them. The issues we have identified are: 

i) The tone of the campaign: How to balance celebration with outrage? 

ii) The pace of change: How to balance consensus with direction?

iii) The model of engagement: How to balance engagement with opposition? 
iv) The governance structure: How to balance continuity with reinvigoration?

Answering these questions will be difficult. It will challenge core assumptions that have become institutionalised over time. But it is testament to the strength of the coalition that stakeholders felt confident enough to ask them.

3.  Background 

3.1. Summary

This section details the evolution of GCE from an experiment in a new type of campaigning to an established global coalition. It provides a log of the key meetings, activities and resolutions over the period of the campaign. It also details the growth of Global Action Week and other initiatives the campaign has undertaken. In addition, to provide some external context for the campaign’s activities, it also highlights some of the main external meetings and events that happened over the period (the bulk of the policy change impacts are captured in later sections).

As noted in the limitations to the evaluation, the ‘institutional memory’ of the coalition is poor, especially prior to the establishment of the secretariat in Johannesburg. Our ability to document some of the early activities with confidence is still limited by the lack of substantive documentation. This limitation is acknowledged by the GCE Board, which has worked to assemble what documentation remains from the early years. 

3.2. Key milestones in GCE’s organisational development 

According to interviewees, the key milestones for the campaign have been the World Assemblies, which are seen as turning points in the direction of the coalition. In addition, the Dakar meeting in 2000 is seen as important both in terms of establishing the EFA goals and  – more importantly for some interviewees – as a catalyst for the formation of GCE. Some suggested that “Dakar would have been a non-event were it not for GCE”, but it was the success of the coalition at the meeting that gave the coalition’s members a sense of what could be achieved by working together.

Figure 1: Milestones in the organisational development of GCE
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Figure 1, above, shows the growth of the campaign, synthesised from interviews and key documents. It illustrates that the campaign has grown incrementally and organically, rather than consistently towards a long-term strategic goal. For example, 

· The decision to create an enduring coalition came only after the success of Dakar;

· Global Action Week was initially conceived as an event that could be delivered with the resources available. It was institutionalised only after it had become successful; and

· The secretariat was expanded only when it became clear that central resources were necessary to co-ordinate policy, media, administration and Global Action Week.

This absence of long term strategic planning can be attributed to the size, diversity and structure of the campaign. The coalition has explicitly attempted to harness the energy of member organisations. It has built an enduring coalition among groups that have different approaches and attitudes to campaigning. The fact that a formal full-time, dedicated secretariat with its own office was established over four years after the campaign was launched demonstrates this gradualist approach.

As a consequence, it is not surprising to find a lack of central direction and strategy, as this may have jeopardised the harmony of the coalition. Instead, there has been an incremental and consensual approach to developing GCE as an organisation. The implications and sustainability of this approach for future strategy will be discussed in later sections. 

3.3. History of the GCE Coalition

The following history has been put together on the basis of documents given to us by GCE.  

3.3.1. Pre-Dakar: GCE is an experiment

October 14th-15th 1999 – Inaugural meeting of the Global Campaign for Education, Brussels. The inaugural meeting of GCE was co-organised by ActionAid, Oxfam International and Education International, all of who had launched education campaigns in 1998/99 and had joined forces with the Global March against Child Labour to form the Global Campaign for Education. 

The meeting agreed a mission statement, plus aims and objectives for the proposed organisation. The mission was to “mobilise public pressure on governments to fulfil their promises to provide free, quality education for all people, particularly for women.”

GCE was initially conceived as a short-term campaign to put pressure on the global community in 2000 for its failure to achieve education for all. Its founding aim was to “ensure that the World Education Forum in Dakar, April 2000, would result in concrete commitments and viable policies to implement the Education for All (EFA) goals, including gender equity by 2005, universal enrolment in and completion of free primary education by 2015 and a 50% reduction in adult literacy by 2015.” 

Key Southern alliance partners of the Elimu campaign (an education campaign initiated by ActionAid) were represented at the meeting including, networks from Ghana, Brazil, India, Kenya, Peru, Bolivia, Bangladesh, Mozambique and Tanzania. Representatives from Nepal, Uganda and South Africa were also invited but were unable to attend. 

A Steering Committee elected at the end of the meeting consisted of six representatives of civil society organisations in the South (Rasheda Choudhury, CAMPE, Bangaldesh; Boithale Nong, SANGOCO, South Africa; Tom Bediako, EI co-ordinator for Africa; Sergio Haddad, Brazil Education Campaign Coalition; Kailash Satyarthi, Global March on Child Labour, India/international; Elie Jouen, Deputy Secretary of EI, Brussels; Jan Klugkist, Oxfam International, based in NOVIB, Netherlands; and Anne Jellama, representing ActionAid and the Elimu campaign). 

Initiatives agreed at the meeting included:

· A Week of Action from April 3rd - 9th 2000, where NGOs, teachers and community groups around the world would sponsor events to draw public attention to the situation of education in their country, including presentation of a “report card” on donors’ commitments; and

· Joint media and public actions around the regional Education for All (EFA) meetings and the Dakar EFA Summit in April. 

After this initial launch meeting, between October 1999 and April 2000 the Membership of GCE expanded to include members and affiliates from eight international NGOs and networks, 38 national coalitions and eight regional networks and coalitions. 
The campaign undertook a number of high profile initiatives which included: a letter to the World Bank President in November 1999; intensive lobbying for expanded NGO participation at the Dakar Conference; presentation of a Compact for Africa in December; and a Millennium Appeal for EFA sent to Heads of State in January 2000

Between April 3rd and  9th 2000, the campaign ran the first Global Action Week. Few details of this mobilisation are available, but it is considered a small trial relative to later mobilisations.  As part of the Action Week, GCE held press conferences with heads of state and finance ministers in Tokyo, Washington, the Netherlands, the UK and Belgium. 
3.3.2. Dakar

April 2000 – World Education Forum in Dakar – GCE’s first big event. The World Education Forum was organised by UNESCO as a follow-up to the World Conference on Education for All held in Jomtien, Thailand in 1990. According to UNESCO, the outcome of the conference was “to adopt a Framework for Action, a bold, practical document designed to help nations meet the basic learning needs of all by 2015. The new Framework will be widely distributed to interested parties and communicated to major United Nations development conferences taking place in 2000 and 2001.”

There is some debate as to the importance of Dakar as a policy-making forum. However, there was consensus that the primary outcome was “an overwhelming success in establishing (GCE) as a powerful and legitimate voice for civil society on education”. 

Some felt that although UNESCO always had the intention to involve civil society at some level in the discussions, participants were surprised at the emergence of GCE, which was better organised, more coherent and more forceful than expected.

GCE not only agreed nine policy demands (see policy change section for more detail on the policy work around the Dakar meeting) and helped to ensure that financing for EFA remained high on the agenda. It also increased its own profile, holding meetings with UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, World Bank President Jim Wolfensohn and the heads of UNICEF (Carol Bellamy) and UNESCO (newly-appointed Kochiro Matsura).

3.3.3. Post-Dakar: GCE becomes a campaign

Post-Dakar, the members of GCE felt that working together had created real energy and impact. They immediately agreed to continue as a campaign. Bringing NGOs from the North and South and the trades unions together on a single platform had proven powerful in Dakar but also raised tensions about the power balance, which was seen to be overly dominated by Northern voices and the international development agencies. 

This was a watershed moment for GCE and led to the emergence of strong support for building GCE into a bottom-up, Southern-led movement, with more broad-based governance and more resources for strengthening national campaigns. 

These decisions started the process that resulted in the Delhi World Assembly, where many of these principles were formalised into the campaign’s ways of working.

In May 2000, African GCE members met in Abuja to form ANCEFA (the African Network Campaign for EFA) to strengthen African voices holding governments to account on EFA. 

Through June and July 2000, GCE members continued lobbying to secure the adoption of the EFA goals at the Social Summit + 5 in Copenhagen and at the Okinawa G7 Summit. In September 2000, at the Millennium Summit, Universal Primary Education (UPE) was named as one of the Millennium Development Goals. In July 2001 at the Genoa G8 Summit, the G8 reaffirmed its commitment to the Dakar goals with a specific emphasis on UPE, and mandated an education task force to make recommendations for the 2002 Summit. 

3.3.4. Delhi

February 14-16th 2001, GCE World Assembly in Delhi. The main outcome of the first World Assembly was the establishment of GCE’s constitution, agreed on 27th November (attached as appendix 1). In this constitution GCE committed itself to “the building of an international movement, one with minimal bureaucracy and with a long-term commitment to monitor the achievement of the EFA goals”. It also decided to continue its advocacy work until 2016, with a mid-term review in 2006 to mirror its call for an EFA mid-term review.

It also established governance principles, with one proposal document outlining that “the GCE has to build an international movement based on a loose construction with a long-term commitment in order to monitor the achievement of the international target of 2015.”
The constitution agreed membership criteria plus the following Governing Bodies: General Assembly, GCE Board, Management Committee, National and Regional Structures, Adhoc Committees and the Secretariat. The composition of the Board was agreed, and they in turn were charged with deciding the venue for the secretariat and the appointment of ‘co-ordinator(s)’ to manage it. 

3.3.5. Post Delhi: the ways of working are established

With the establishment of a governance structure, constitution and commitment from members, the campaign focussed on Action Weeks as its method of mass mobilisation, alongside a continued programme of lobbying that focussed on donor countries and multilateral institutions. This resulted in a number of announcements, covered in the policy change section, below.

The annual Global Action Weeks became the key activity in mass mobilisation and the “public face” of GCE. According to some interviewees, by the end of this period “GCE was Action Week and Action Week was GCE”. The growth and impact of Global Action Week are assessed in the mass mobilisation section of the evaluation. 

3.3.6. Johannesburg

December 2004, GCE’s Second World Assembly, Johannesburg. In December 2004, representatives from 57 countries met and agreed the need to increase GCE’s capacity. The need for a strategy up to 2016 was also identified, with rolling three-year plans, detailed annual budgets and increased staff capacity. 

A key directions paper agreed by the meeting summarised the following external and internal directions the campaign should take.

External directions

· GCE should balance previous work on primary education and gender equity by adopting active positions around the full EFA agenda; 

· In future years, GCE should strengthen the links between mass mobilisation and sustained policy influencing work, ensuring that the GAW was not simply a celebration, but raised awareness and had clear policy positions and impact at national and global level;

· GCE should focus more on building and strengthening national coalitions; 

· More work was needed to build trust between NGOs and unions;

· Learning from the successes of the previous five years, national coalitions were encouraged to deepen and extend their membership; sharpen their strategic focus; deepen their work on democratizing education policy making; and prioritise supporting the emergence of new national alliances/campaigns; 

· GCE should also sharpen its targets at the global level, including an increased focus on barriers to EFA outside the education sector; and

· GCE should always add value, and not duplicate the work of its members.

Internal directions 

To deliver this ambitious agenda, radical changes were made to GCE’s internal structures: 

· All funds would be pooled together. Over the first five years, the founder members funded specific posts or projects. In addition to members’ contributions, it was anticipated the GCE would raise core funding from other sources such as Hewlett Foundation, Commonwealth Education Fund and bilateral donors. 

· The Secretariat would expand to seven staff members (if funds allowed), and the global secretariat should be based in Johannesburg; 

· As funds permit, four further regional posts were proposed; 

· A stronger Board was agreed, plus separate post of Chair of the Board and President; and

· A new board was elected and 12 policy resolutions were passed.

3.3.7. Post-Johannesburg: The campaign gets dedicated resources

With the implementation of the Johannesburg resolutions, GCE achieved a degree of independence from the funding and influence of its founding agencies. It secured independent funding (see funding section, below) and greater transparency of its finances.

In August 2005, GCE  was legally registered in South Africa and the Netherlands and the Johannesburg office was opened. New staff were recruited and located in South Africa to co-ordinate Action Week, media, finance and administration. 

With the departure of Anne Jellema at the end of 2005 as Global Co-ordinator, there was a hiatus in the campaign as the Board sought a replacement to be based in South Africa. As the sub-group of the board were unable to find a suitable candidate prepared to locate in Johannesburg, they offered the role to a co-ordinator who would be based in London with frequent travel to South Africa. The current co-ordinator came into post on that basis in early 2007. 

Given the importance of the co-ordinator’s role to the success and cohesion of the coalition, this hiatus in making an appointment is felt by a number of interviewees to have stalled the development of the coalition during late 2005 and 2006. The fact that many of the issues identified at the Johannesburg Assembly (for example national capacity building, stronger regions, a closer link between mobilisation and policy demands) are the same as the issues raised in the round of interviews supporting this mid-term review suggests that there is some substance to this. 

Post-Johannesburg, Action Week grew more and more substantial, growing to five million people in 112 countries in 2005.  Again, details are given in the mass mobilisation section.  

Outside the Action Weeks, the campaign continued to maintain an advocacy presence at key international meetings on education. These included major donor meetings, the UNESCO High Level Group, the EFA Working Group and participation in the EFA GMR process. They also worked on the evolution of the Fast Track Initiative and engaged in advocacy work around IMF/World Bank meetings.

In February 2006, GCE’s strategy and work-plan committed to work on complementary and connected North/South advocacy strategies, and aspired to align their campaigning and key policy demands more effectively. They also committed to continue building capacity for Southern civil society so that they could be effective advocates for EFA.

In support of its strategy to build national coalitions, GCE has used the Education Watch and subsequent Real World Strategies programmes to support national coalitions with policy research and training. Education Watch is described by GCE as an “independent, alternative, citizen-based assessment of the status of basic education”.

In a speech to the Ministerial Round Table on EFA in October 2005, the President of GCE talked about the importance of building national level partnerships to deliver EFA, using Bangladesh as an example:

They [CAMPE and the Bangladeshi government] work hand-in-hand in planning and policy formulation, especially on girl’s education. The Government has become quite receptive to the Education Watch Report produced by civil society. A critical assessment is regularly carried out and published by CAMPE on various aspects of EFA.

From Education Watch grew the Real World Strategies, a programme funded by the Dutch government and managed by the regional platforms to increase civil society capability. There are some concerns about the extent to which RWS is linked to the rest of the campaign’s activities. This will be explored in the section on coalition building at a national level.

Having told the story of the coalition, the report turns to the central tasks of evaluating its impact and charting its future directions. 

4. Evaluation of past performance 

This section of the report seeks to evaluate GCE’s overall performance since its foundation in 1999. Compared with other similar studies, one of the difficulties we faced in evaluating GCE’s performance is that there is no single, overall strategy document that sets out a framework against which progress can be evaluated over the long term. This is a theme we will return to later in the report. Instead, GCE’s aims and objectives have developed as the organisation has grown, from its original focus on influencing the Dakar World Education Forum in 2000 to the long-term aims that are set out in its 2001 constitution (see appendix 1), and further refined in a series of planning documents. 

On the basis of the information available to us, we have approached the task of evaluation by dividing it into four distinct sections:

· Summary of main achievements and key challenges;

· Progress against the EFA goals; 

· Performance against three specific campaign objectives: mass mobilisation, policy change and coalition-building; and

· The quality of GCE as an organisation, focusing on structure, funding, products and media.

4.1. Summary of main achievements and key challenges

In general, the people we interviewed for this report were very positive about GCE and believed that its record over the past eight years is impressive. In the list below, they pointed to significant achievements in each of GCE’s core areas of mass mobilisation, policy change and coalition building. 

4.1.1.  Main achievements 

i) Building a global coalition that speaks with a single voice on EFA

Bringing together a coherent coalition that includes international NGOs, teaching unions and national networks under a single, global campaign umbrella that speaks with a common voice on EFA. While this has sometimes been difficult to manage given different interests and traditions, it is seen as a powerful combination that has added both value and collective authority. Many regard this as a unique achievement, and GCE’s role in this regard is compared favourably with the experience of other sectors such as health and water. 

ii) Raising awareness and visibility of education

Raising global public awareness about the EFA goals and increasing the visibility and profile of basic education in the international community. 

iii) Influencing the Dakar Forum

Successfully influencing the Dakar Education for All Forum in 2000. GCE is seen to have drawn international attention to the crisis in education and the lack of progress since the 1990 Jomtien Conference. GCE is credited with shaping the framework of the EFA goals and successfully influencing the outcome of the meeting. 

iv) Mobilising through Global Action Week

Co-ordinating a hugely successful international mobilisation in the form of the Global Action Week. GAW has raised awareness of education and helped to keep it on the agenda, with some evidence of direct impact via a number of specific policy announcements made by national governments during GAW. GAW is also seen to have contributed to coalition building. 

v) Increasing civil society participation at the global level

Increasing civil society participation and carving out a role for itself as “the legitimate voice of civil society” on education at the global level. GCE has seats in a number of key global fora, including the UNESCO High Level Group and EFA Working Group, the FTI Steering Committee, UNGEI and the GMR Editorial Board. 

vi) High level access and successful northern lobbying

Gaining high-level access to key decision-makers and using its position to lobby successfully with northern-based institutions. Specific examples of success are identified as increased donor resources for education (although there is some disagreement about the significance of these increases), helping to change the World Bank’s policy on user fees, influencing the development of UNESCO’s benchmarks on literacy and, above all, the launch and evolution of the Fast-Track Initiative. 

vii) Contributing to the abolition of school fees in some countries

GCE and its members are also perceived to have contributed to specific policy changes in some countries in the South – the most frequently mentioned example is the abolition of school fees in a number of countries in Africa. 

viii) Enabling and supporting national coalitions in some countries

GCE is seen to have had some success in enabling and supporting national coalitions. For some, simply being part of a global movement has increased their confidence and enhanced their impact. More directly, through initiatives such as the Commonwealth Education Fund (in which GCE was instrumental) and now the Real World Strategies, GCE is seen to have begun to strengthen civil society participation and has contributed to coalition building in specific countries. 

4.1.2. Key challenges  

Despite GCE’s considerable successes, we also observed challenges and areas of relative weakness. The most significant weakness that emerged was a lack of overall strategic direction, resulting from GCE’s consensual and gradualist approach. This is a theme we will return to. Meanwhile, perhaps unsurprisingly, many of the specific challenges or weaknesses identified represent the flip side of the coin to GCE’s main achievements. 

i) Continuing tensions between NGOs and unions at the national level 
The relationship between NGOs and unions has been more problematic at the national level than at the international level. While some say it is getting better, others say it continues to be a problem. 

ii) Education remains a “second tier” issue

While GCE has had some success in putting education on the agenda, it is still regarded as a “second tier” issue compared with, for example health (particularly HIV and AIDS). Arguably GCE has yet to break through this barrier at both the political level and the public level. 

iii) The EFA goals will be missed and the campaign will be seen to fail

Having helped to frame the EFA goals, GCE must face the fact that unless progress is accelerated, the goals will be missed and the campaign will be deemed to have failed. GCE is also criticised for focussing on UPE at the expense of a holistic approach that includes all of the goals, and in particular for failing to give adequate priority to adult literacy. 

iv) The full potential of GAW has not yet been realised 

Despite a real emotional attachment to GAW and pride in success, insiders readily identify its weaknesses. It is not sufficiently linked to GCE’s policy and lobbying work, which means that the platform that has been built through GAW has not been fully capitalised There is agreement that action needs to be sustained beyond GAW, and that commitments made during GAW need to be monitored. Practical issues such as delays identifying themes and delivering funds and materials also emerged as frequent criticisms by members.

v) GCE must support increased impact at the national level 

GCE is seen to have had most impact on policy at global level, but there is widespread acceptance of the fact that delivery of the EFA goals is mainly determined by national governments. Here, performance has been patchy and dependent on individual coalitions. There are differing views as to whether GCE’s coalition-building work has been too top-down.  Nevertheless, members clearly want GCE to do more to support national coalitions and regional networks, and this, along with promoting better links between members, was identified as an area for improvement by the highest number of questionnaire respondents. 

vi) Increases in aid are insufficient

While some credit GCE with having contributed to increases in aid to education, many more point out that these have been insufficient, less than what donors have promised and significantly less than what is needed to meet the EFA goals. 

vii) GCE risks becoming too much of an insider

GCE has been criticised by some as being too-northern focussed in its lobbying, too close to northern-based institutions, and too much of an insider, with the associated risks of being captured or co-opted. Some feel it is danger of losing its “social activism roots” and “just becoming another international player”. 

viii) GCE’s communications work has been weak

GCE is seen to have been weak at communications work, and has punched below its weight in the global media. 

4.2. Progress on the EFA Goals 

GCE is inextricably linked to the EFA goals. The majority of internal interviewees spontaneously identified the six EFA goals as being the objectives of the campaign, whilst a Board Member described them as being “GCE’s raison d’etre from the outset”. Given the extent to which the EFA goals define GCE, examining progress on these goals must form key part of the evaluation. 

The summary message here is that while some progress has been made – more children in school, more countries closing the gender gap (at least in primary education) and more countries monitoring quality – and these gains should be acknowledged and celebrated, progress is much too slow across the board. The stark reality is that without a step-change in the rate of progress, the 2015 EFA goals will be missed, and those who champion them will be seen to have failed in their mission. This represents a key challenge for GCE, for whom shaping and promoting the EFA goals has been a touchstone of the campaign. A coalition member anticipated the risk: “It’s a bit like the Tobin Network. As soon as it became clear that the Tobin Tax was never going to happen, you didn’t have a network. Does GCE run the same risk?” 

Detailed progress on all six of the EFA goals is reported annually in UNESCO’s Global Monitoring Report (GMR). As with all international development statistics, there is an inevitable time lag. While the 2008 GMR, due to be published in December 2007, will give data for 2005, the information below is take from the 2007 GMR and gives information only up to 2004. The headline statistics for each goal are as follows: 

4.2.1. Expanding early childhood education and care

Pre-primary education is spreading, but very slowly. 124 million children were enrolled in pre-primary education in 2004; a 10.7% increase over 1999. 

Figure 2: Total pre-primary enrolment at the end of the school year
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Source: UNESCO (2006), EFA Global Monitoring Report, statistical table 3B.
4.2.2. Universal Primary Education by 2015

Progress has been made since Dakar, and globally, the net enrolment ratio (NER) rose from 83% in 1999 to 86% in 2004. Significant progress was made in the regions with the lowest coverage (see figure 3, below): the average NER increased from 55% to 65% in sub-Saharan Africa and from 77% to 86% in South and West Asia. However, retention and completion rates are still concerning. UNESCO estimates that the number of children out of school globally still stands at around 77 million in 2004, down from an estimated 100m in 1999 (see figure  (see figure , below). The current rate of progress is not sufficient to meet the EFA and Millennium Development Goal of UPE by 2015. 

Figure 3: Change in net primary enrolment ratio between 1999 and 2004 (in percentage points)
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Source: UNESCO (2006), EFA Global Monitoring Report, statistical table 5.

Figure 4: Estimated numbers of children out of school
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Source: UNESCO (2006), EFA Global Monitoring Report, p.28.

4.2.3. Learning and life skills programmes 

The 2008 GMR promises a more systematic assessment of progress, whilst the 2007 report simply notes the difficulties of grasping the concept and constructing a framework against which progress can be measured. 

4.2.4. A 50% improvement in adult literacy by 2015 

Between 1999 and 2004 global adult literacy rates increased from 75% to 82% but an estimated 781 million adults worldwide have not acquired minimal literacy. 64% of them are women. Most live in South and West Asia, sub-Saharan Africa and East Asia. The 2007 GMR warns that without a concerted effort by national governments and the international community, the 2015 goal will be missed, as the number of illiterate adults will decline by only 100 million. 

Figure 5: Estimated number of adult illiterates (aged 15+)
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4.2.5. Gender parity by 2005, gender equality by 2015 

While the 2007 GMR states that considerable progress is being made towards gender parity, it is clear that the 2005 goal has been missed. 2004 data shows that around two-third of the countries with data available have achieved gender parity in primary education, though disparities remain pronounced at secondary level. 

4.2.6. Improving the quality of education 

The 2007 GMR noted that national assessments of learning outcomes had become more prevalent in recent years, and that while they differed widely in terms of data, they indicated a trend towards greater national efforts to monitor quality. The GMR examined pupil/teacher ratios – a key quality indicator – and reported declines in most regions between 1999 and 2004 (a declining ratio means fewer pupils per teacher, which is positive). 84% of countries had a ratio below 40 pupils to one teacher (the desirable maximum). In countries where this ratio did rise, it was the result of teacher recruitment not increasing sufficiently to match higher enrolment rates. Teacher training statistics, which offer some indication of the likely quality of teaching, found that in half of the countries with data in 2004, one fifth of teachers lacked pedagogical training. While the percentage of trained primary teachers increased slightly between 1999 and 2004 in the 41 countries with data, it fell in fifteen of these. 

4.2.7. GCE’s contribution to progress on the EFA goals

Given the central significance of the goals to the campaign, we would have expected internal interviewees to couch their assessment of GCE’s main achievements in terms of the campaign’s direct contribution towards progress on the EFA goals. Revealingly, hardly anyone did. Externally too, no-one we interviewed credited GCE with having a direct impact on the EFA goals, though many respondents praised the campaign for raising awareness about the goals and for putting them on the agenda of national governments and international institutions.  

The same was generally true of questionnaire respondents. Asked to list up to three main achievements by GCE, we collated 98 responses covering 46 separate issues. Of these, only two were directly related to progress on the EFA goals: one respondent highlighted “the reduction in children out of school from 100 million to 80 million”, while another pointed to “progress on girls’ education”. By contrast, nine respondents identified “raising awareness of the EFA goals” as a key achievement, while four credited it with “bringing civil society organisations together on EFA” and two pointed to “enhanced co-operation with governments on EFA”. 

Similarly, when national coalitions were asked in the survey about their country’s record on EFA since 2000, fourteen were able to identify positive progress on specific EFA goals. Asked what contribution GCE had made to this, coalitions pointed to mobilisation via the GAW (3), giving direction/aiding campaign planning (3), raising awareness (2), information sharing and networking (2) and funding national campaigns (2). With the exception of Benin, where it was felt that GCE had played a major role through continuous pressure and reminding government of its commitments, coalitions were essentially identifying GCE’s indirect contribution to the EFA goals. 

When we asked about GCE’s impact on specific EFA goals, members responding to the questionnaire believed that GCE has made by far the largest impact on universal primary education. (see figure 6, below).
Figure 6: What impact do you think GCE has had in contributing to progress in the following areas?
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Source: Firetail survey of GCE members, 2007 (total respondents = 35).

Figure 6 also shows that the fewest respondents rated increasing adult literacy and promoting skills of young people and adults as areas that GCE has had a high impact on. Furthermore, more respondents thought that GCE has had no impact on increasing adult literacy than any other area. 

Whilst it is useful to have this analysis, given the difficulty that members clearly experienced in attributing direct impact to GCE, we strongly suspect that what this graphic really captures is which goals have received the most attention from GCE and its members, with an underlying assumption that the areas of greatest effort have, in turn, had the greatest impact. 

Similar views about prioritisation were reflected in internal interviews, where there was an almost unanimous complaint that “GCE had focussed on UPE to exclusion of the other EFA goals.” This was also noted by an official from USAID: “There’s been too narrow a focus on UPE, you should look at all six goals. There was traction on UPE four years ago, that’s understandable, but now you should focus on all six”. However, a senior UNESCO official felt it was unfair to blame GCE for focussing on UPE, firmly holding donors responsible for “making UPE ‘flavour of the day’ in their struggle to demonstrate progress on the Millennium Development Goals.” Other commentators also suggested that raising two of the EFA goals (UPE and gender) to MDGs had muddied the water somewhat by promoting a reductionist, rather than a holistic approach to Education for All.  

While progress on access was recognised, both internally and externally, there is a growing consensus that “it isn’t enough to get more bums on seats”, and that policy makers need to address the issues of quality and inclusion as well. “The focus should be on access, equity and quality together”, as one Board member summed it up. A DfID official pointed out that “there’s a huge spike with free education, but it falls off because of poor quality”. This echoed the remarks of a Mozambican official, who said that “the pressure must be for quality, nothing good comes from access alone”. While access continues to increase, policy makers pointed out that reaching the final 10% of children who are not in school would be challenging. A Board member echoed the same sentiment: “To meet the 2015 deadline for UPE, all of those children must be enrolled by 2010. It’s an impossible dream. There are lots of excluded groups, the hard-core poor – it’s a big challenge.” A further point raised by several external interviewees was that increased UPE was creating a demand for lower secondary education. “Everyone, including GCE, should be looking at lower secondary”, according to a member of the GMR team. 
At global level, it is clear that GCE has done little or no work on goals one (expanding early childhood education and care) and three (learning and life skills programmes), whilst the low level of priority accorded to adult literacy emerged as a source of frustration in countries where this remains a key issue. “Adult literacy has gone up in the last ten years so we’ve failed” a South African member complained.  Gender, by comparison, is an issue that GCE is seen to have taken up, but members rated its impact on this issue as mixed, often reflecting different experience in different countries. While one former Board member highlighted GCE’s efforts to put girls’ education on the agenda as a key achievement, another noted that despite GCE’s attempts to publicise this, the missed deadline of the 2005 gender parity goal attracted little attention. 
Moving forward, it appears to us that the framework of the EFA goals poses four challenges for GCE. First and most importantly, the entire campaign is based on delivering the EFA goals but it is becoming increasingly clear that these will be missed. This poses serious questions about GCE’s future strategy that we will return to later in the report. Secondly, it strikes us that strategically, it is unhelpful to cling to the EFA goals as “core objectives” when over the last eight years, it has proved impossible to say whether or not GCE has made any direct impact on them. Thirdly, it will become increasingly difficult to stick to the rhetoric of a holistic approach that incorporates all six goals when in practice, GCE does not deliver this. GCE should either walk the talk on this, or be transparent about the need for prioritisation. Finally, several external players clearly see the agenda moving on beyond the EFA goals, particularly in relation to growing importance of lower secondary education and beyond. This is something that GCE needs to factor in. 

4.3. Performance against specific campaign objectives - summary

For the purposes of this report, we have summarised the more detailed objectives of the campaign as being mass mobilisation, policy change and coalition building. GCE’s success in each of these areas is examined below. While we acknowledge that this is a simplification, some simplification of the campaign objectives is necessary for evaluation purposes. It also reflects the clear distinction made between various GCE activities as described by most interviewees. 

4.4. Campaign objective: mass mobilisation

This section of the report charts the growth of GCE as a mobilisation, noting the growth and impact of GCE’s annual Global Action Week (GAW). 

4.4.1. Summary 

GAW is seen as hugely successful, and is viewed by many as one of GCE’s main achievements. It is credited with raising awareness and putting Education for All on the agenda, with high level political buy-in and with some evidence of direct impact via a number of specific policy announcements made by national governments during GAW. GAW is also seen to have contributed to coalition building. Despite the huge emotional attachment that members have to GAW, they readily identify its weaknesses: it is not sufficient linked to GCE’s policy work and this in turn limits its impact; in many places, GCE has little or no visibility outside GAW, and even then, limited visibility outside capitals; it is easy for politicians to hijack it for their own purposes; and for some (but not all) there is a sense of GAW becoming “routinised and mechanised”, with an need to refresh the vision. 

4.4.2. History of the mobilisation

2000

GCE organised its first “Week of Action” in April 2000, a week before the Dakar World Education Forum. The idea behind the initiative was that NGOs, teachers and community groups around the world would sponsor events to draw public attention to the situation of education in their country. 

2001 and 2002 

Weeks of Action also took place in 2001 and 2002, when GCE organised the first mass scale Action Week, with activities in 90 countries focussed on the theme of user fees with the campaign “Every Child Free to Learn”. Beyond a few headlines, there are few details available on this mobilisation. 

From 2003, GCE has continued to theme its Global Action Week and has produced an annual ‘Big Book’ documenting activities and participation around the world. From these, it is possible to plot the growth of the mobilisation in terms of individuals, countries and organisations involved. 

Figure 7: Number of countries and people taking part in the Global Action Week between 2002 and 2006
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2003 

In 2003, the theme was girls’ education, and GCE organised “The World’s Biggest Lesson”, with more than two million children and adults in over 70 countries taking part in national events. The Presidents of Niger and Sierra Leone took part, as did education ministers in several countries. 

2004  

In 2004, GCE organised “The World’s Biggest Lobby” around the theme of “Missing an Education”, with more two million children in 117 countries lobbying decision-makers about their right to education. 14 heads of state and dozens of ministers were involved. Entries in the 2004 Big Book record the GAW resulting in specific action by up to a dozen countries, ranging from Kenya, where the Minister of Education agreed to write to all schools to ensure that they did not exclude children who could not afford uniforms; Bangladesh, where the Prime Minister pledged to provide free text books to all primary schools; the Dominican Republic, where the Education Minister agreed to abolish the system of parents paying teachers’ salaries; and the US, where Hillary Clinton announced an initiative to increase US aid to education to $2.5bn by 2009. 

2005

In April 2005 the campaign theme was “Educate to End Poverty”, linking education with the G8 and Millennium Summits on development that year. Over five million people in over 115 countries took part in the “Send My Friend to School” challenge, and made over three and half million cut out ‘friends’ or ‘buddies’, representing children out of school. This action was seen as a huge success, and the ‘buddies’ were used in a range of marches, exhibitions, rallies and meetings with Nelson Mandela, Tony Blair (as he prepared to chair the G8 Summit), and Nane Annan, (spouse of the former UN Secretary General), in advance of the UN Millennium + 5 Summit. Heads of State, 3,000 parliamentarians and 25 heads of state “went back to school” and many made pledges to bring about change in education in their countries. The Big Book records specific policy changes by national leaders in thirteen countries, including budget increases in the Ivory Coast, DRC and Niger and assurances that school fees would no longer be charged in Cameroon, Sierra Leone, Sudan and Burundi. Pressure in some donor countries also resulted in modest action, with both Canada and Spain making small increases to their FTI contributions, while Ireland announced that it would increase overall aid by 0.7% by 2012 with a corresponding increase in aid to education.

2006 

The theme of the 2006 mobilisation was “Every Child Needs a Teacher” and it was larger than ever, with over five and a half million people taking part in actions in over 120 countries. For the first time, the GAW was linked to specific set of policy demands for both rich and poor countries. Perhaps as a result, the 2006 Big Book records significant policy announcements on teachers in 17 countries. Highlights included an announcement by the President of Kenya to improve teachers’ welfare and increase their pay; the Ugandan Education Minister announced extra money to recruit 2,000 more teachers; the newly elected President of Peru promised a rise of 0.25% ($1.4m) in the education budget; the Prime Minister of Pakistan announced a budget increase for teachers; the Education Minister in Sri Lanka announced two new teacher training colleges, appealed for retired teachers to return and promise to recruit 4,000 new Tamil medium teachers; and both Ireland and Spain pledged to increase their funding of the FTI. 

4.4.3. Views on Global Action Week 

Internally, GAW is viewed as a huge success and as GCE’s main campaigning strength. In the words of one Board member, “it is one of the most recognised campaign movements in national, regional and international civil society”. A coalition member described GAW as being “as important to GCE as Red Nose Day to Comic Relief – if they only did that it would be worthwhile”. He went on to say “Each year, GAW does a job to show politicians that people care about these issues. It is used as evidence of public concern”.  
For some, GAW is successful in fostering collective action. One coalition member described it as “a good way for us to bring together school governing bodies, unions and early childhood campaigners. Every year, it has helped us come closer to the unions and raise the consciousness of education issues”.

GAW’s success in supporting development education was noted by campaigners in the UK: “It has mobilised a quarter of all the schools in the UK, it’s the biggest campaign schools have been involved in”. 

Externally, too, GAW was praised. “It is an annual reminder of keeping education on the agenda – important in a crowded market place”, as a member of the GMR team said, while a representative of a donor government described GAW as being “very effective – Ministers always want to be involved in it”. 

GAW has by far the greatest penetration among GCE members, with all questionnaire respondents reporting their involvement. By comparison, the next most inclusive activity, the School Report, involved 60% of respondents. GAW materials were rated more highly than other materials, with 79% respondents describing them as excellent or very good. Similarly, the Action Week Planning Group emerged as the most highly rated GCE structure, with its 73% rating its consultative approach as excellent or very good. Nearly all respondents - 31 out of 35 - felt that participation in GAW had enhanced their own work. GAW was regarded as one of GCE’s top three achievements by a significant number of respondents (17%), with a similar number saying that GAW was one of the three things they most valued about GCE. 

It is clear from these responses that GCE members have a huge emotional attachment to GAW, and everyone involved is justifiably proud of their collective efforts. GAW is seen as unique, and surpassing any other international mobilisations on international development issues. 

Nevertheless, we also heard a number of consistent criticisms. These ranged from practical concerns - several members complained that themes, materials and funding (the small grants GCE gives for GAW) arrived too late – to strategic concerns – that GAW is not sufficiently linked to GCE’s lobbying agenda, and that this, in turn, limits impact. A Board Member observed that “GAW has captured the imagination, the problem is, can we back it up with policy?” For him, one of GCE’s main weaknesses was the failure to have as much policy impact as the mobilisation could offer – “it hasn’t used its voice as well as it could have done”. A former Board Member who identified GAW as a key achievement nevertheless said there needed to be “less of a Guinness Book of Records approach to numbers and more focus on impact”. 
One former staff member commented that “GAW is not always linked to a specific event or summit – this is not an intelligent way to campaign”. She suggested that making the link between policy and the mass public story was necessary to get international media coverage. A Board member said, “GCE does need to ensure that the points when it raises its profile are chosen strategically, so that the maximum influence on decision-makers can be achieved”.
Several internal interviewees felt that GCE was only visible during GAW in many countries and even then, events were limited to the big cities. For a coalition member, “Action week offers a clear international demand but it needs to be made more fully indigenous”. Failure adequately to link one GAW to another, and make it feel like an incremental process was identified as a problem, with a couple of insiders urging more consistency, rather than lurching from one policy priority to another. 

In interviews, some people commented that in Action Weeks, the action was more memorable than the theme and that 2005 was a good example of this. Despite the theme being developed in a bottom-up and collaborative way, Action Weeks were remembered because of their memorable actions – such as “Send my Friend” or “Back to School”. The implication is that the theme of Action Week over this period was relatively less important, because they were primarily celebratory and solidarity moments.

While GCE’s success in sustaining and indeed growing such a significant mobilisation over five years was recognised, some felt that it was time for a change. “Action Weeks are now routinised, mechanised – there’s a desire to do more”, as one coalition member put it. While a senior UNESCO official felt that GAW has so far managed to maintain a sense of excitement, he too warned of it becoming “too mechanised, just another UN Day”. Another suggested that “GAW has opened up space for a deeper discussion in some countries – they know about GAW and they expect it – is it time for a re-think?” Another coalition member asked whether “they are doing it like that because they’ve always done it like that? Are they too comfortable? Should they change it, align it better to targets? You only do things to make an impact. What’s the impact?” 
A further concern raised about GAW was that of co-option: the involvement and/or endorsement of governments and international institutions were mentioned by several internal interviewees as being problematic. In the 2004 Big Book, GCE acknowledged the support of UNESCO, UNICEF and the International Labour Organisation in supporting Action Week. The relationship between UNESCO and GCE in terms of Action Week has been a source of some tension, with some GCE members describing a sense that UNESCO had tried to “hijack” Action Week as a UNESCO-owned event. GCE has worked to clarify ownership and the independence of Action Week from UNESCO and as a consequence it was felt that UNESCO had stepped back from supporting Action Week, especially in 2007. 

This has resulted in a fall in the total number of countries participating in Action Week, as some national level activity was organised by UNESCO. However, these are not countries with significant popular mobilisations, so the impact on the number of participants has not been significantly affected.
In Canada, GAW is funded by the government, and one of the researchers interviewed for this project pointed to at least two African countries where the same situation exists. She commented, “It’s a gimmick. Everyone agrees on the importance of educating children, it’s a motherhood and apple pie issue”. 

Even where funding was not the issue, there are clearly concerns about GAW being “captured” by governments. Despite the fact that GCE can point to many examples of where GAW has led to specific policy announcements, without adequate monitoring to ensure that these commitments are implemented, there is a danger of GAW simply providing politicians with a platform. A staff member said that this was already recognised by the more savvy coalitions, who wanted to do accountability work around commitments made during GAW. Without this, there is a real danger of GAW engaging in what one critic described it as being little more than “symbolic advocacy”.

4.5. Campaign objective: policy change 

We have further broken down the policy change objective to examine some of the specific policy demands that GCE has made over the last eight years. As with overall objectives, GCE’s policy objectives have been through a number iterations since 1999; key ones including its nine bottom line demands for the original Dakar meeting, the calls set out in its 2001 constitution, the demands highlighted on its website and the more detailed policy propositions articulated in its various policy papers. For the purposes of this report, we have focussed on the following core policy change objectives that appear to capture, both to us as evaluators and to the majority of interviewees, the majority of GCE’s work in this area:

· Influencing the Dakar Forum; 

· Increasing civil society participation in EFA policy making at national and international level; 

· Increasing donor funding for education from aid and debt relief (with lobbying around the FTI as a sub-set of this); 

· Increasing national expenditure on basic education (to 20% of national budgets and 6% GDP on education, and half of that on basic education); and

· Achieving free and compulsory education – abolishing user fees and all cost sharing/cost-recovery mechanisms.

4.5.1. Summary

GCE is seen to have had significant impact on policy, especially at global level. It is credited with successfully influencing the outcomes of the Dakar World Education Forum in 2000. It has been very successful at increasing civil society participation at the global level, and this is reflected in the number of seats it occupies in key international fora. However, some criticise GCE for becoming too close to these institutions, while others question the continuing usefulness of some of these fora themselves. At national level, while there are some examples of increased civil society participation in education policy-making, we did not find sufficient evidence to draw a firm conclusion at this stage. 

Many credit GCE and its members with successfully lobbying donors to increase aid to education, but many more point out that these increases are well short of the levels required to achieve Education for All. GCE is seen to have played a key role in the evolution of the Fast-Track Initiative, and for many this represents a key achievement. For others who remain sceptical about the impact of FTI, it is seen to have taken up too much of GCE’s time and skewed its priorities towards a northern-focussed lobbying agenda. 

GCE is seen to have less impact on increasing national expenditure on education, despite the fact that this is regarded by many as a higher priority. Beyond a handful of specific examples, there is insufficient evidence to make an overall assessment of GCE’s progress on this objective. 

GCE members believe that they have had an impact on the abolition of school fees in specific countries, including Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Sierra Leone, Cameroon, Burundi and Sudan. GAW announcements point to direct attribution in some cases, but it has not always been possible to confirm subsequent implementation. GCE is also credited with having helped change World Bank policy on user fees in 2002, and this is ranked as a main achievement by some interviewees.  

4.5.2. Influencing the outcome of Dakar Forum 

Prior to the 2000 Dakar Forum, GCE agreed nine bottom line policy demands (see appendix 2). Well-organised media work and lobbying led to significant achievements, and a Board member noted that there was “no comparison to Jomtien ten years before”. A detailed analysis prepared at the time by the Elimu campaign compared early drafts with the final text of the Dakar framework for action (see appendix 3). It highlighted significant gains as a result of GCE lobbying on four key issues: acceptance of ‘free and compulsory’ education; CSOs recognised as full partners rather than merely service providers; democratisation of EFA structures, with civil society engagement specified as essential at all levels; and clear, time bound national follow-up, with national EFA plans developed by 2002 with CSO participation. Good progress was recorded on a further four issues and at least some progress on a final four. This evidence allows GCE to claim considerable success in influencing the Dakar Forum.  

4.5.3. Increased civil society participation in education policy making

Back in 1999, one of GCE’s core aims was to increase the level of civil society participation in policy making on education at national and international level, starting with the Dakar Forum itself. On this, there is general consensus that GCE succeeded. Anne Jellama’s internal report of the meeting for ActionAid points out that GCE secured places for all of its nominated representatives (from Brazil, India, Senegal and the UK) on the two key drafting committees, lobbied UNESCO successfully to allow many more NGOs into the Forum and demanded and received a slot on the formal agenda to report back on the earlier NGO Forum, plus a speaking slot at the final press conference. 

Globally, GCE has built on its early success, securing a seat at the table in key international fora, including UNESCO’s High Level Group (HLG), the EFA Working Group, and the Steering Committee of the Fast Track Initiative (FTI), UNGEI and the Editorial Board for the GMR, plus various sub-groups. 

Academic research underlines this success stating, “INGOs have been quite successful in reinforcing the idea that civil society organisations are seen and treated as legitimate participants in education policy making at international and national level. UNESCO and the World Bank have given whole-hearted endorsement of the notion of NGOs as “policy partners” while at the country level, it is increasingly common to see donor organisations demand NGO participation in educational planning and programmes”. 

The same point was made by a Board member, who said, “There has been a change in the partnership culture, with governments and international institutions paying more attention to civil society. There is more participation in planning, and a stronger voice, for example through GCE’s participation in FTI and the UNESCO HLG”.  

A member of the GMR team commented, “GCE has been successful at international level, it has achieved high level access, it is standard for Ministers to engage and it has a role in FTI, UNESCO and the World Bank”. 

Internal commentators also point to this as a key success for GCE. “GCE has successfully positioned itself as a heavy-duty advocator and achieved high level seats in the inter-governmental institutions” said one, while another noted “GCE has penetrated the international architecture as “the” legitimate voice of civil society on education for all”. 
However, another of GCE’s longstanding friends regarded its position as ‘the’ legitimate voice, as opposed to ‘a’ legitimate voice on education with more concern. Her view was that articulating a single civil society voice in international fora risked eliminating diversity, particularly when “GCE always uses the same spokespeople to carry the message.” The complaint that “it’s always the same faces around the table” came up in external interviews too, with an FTI official saying that “GCE has a bit of a monopoly on the market – they are our first port of call, but there has been a bit of a push back on that”. He suggested that GCE “could do better in bringing partners in the South to the table – getting these additional voices is important”. 
Another interviewee expressed concern that working so closely with the inter-governmental institutions left GCE open to the risk of being “captured” or co-opted. She suggested that in her experience, “donors sometimes use GCE to express the views they are unable articulate themselves in these meetings”, and that as a result, “the voices of developing countries are not heard enough”. An academic researcher attributed GCE’s early lobbying successes to staff in member agencies having personal links with key decision-makers but suggested that was a problem and “in some ways, we are all listening to the same discourse”. 
A former Board Member was clear that “the seat at the table should be for robust engagement not cosying and moseying. Influencing the powerful depends on personal relationships, is too cosy and is done to the detriment of developing country voices”. 

Exactly the same sentiment was expressed by a member of the GMR team. “Being too close to the corridors of power risks losing your oppositional discourse, and losing contact with your base and its original impetus – you can become just another player”. He warned that GCE could “lose its social activism roots by being too close”. He identified the contradictory pressures in all organisations, one to engage and one to withdraw. He observed, “GCE haven’t used the power of withdrawal effectively, or at all”. 

He made a related point about the questionable effectiveness of some of the fora in which GCE occupies a space. Specific concerns about FTI are included later in the report, but personally, he would “stop the High Level Group in its current format, it’s just collective self-delusion”. He recommended that “it should be re-structured with clear outcomes - GCE should do a three pager on what’s wrong with it and why they won’t participate until that changes”. 

A coalition member also wondered whether  “what they [GCE] are doing with UNESCO is of great added value? The High Level Meetings don’t seem that high level to me”, while a Board Member suggested that, in relation to the High Level Group, “it would have been better to walk out long ago”. The same frustration with UNESCO was voiced by another Board member. “UNESCO is a mess, although that isn’t a change. UNESCO has been a mess all along. UNESCO’s Secretariat has responsibility for monitoring commitments to EFA but it has done virtually nothing”. However, a staff member felt that “you can’t just withdraw, you need to offer alternatives – is there a wider issue about international architecture here?”  Interestingly, this echoed a criticism made about GCE’s stance on UNGEI in a risk assessment by one of GCE’s funders: “GCE sees UNGEI as a paralysed and ineffective body that is failing its mandate, but has not vigorously sought alternative and consistent ways of addressing the gender dimensions of EFA”. 

This points to the conclusion that whilst GCE has been very successful in commanding civil society space at the international level, there are ongoing concerns about where, how and when it uses that space. This may be an inevitable consequence of the tension between embracing grassroots, bottom-up ethos on the one hand and seeking to engage with a series of northern-dominated institutions, which, for some, is an inherently elitist activity. While it is clear there is already internal debate on this, it was suggested that this tends to be led by those who are already engaged, making it difficult for those who are not to contradict them. Going forward, we suggest that this debate about insider/outsider strategies is something GCE should address head-on. As one observer put it “GCE is strong enough to look at it”. GCE could tackle this by reviewing its various international seats firstly for their continuing relevance and effectiveness, and secondly with a view to agreeing GCE’s overall positioning vis-à-vis each of these institutions as a means of framing its ongoing engagement with them. A former Board member also urged GCE to occupy a more prominent space in some of the alternative international forums, such as the World Social Forum and the Education World Forum. 

Turning to the national level, one of the main ways that GCE has attempted to increase civil society participation in education policy has been through supporting specific initiatives aimed at building the capacity of national civil society organisations for advocacy, policy analysis and programme planning. These are examined in more detail in the following section on coalition building. 

Meanwhile, in interviews and key documents, we heard differing views about the extent to which national coalitions are successfully participating in policy dialogue. A representative of one funding organisation remarked that while he could see that successful engagement is happening at the international level with organisations like the World Bank and UNESCO, he cannot see this level of engagement at the national level yet. “Building capacity does not just mean getting national umbrella coalitions in place – it means enabling national and regional lobbyists of all types to engage with the relevant decision making bodies”. 
Similarly, the 2005 narrative report for the Hewlett funding proposal noted “we have not necessarily had as big an impact on policy change and participation at the national level as our potential suggests. For some coalitions this has been a source of dissatisfaction”. 
Meanwhile, a 2002 paper by Karen Mundy and Lynn Murphy concluded “it is too early to assess the influence of NGO networks on national education policy but stated, “it is significant that in most countries, NGO networks are being invited (often for the first time) to participate in national planning forums”. As one observer remarked: “there was no platform for civil society in Africa on education ten years ago and now there is – don’t underestimate the importance of this”.   
The CEF funded report “Driving the Bus: The Journey of National Education Coalitions” also noted the increasing extent to which civil society organisations were being invited to the government table. It attributed this to the fact that the EFA goals provided an ideal forum for governments and coalitions to come together around a shared agenda, noting elsewhere that both external funding and donor interest in civil society monitoring of government activity had contributed to greater levels of participation. 

The report highlights both positive and negative examples of civil society engagement in national processes. In Kenya, it described the working relationship as “much improved from five years ago, not least because almost 40% of the current government were members of civil society prior to the election in 2002. Although four years on this connection is wearing thin, in general government is seen as quite accommodating to civil society. The Ministry of Education has created political space for the national coalition, the Elimu Yetu Campaign. The coalition has been invited to donor meetings and government forums to discuss Kenya Education Sector Support Programme, and reforms pushed by EYC had been implemented by the government.” 
By contrast, in neighbouring Tanzania the government banned Haki Elimu, the outspoken advocacy group, and as a result, the national education coalition TEN/MET boycotted the government’s policy review. The 15 in-country donors could not agree a common position on the review going ahead without civil society participation, but as it was government-led, it went ahead anyway. 

Until RWS really takes off and provides comprehensive data, it is impossible to offer a comprehensive analysis of GCE’s success in contributing to increased civil society participation at national level. The best we can say at this point is that progress has been patchy, and dependent firstly on the amount political dialogue that exists in each national context, and secondly on the capacity of the national coalition to occupy the available space. As a senior UNESCO official pointed out, there is still a real job to do in terms of “changing the mind-set and sensitising national leaders in some countries of the benefits of civil society participation”. Looking to the future, this points to the importance of GCE taking these factors into account in its coalition-building work and rejecting a “one-size fits all” model. 

4.5.4. Increased donor funding for education from aid and debt relief (with lobbying around the FTI as a sub-set of this) 

According to the 2007 GMR, total aid commitments to education for developing countries expanded significantly between 2000 and 2004, from a total of $4.6bn to $8.5bn (2003 prices): an increase of 85%. Education’s share of total sector aid to LDCs rose from 12.7% to 17.3%. According to the 2007 GMR, “these increases in both the absolute levels of aid to education and in the shares suggest that advocates have had some success in raising awareness of the importance of education in the international community.” 
With regard to basic education, aid to all developing countries is estimated to have increased from $2.6bn to $4.4bn between 2000 and 2004. Nevertheless, the increase in aid falls well short of what is needed: the 2007 GMR estimates that aid to basic education remains at less half the amount needed annually, and that an extra $11bn a year in external funding is required to fund the full EFA agenda. 

Furthermore, the performance of donors is mixed: In 2003/04, France, Germany, Japan, the UK and the US contributed 72% of all bilateral aid to education, and for basic education, two-thirds was contributed by Canada, Japan, the Netherlands, the UK and the US. The GMR notes, “If aid to education is to increase significantly, more donors need to become more involved”. 

Statistics published by the OECD Development Assistance Committee after the 2007 GMR show that aid to basic education actually fell, to less than £3 billion in 2005. While this appears to be partly the result of accounting and reporting anomalies, it is nevertheless a real blow to campaigners, especially at the end of a year when international development topped the agenda. The 2005 G8 Summit committed donors to increase overall aid by $48 billion by 2010 as a contribution towards meeting the Millennium Development Goals, and included a specific commitment to supporting the FTI. If that extra money was delivered, GCE could reasonably hope that at the very least, aid to education would rise with the rising tide. However, progress since 2005 has been disappointing, and research by both Oxfam and DATA confirms that most G8 countries are so far failing to live up to the aid promises they made at Gleneagles. 

Academic research nevertheless backs the GMR’s overall assertion that there has been success in raising awareness of education in the international community. The work by Murphy and Mundy suggests that INGOs have helped to create a more focussed and sustained international debate about financing for EFA, and states that “ INGOs have been instrumental in pushing bilateral donors, international organisations and members of the Group of 7 industrialised countries to make concrete commitments of resources for EFA”. 

The same report goes on to note that in 2002, six donor governments made specific commitments to basic education including: 

· The Netherlands’ commitment of 135 million euros for education initiatives;

· The US’s pledge of $100m more for education in Africa over five years;

· Canada’s announcement that it would double its resources to education to $100m a year;

· The UK’s announcement of a significant increase in aid for education;

· Japan’s announcement of $2 billion for education over the next five years; and

· Norway’s announcement of a 15% increase as a percentage of ODA. 

The report notes that “it is impossible to say whether GCE is directly responsible for these new pledges, but clearly it has been at least partly responsible for establishing a climate in which making a pledge is increasingly important”. 

In the absence of an objective framework for assessing GCE’s impact on aid levels, we have gathered the following perceptions from questionnaire responses and interviews.

External players identified lobbying for more donor resources as being a key objective for GCE and some saw it as having impact here. As a DFID official put it, “GCE’s issue is getting donors to stump up”. An FTI official described GCE as being “very effective in lobbying on money, has profile with some (not all) donors, and has the legitimacy that comes from representing 400 organisations”.
Questionnaire responses confirm that half of GCE’s members believe that its lobbying has had at least some impact on donor financing, with 23% of respondents believing GCE has had high impact on this area of policy. Three respondents identified this as one of GCE’s top three achievements. However, this was far outweighed by the number who identified this as an area of relative weakness for GCE. Seven respondents identified “failing to make rich countries increase resources sufficiently” as being a key area of weakness for GCE – one of the highest scores in this category. 

The same sense of recognising limited progress whilst condemning overall miserliness pervaded the internal interviews. In a sentiment echoed by others, one Board member commented “there has been some success on additional resources for education, and GCE deserves credit for FTI, but aid levels are not up to the mark …the real disappointment is that donors haven’t delivered enough new money”. 

One internal interviewee suggested that GCE might have reached the limits of lobbying for additional resources, and needed a new tack. External interviewees also suggested that in future, GCE would gain more traction if it either refreshed its arguments or tailored them to individual donors rather better. A World Bank official said “the basic fact is that you’re looking at new light on old issues, you need to appeal to the moral consciences of these actions and given examples of good and bad practice”. The same sentiment was expressed by a BMZ official who said the problem was that GCE “were not differentiating the message enough – you need to do this, if not, asking for more money becomes a broken record”. 
Where increases in aid have been announced as part of GCE’s Global Action Week, it is reasonable to attribute at least some of the credit to GCE and its members. As noted above, the 2004 Big Book records progress in the US, where Hillary Clinton announced an initiative to increase US aid to education to $2.5bn by 2009. In 2005, the Irish Government took the opportunity of the Global Action Week to announce its intention to give 0.7% of GNP by 2012, with a corresponding increase in aid to education. 

In interviews, GCE and its members were also credited with having influenced the policy of other individual donors – the UK and the Netherlands were most often mentioned in this context. In the Netherlands, an official who noted that any policy change is difficult to attribute nevertheless said that in her view “GCE and its partners in the Netherlands were a factor in the Dutch Government’s promise to dedicate 15% of its development budget to education”. A former DfID official attributed increases in UK aid to education to “a three way coalition of political will, NGO advocacy and technical expertise – they all came together in 2004/05”. While GCE members could not claim all of the credit, it was “a catalyst”. 

He also suggested that “from the outside, it looks as if Germany has also been influenced – there was little interest in education at the beginning of 2007 but the G8 ended up with a commitment to fill the FTI funding gap”. However, this view was contradicted by the BMZ representative who felt “it was impossible to say if CSOs have had any impact on Germany’s 2007 financing contribution – my cynical view is that that was down to the UK”, and in any case, the commitment was “hardly a drop in the bucket”. 

Others supported the view that there was little evidence of impact. A CIDA representative said she “didn’t feel that GCE has influenced the debate on aid levels in Canada” but admitted that was hard to do.

GCE was also criticised for failing to put enough pressure on other donors. A former DFID official urged GCE to “look at other donors more – many of the big players don’t give a lot to education, or if they do, not to basic education – the US, the French, Japan – they don’t target the poorest or give much to basic education”. It was clearly felt that there was more scope for GCE to take up this issue in future. As another official pointed out” “It’s a good time to look at the US because of the Presidency – there could be a new big push on education”. 

On the other hand, some interviewees suggested that in future, GCE should pay more attention to aid quality issues, and to lobbying for more effective use of existing resources. A World Bank official was clear that current levels of aid could have more impact if they were better used, and said “the focus should be on the “better aid” arguments, not just “more aid”. An FTI official suggested that “a more sophisticated advocacy campaign would help …not just about more money, but about better use of existing resources, tackling issues like aid tying, TA and consultancy fees. GCE can voice opinions on all of that”. 
However, one NGO policy analyst commented that the newfound emphasis on aid quality resulted from the fact that “we’re heartbroken that they haven’t delivered the increases, and most NGOs aren’t interested in campaigning for more aid” while an official commented that “the better aid argument is a cop-out for some donors”. Looking to the future, one Board Member urged GCE to be more bullish about education having a bigger share of the overall aid budget, suggesting 20% as a possible goal. A similar approach was mooted by another NGO adviser, who pointed to the Abuja declaration on health, which recommended a 15% spending goal, as a possible model. 

Fast-Track Initiative 
The Fast Track Initiative (FTI) was launched in 2002 to encourage a global compact that would lead to the development of credible education sector plans and to greater and more predictable funding. Five years on, after a slow start, 31 developing countries have had their plans endorsed by the FTI. FTI currently has a financing gap of $450m for 2007 (which the G8 pledged to fill in June 2007), and an estimated financing gap of $1.1bn in 2008. 

A large number of those interviewed pointed to FTI as being a key success for GCE – indeed “GCE’s big accomplishment” as one commentator described it. With its origins in Oxfam’s Global Action Plan, later refined by GCE as the Global Initiative, FTI is seen to have improved donor co-ordination on education at country level, contributed to the development of comprehensive national plans and helped make the case for long-term, flexible funding for education. Those closely involved suggest that GCE has helped to shape the evolution of the FTI. As one external observer put it “GCE did open it up beyond a “happy clappy donor club”. An internal observer pointed to Niger as “a good example of FTI delivering - it has increased funding and enrolments in a country traditionally regarded as a donor orphan – one of the things that FTI was meant to tackle.”

With a growing financing gap and complicated accounting that makes it difficult to track total commitments under FTI from individual donors to individual recipients, its success in increasing the overall level of funding for education – a key GCE objective at the outset - is more difficult to evaluate, as is GCE’s contribution to this. We do note that in 2005, both Canada and Spain announced modest increases in their contributions to FTI funds in connection with Global Action Week, and it seems reasonable to credit GCE with having influenced these decisions, along with increases announced by Spain and Ireland during GAW 2006. 

However, as staff readily acknowledge, focussing on the FTI shortfall risks missing the bigger picture on the overall resource gap. An FTI official suggested that the two could be combined via the “the story line that aid to basic education tripled between 2000 and 2004 and needs to triple again- funding the FTI shortfall is a down payment on that”. 

FTI represents a considerable investment of time and resources for GCE, with three GCE members holding civil society places on the FTI Steering Committee. At meetings, one of the donor representatives said that they were “articulate and clear” though she went on to say that “they should do more legwork in backrooms to get support for their ideas – they are not playing as well in this partnership as they could do. They should talk to people to share ideas, and get them on board before meetings – without that, they come across as GCE with an idea that is OK but not bang-on, and you need to be bang-on”. 
While FTI is widely regarded as a success story for GCE, it nevertheless continues to be controversial internally. Some critics have clearly never felt comfortable that the initiative is housed at the World Bank, whilst others point to its growing bureaucracy and slow delivery as evidence that it has yet to deliver real change. The same question as to “whether FTI is achieving anything at the moment” was voiced by World Bank insider. 

The most often voiced criticism of FTI in internal interviews was that it simply takes up too much of GCE’s time and attention. As the FTI Secretariat is northern-based and northern dominated, this in turn contributes to the criticism that GCE’s lobbying work is overly northern-focussed. Those not involved in FTI feel excluded, and a key campaigner pointed out that “FTI doesn’t lend itself to popular campaigning.” 

All of these comments underline the importance of GCE continuing to question its ongoing engagement with FTI, so as to ensure that both its own contribution and indeed the initiative itself are worth it. Hardly surprisingly, an FTI official said that GCE was right to “stick with the FTI and make it work better”. He pointed out “there’s no traction on anything else, donors are supportive now”. Meanwhile, a member of the GMR team recognised that on FTI, GCE was “in a bind as they’ve pressed hard on financing, and FTI does offer additional resources, so it is difficult to criticise it”. 

4.5.5. Increased national expenditure on basic education (to 6% GDP or 20% budget)

According to the GMR, government funding of education as a whole, and primary education in particular, is a key indicator of commitment to EFA. Most developed countries typically spend 5-6% of GDP. In 2004, the GMR reported that over half of the 124 developing countries with data were spending less than 4.8%, and in fifteen, including several far from achieving the EFA goals, including Pakistan and Niger, were spending less than 3%. There were exceptions though, with over 7% spending on education in Kenya, Cape Verde, Kuwait, Lesotho, Malaysia, Namibia and Tunisia.

The trend since 1999 has been mixed – out of 106 countries with comparable data for 1999 and 2004, two-thirds increased expenditure, some considerably, with increases of more than 30% in 18 countries. But education spending as a percentage of GNP fell in 41 countries, including in 12 out of the 21 Latin American countries with data and three of five countries in South and West Asia. 

As with donor financing, half of those who responded to the questionnaire believed that GCE and its members had had some impact on national funding for education, but 30% felt it had had only limited impact on this issue – significant given that at least one Board member identified this as the most important objective. Two internal interviewees commented that GCE had paid too much attention to donor funding at the expense of national funding. 

The questionnaire specifically asked members about their own experience of government funding in recent years. Like the GMR data, this resulted in a mixed picture. Whilst countries such as Bangladesh and Pakistan reported steady upward trends and Niger, Mauritania, Ethiopia and Zimbabwe noted increases since 2000, Zambia commented that the increase was insufficient whilst Honduras said increases had been taken up by administrative costs. 

The difficultly in evaluation terms is that even where members have indicated progressive increases in spending on education, once again there is little information other than anecdotes that give some insight into the impact that GCE and its members have had on this outcome, though we note that governments in Ivory Coast, DRC and Niger all made pledges to increase their funding of education during Global Action Week 2005. Meanwhile, a Board member who readily identified the problem of attribution nevertheless felt that the Philippines coalition could claim to have achieved a 2.7% increase in the education budget through lobbying. Beyond a handful of specific examples, there is insufficient evidence to make an overall assessment of GCE’s success in lobbying for increased national funding for basic education.  

4.5.6. Free and compulsory education  

The 2007 GMR reports that between 2000 and 2005, many countries abolished school fees including Lesotho (2000), Timor Leste (2001), Tanzania (2001), Cambodia (2001), Zambia (2002), Kenya (2003), Madagascar (2003), Benin (2004), Mozambique (2004), Vietnam (2004) and Burundi (2005). 

But it also noted that 43 countries still have no constitutional guarantee of free and compulsory education, and a World Bank study of 94 countries concluded that only 16 provided education with no direct costs to households. 

Questionnaire responses and interviews confirm the view that GCE and its members believe they have contributed to the abolition of school fees in a number of cases. This is regarded as a key success for the campaign, sixth on the list of key achievements mentioned by those responding to the questionnaire. The high profile campaign in Kenya was mentioned most often: “The Kenyan coalition were single-minded about school fees. They influenced all the party manifestos and made a big difference” according for a former member of staff. Members also pointed to a positive impact on government policy in Tanzania, Uganda, Sierra Leone, and Cameroon. The fact that leaders in Cameroon, Sierra Leone, Sudan and Burundi gave these assurances in the context of GCE’s Global Action Week is evidence of national coalitions having had real impact on these announcements. 

However, from this GAW list, we were only able to find confirmation that Burundi has actually dropped school fees to date. This underlines the importance of better monitoring and tracking of such commitments at national level so as to ensure that they are implemented.   

A similar note of caution was raised by an academic who has studied Kenya in detail. She feels that the coalition “fell apart” somewhat following its campaign success on fees as a result of having no agreed secondary objectives. She fears the reintroduction of fees through the back door in Kenya – where she says the Government has abolished fees three times -  unlike in Tanzania, where she says civil society organisations have been more vigilant about the risk of back-tracking. 

A final observation on user fees is that some of those involved with the campaign in the early days credit GCE with being instrumental in changing World Bank policy on school fees in 2002. An observer based in Washington at the time said, “The tide was already turning on this issue but GCE made a difference”.  Several internal interviewees mentioned this as being another key achievement for the GCE.

4.6. Campaign objective: coalition building 

In this section, we consider GCE’s success in coalition building at international, regional and national level. 

4.6.1. Summary 

At international level, GCE is seen to have been very successful in forging a coalition between international NGOs, teaching unions and national coalitions that speak with a single, authoritative voice on Education for All. For many, this is a key achievement. 

While GCE is seen to have had some success in enabling and supporting national coalitions through initiatives such as CEF and RWS, the bulk of its 2006-2010 RWS programme is still to be implemented, so it is not possible to offer a final verdict in this report. We note that despite its potential, RWS currently looks more like a “bolt-on” than an integral aspect of GCE’s programme. 

Despite their key role in managing RWS, there is a feeling that GCE not yet realised the full potential of regional networks, or reflected their contribution in its governance structures. 

4.6.2. The growth in membership 

As noted in the previous section on the history of the coalition, GCE was initially conceived of as a short-term coalition that brought together international NGOs and the teaching unions in order to influence the Dakar Forum. The first meeting in Brussels was attended by representatives of the four founding organisations (ActionAid, Oxfam International, Education International and the Global March Against Child Labour) plus southern partners in nine countries. 

By the time of the Dakar Education for All meeting in April 2000, members and affiliates of GCE included eight International NGOs and networks; National Networks and Coalitions in 38 countries and eight Regional Networks and Coalitions; with a total, official membership of 31. 

After the recent membership drive, GCE’s current membership stands at 25 international member organisations and 46 national member coalitions. 

Figure 8: Number of GCE Members from 1999 to 2007 (data is not available from 2001 – 2003)
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4.6.3. International level 

. 

At international level, there is an overwhelming consensus that GCE has succeeded in bringing together a powerful coalition that includes international NGOs, the teaching unions and national coalitions to campaign on a common EFA agenda. This is regarded as one of GCE’s main achievements by both internal and external interviewees. 

A funding organisation pointed out that “Before GCE, civil society in the education sector was a jamboree of NGOs that endorsed whatever came out of UNESCO. NGOs are now capable of co-ordinated lobbying and taking governments to task on their Dakar promises”. Similarly, a member of the GMR team credited GCE with “effectively bringing a coalition of NGOs together, aligning and co-ordinating a single voice”. . Meanwhile, an NGO policy adviser said “GCE’s biggest strength is bringing civil society together on education in a way that everyone accepts – the involvement of the unions from the outset was critical”. He went on to note that “You’re very lucky to have that on education – we’re beginning to do more work on health now and we’ve got nothing like that – it’s a real mess”. 
Bringing together, and holding together, a coalition that included both unions and NGOs was widely regarded as a strength even though players on both sides readily admitted the difficulties. A member of staff involved from the outset noted that at the beginning, working with the unions was a new thing and they were suspicious. Links between EI and Novib were seen to have made it work and built trust. She said “Union involvement certainly added political weight and legitimacy with the donor community. She went on to say that “there was a lack of union capacity, there were issues about styles and ways of working that were very different between Unions and NGOs”. Despite these evident tensions, “There has been baggage and mistrust on both sides but it has hung together – it’s time to go to the next level with that” as a Board Member put it, recognising the huge progress that has been made in bringing these very different organisations together at the global level. 

Other tensions within the coalition emerged in interviews, the main ones centring on the power balance between different players. For some, despite increased Southern representation, GCE still is perceived as being too Northern-dominated, and overly influenced by the founding international INGOs. One Board member commented that “there is a need for elder siblings (Oxfam, ActionAid etc) but GCE should not always use their techniques and follow their priorities.” However, as one seasoned observer remarked: “There are North/South tensions but that’s inevitable. You have to manage that because you can’t satisfy it”. 

Despite these tensions, GCE is a clearly a coalition that has stood the test of time, and committed to working together over long-term. Recognising the difficulties inherent in keeping such a diverse coalition together, a researcher who has studied GCE for many years believed that “GCE’s main achievement is that it still exists”. 
4.6.4. Regional and National level 

GCE’s constitution commits it to “promote the establishment of National coalitions and Regional networks of civil society organisations for the promotion of quality public education for all”. It says “GCE shall encourage the formation of one viable national coalition in a country and one regional network in a continent.” 

Promoting strong national coalitions and regional platforms has therefore been a key objective for GCE and the campaign plus its members have been involved with two separate initiatives aimed at supporting this. The first is the Commonwealth Education Fund (CEF), launched by UK Chancellor Gordon Brown in 2001 with an initial grant of £10 million. GCE members ActionAid, Oxfam and Save the Children Fund came together to manage the Fund, and helped to shape its focus on civil society input into EFA processes in 16 Commonwealth countries in Africa and Asia. 

A mid-term review in 2005 concluded that CEF was making a difference, and that coalitions were emerging or being strengthened. The review claimed to have identified 97 examples of changes to education policy and practice in which CEF had played a significant part. More generally, the initiative was seen to have raised awareness of the education MDGs (UPE and gender parity) and increased pressure on governments to deliver on them, including through emerging work on budget tracking. 

The second initiative, directly funded by GCE through a grant from the Dutch Government and managed by the regional platforms, is the Real World Strategies (RWS). RWS I essentially focussed on building institutional capacity, enabling new coalitions to come together or formalising their structures. RWS II, now being implemented, seeks to strengthen coalitions and facilitate the development of concrete, focussed national advocacy strategies, including policy research and budget monitoring. The funding proposal submitted to the Dutch Government for the current phase of the project noted that some achievements were already evident: “RWS is offering direct capacity-building support to civil society groups in 25 African and Asian countries. These groups are becoming better-organised, better-informed and more proactive in forging strategic partnerships for South-South or South-North collaboration.” 

It went on to note that partly as a result of capacity building through RWS, Asian coalitions co-ordinated by ASPBAE had produced the 2005 School Report on 14 countries in Asia and the Pacific. In Asia, RWS was also credited with directly supporting the setting up of coalitions in Indonesia, the Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea, as well as liaising with CEF in Pakistan and Nepal. In Africa, it was noted that 10 new coalitions had been formed in two years, in Sudan, Ethiopia, Lesotho, Botswana, Chad, DRC, Zimbabwe, Cote d’Ivoire, Mali and Namibia. 

The RWS Activity Plan for 2007 outlines an ambitious programme for expansion, with the project extending its focus from 29 to 43 countries, 20 in Africa, 11 in Asia and 12 in Latin America. It also sets out specific objectives including budget increases in 11 countries, triggering judicial processes on the right to education, specific lobbying in 20 countries and increasing aid to education. 

The current phase of RWS is planned to run from 2006-2010 and, as a result of previous delays, this work is still in its early days. It is therefore impossible to offer an objective evaluation of its success at this stage. The main observation we would make is that while RWS appears to us to exemplify the kind of work GCE should be developing in future, with separate funding and management through the regions, it currently looks more like a bolt-on than an integral part of GCE’s strategy. This is an issue we will return to. Meanwhile, we offer the following perceptions about GCE’s coalition-building work on the basis of interviews and questionnaire responses. 

Several interviewees in Africa felt that GCE had had some success in coalition building, and believed that initiatives such as RWS and Education Watch were very helpful.  “RWS has worked particularly well in teaching civil society in Africa to plan their campaigns and monitor education spending” according to one, while a member of the Latin American network observed that “RWS has been an extremely successful approach for strengthening national forums and bringing them into the GCE process”. 

We heard different views about union involvement in national coalitions, a key aspect of the RWS strategy. On the one hand, we were told, “a lot more interaction between Teachers’ unions and NGOs at the national level has been achieved though there is still along way to go”. On the other, another interviewee complained, “the relationship with the unions doesn’t work. It’s right and necessary to engage them but it’s hard work”.
At regional level, GCE currently has three networks with very different histories in Asia, Africa and Latin America, but no network at European level at present. The Asian network, ASPBAE, was founded over thirty years before GCE whereas the African network, ANCEFA, came together immediately after the Dakar Forum in 2000 with the aim of strengthening African voices in holding governments to account on EFA. One interviewee said, “ANCEFA played a huge role. It succeeded in bringing the African coalition together around a common policy agenda.” The Latin America Campaign for the Right to Education is the most recently established regional network. One former member of staff wondered if “members in Latin America feel their agenda is recognised – will they focus on their own new regional organisation in future?”
The main observation from interviews is that there seems to be some tension between the centre and the regions, between regional and national networks, and potentially between regions that are at different stages on EFA. This was remarked on by regional players in all three regions and by academics. “There is a vagueness about the role of regional organisations. While ASPBEA and ANCEFA have played a tangible role (though RWS for example) there is no specific position for regional coalitions in GCE’s governance structure”, according to one Board member. 

A former staff member pointed out that the regions were not involved in GAW – the “strong relationship is between the centre and the countries”. She suggested GCE needed to “get the regions into a better place – for example helping national coalitions with basic stuff on working together and models of coalitions”. At present, she felt regional networks were “the least effective thing”.
There is a clearly a sense of GCE having not quite got the regional level right yet, and this was underlined by questionnaire responses, with seven respondents highlighting the need for more support to regional work in future. GCE needs to address this, given that the regions represent such a source of opportunity in future, and it is important that decisions on their future are factored into governance arrangements. 

Meanwhile, GCE was criticised for poor geographic coverage in some regions, with one funder specifically identifying a need to strengthen GCE’s presence through the development of new national coalitions in the Middle East and Central and Eastern Europe. 

. 

A former member of staff pointed to GCE’s success in building strong coalitions in the North, pointing to the UK, Spain and Denmark. Nevertheless, a couple of questionnaire respondents based in weaker northern coalitions suggested that, subject to the availability of funds, GCE should consider financial support to Northern coalitions as well as to those in the South. 

GCE’s role in funding Southern coalitions was praised by a former Board member who remarked that “RWS and CEF have both helped – it’s difficult to get funds for advocacy, they’ve provided this”. 
However, we also heard some concerns about this funding role. As the CEF commissioned “Driving the Bus” report on national education coalitions noted, there is always the risk that international funding, whether it comes from INGOs, donors or initiatives such as CEF, distorts or undermines national efforts. As a result, one Board member suggested that some of the new coalitions that had emerged were “inauthentic”. The suggestion that GCE’s coalition-building had been too top-down came up in interviews with academics as well, but in contrast one former member of staff felt that “GCE has been as authentically bottom up as and international as any campaign” while another pointed out “How many coalitions would continue if GCE went away? In the end, that’s the true test of how bottom up it is”.
Members themselves are generally positive about GCE’s role in supporting their efforts. Of 35 questionnaire respondents, 31 felt GCE had enhanced their work via GAW, 25 valued its role in sharing information, 23 in promoting specific issues and, significantly, 18 – just over half – credited GCE with helping to formalise their coalition. Nevetheless, there is a clear demand from members for GCE to do more to work in supporting national coalitions in future. More questionnaire respondents identified this as a key weakness than any other issue (eight), with seven highlighting additional national support as being their main priority for the future. 

4.7. Assessment of GCE as an organisation

Structures, products, funding and media

4.7.1. Summary

Members are overwhelmingly positive about GCE and it is generally well perceived by its principle external interlocutors. Its small Secretariat is seen to have done an amazing job on a shoestring. Despite obvious tensions – NGOs/Unions or North/South – GCE’s Board is generally harmonious to the point of being overly “cosy” for one or two observers. Key products, such as the School Report, got a mixed reception from their target audience, often reflecting their ranking in the Report, while some individual publications were praised. Since pooling its resources and pursuing a strategy of securing high value grants from a small number organisations, GCE appears to have put is finances on a sound footing, though the importance of matching resources to expectations in future was noted. Media and communications work was seen as an area of relative weakness, with a feeling that GCE was punching below its current weight at a global level. 

4.7.2. Overall perceptions 

Both inside and outside the coalition, perceptions of GCE as an organisation are overwhelmingly positive. Externally, GCE was well regarded by those we interviewed. A senior World Bank official said that she had “a positive impression of the calibre of GCE’s work – it is informed, has technical competence and strategic vision”. She went on to say that CGE had done “a very savvy job of finding the pressure points and initiatives that helped”. Anne Jellama was identified as being “very impressive”, and someone she had “huge respect for”. One of the bilateral representatives on the FTI Steering Committee said, “GCE is well-respected, taken seriously”. 
Members responding to the questionnaire were generally satisfied with GCE. Asked how being part of GCE has fulfilled their expectations, 32% of respondents said completely, while 61% said satisfactorily. Only two respondents felt that participation had been “below expectations”. Members also identified the things that they most valued about GCE as: 

· Being part of a global movement and information sharing with other members (10 responses); 

· Campaign ideas and materials that inspired action ( 8 responses);

· Global Action Week (5 responses);

· High level lobbying and engagement (4 responses); and

· Fighting for education as right (4 responses).

While internal interviewees generally believed that GCE was well perceived by its main interlocutors, a slight note of caution was sounded by one commentator: “they are held intellectually in high regard but are they listened to? Do people pay lip service to them?”
4.7.3. Structures 

As noted in the History section, GCE’s structures – the World Assembly, Board and Secretariat – were put in place by the 2001 constitution, and further developed by the 2004 Johannesburg World Assembly. The aim from the outset has been to reject the creation of a strong, centralised bureaucracy in favour of harnessing the energies of the membership under loose co-ordination by a small secretariat. 

Asked to rate the effectiveness of individual GCE Structures, respondents rated the Action Week Planning Group most highly, with 73% describing it excellent or very good, and the World Assembly as the least effective, with only 38% rating it in the highest two categories. 68% of respondents rated the Secretariat as being excellent or very good, compared with a 52% figure for the Board.

Members are generally happy about their engagement with GCE’s Board and Secretariat, with 63% of respondents saying that they found it easy to engage and a further 31% finding this very easy. Only three respondents felt it was not easy or difficult to engage, and two respondents drew a distinction between the two structures, saying that it was easy to engage with the Secretariat but not easy or very difficult to engage with the Board. 

The Secretariat

There was high praise for the Secretariat from both internal and external interviewees. One funder said that “a lot of very effective work has been completed by a very small team” while a coalition member “The Secretariat has done an amazing job on a shoestring” and a Board member likened the former co-ordinator to “superwoman”. 

Moving the Secretariat to Johannesburg (albeit after a protracted internal debate) was regarded as a key success by a couple of Board members. Having a split Secretariat, with most staff in South Africa but the co-ordinator based in London with frequent travel to Johannesburg, was nevertheless seen to present some challenges. 

With an expanded Secretariat of seven staff, the need for a single, coherent work-plan, derived from an overall organisational strategy emerged as the main concern. Without that, there was a sense that staff lacked clarity about their own roles, and about how their work linked to other priorities. One member of staff felt that time was a real pressure here, saying that “we’re so operational, we need to make some time to think about strategy”. A former member of staff said that “the secretariat works in silos and needs to think carefully about teamwork”, and that there is a need to “get the shop in order, management wise”. 

One staff member did wonder whether an expanded Secretariat disempowered the Board. Another suggested that it had led to less buy in from funders. “When it was just Anne”, the staff member said, “the agencies were invested. I think they are sitting back now. They don’t feel as much ownership”. 

While staff turnover over the last couple of years was seen to have been a problem by one Board member, a risk appraisal by a one of GCE’s funders criticised the Board for the delay in replacing the co-ordinator. Amongst Board members, the general sense was that the Secretariat was “about the right size”, now, with the next step being the appointment of the planned regional advocacy posts, as resources allowed. Nevertheless, one of the three core funding organisations did question if GCE had sufficient staff to deliver its programme. 

The Board 

While it is not surprising for evaluations to reveal serious differences of opinion between key players, GCE’s Board is generally more harmonious, with one member saying that “overall, it’s a good, democratic team”. 
As noted earlier in this report, there have been tensions, especially between unions and NGOs, and between Northern and Southern representatives, and while these have improved, they have not gone away. A relatively new Board member complained, “GCE is still a Northern-led organisation. It is clear from Board meetings that not everyone has an equal voice – the members that provide the funding and have capacity to analyse education issues are setting the agenda”.  

While representatives of regional members do sit on the Board, the fact that regional networks are not explicitly represented in GCE’s governance structures was identified as a problem by two Board members. 

For two or three observers, lack of “churn” on the Board was felt to be a problem, contributing to skills gaps and a sense that, over time, people had become too comfortable with each other. “The Board is way too cosy”, according to one commentator.

Moving forward, this poses a challenge for GCE. On the one hand, it is clear that the long-term personal relationships that have built up over a long period of working together have established trust and helped manage tension. The fact that the Board works virtually, by telecon, means that knowing people personally becomes more important. At the same time, there is a real sense of needing to “bring in new blood” to reinvigorate the Board and fill any obvious skills gaps, such as lack of expertise in mass media. Getting the balance right seems to suggest the need for a gradual transition, rather than sudden change that could be destabilising. 

4.7.4. Products 

The members questionnaire confirmed a high level of satisfaction with the GCE’s key products:

· GAW materials were rated as excellent or very good by 79% respondents and 77% rated the Big Book as excellent or very good;

· E-newsletters and updates were rated as excellent or very good by 70% of respondents;

· School Reports were rated as excellent or very good by 68% of respondents; and

· Research papers were regarded as excellent or very good by 56% of respondents, as was the website. 

School Reports 

After GAW, the annual School Reports, started in 2004, represent the most significant investment of time and resources of all GCE products and merit a particular mention in this review. In interviews, we have invited feedback from donors. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the headline message is that those who do well in these reports like it and think it is influential, while those who are criticised don’t!  

A World Bank official recalled seeing the 2004/05 report and thought it was “a fantastic idea”, but did not remember seeing later editions. A former DfID official said, “it’s clever, effective and very helpful”. He pointed out that “Tony Blair was only getting a C to begin with, but over two years the UK increased spending and is now the second biggest funder”. In future, he urged GCE to undertake a similar report on developing countries. A Dutch official credited GCE with having “put pressure on donor governments through the School Reports” and regarded this as a key strength. She believed that “School reports also had a part to play in agreeing the target (15% of Dutch development aid for education) as they demonstrated the Netherlands slipping from 1st to 4th place”. Another British official said that naming and shaming helped, for example around the G8: “it’s a nice gimmick and it gets the others quite irritated”. 
This was clearly confirmed in other interviews.  A French official said that “we don’t agree with it – not because we’re not in a good position but the problem is that the marks and references are not fair”. He insisted that they do think seriously about their ODA position but if criticism is not on the proper basis, “it doesn’t help those of us on the right side of the argument to make the case”. 

A similar point was made by a CIDA official. “It’s impressionistic but we can’t use it. The President hates it. What would help is a single card that ranks Canada’s performance. There’s enough missing here in terms of rigour to mean it’s not much use”. 
A USAID official was even more dismissive. Asked about criticism of the US in the School Report, he simply said, “We just blow that off”. 

We did not question people about other GCE publications specifically, but note that those that were spontaneously mentioned in interviews most often were the benchmarks on adult literacy and recent report on the IMF, both of which were praised. 

4.7.5. Funding

Figure 9: GCE central funding
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For 2007, the coalition has a central budget of around R10m per year. Around 85% of the campaign’s annual income comes from three donors: the Hewlett Foundation (cR3.2m), the Commonwealth Education Fund (cR3m) and Novib (c.R2.4m). A further R1m comes via contributions from founding agencies Oxfam, Action Aid International and Education International. Membership fees contribute around R0.5m.

In addition to this central budget, the RWS is separately funded and administered. Funds for this project come from the Dutch Ministry of International Development, via Education International as the contracting party. The total programme value is worth EUR15m over five years.

Outside the central budget, member coalitions and networks contribute their own time and resources to the working of the campaign, especially around Global Action Weeks. Therefore, a top down picture of the money spent on behalf of the campaign is impossible to calculate.

Until mid 2005, the posts and projects of the campaign were separately funded by founder members, so data on financial performance is limited. In addition, funds were contributed in kind, so tracking historic finances is not possible.

As a consequence of the decision to strengthen the organisation at the Johannesburg World Assembly, the decision was made to establish bank accounts, legal entities and financial controls to allow improved management and control. The key decision was to pool funds, creating a distinct entity.

The board’s fundraising strategy has been to focus on fewer, higher value grant funds from large trusts and grant making bodies. The Hewlett Foundation, Commonwealth Education Fund, DGIS in the Netherlands and DfID in the UK are all examples of this strategy. GCE does not consider this relationship with a few large funders to be a risk, as it is often approached by grant-makers and believes there are many opportunities to secure funding for their mission. Furthermore, interviews with existing funders conducted as part of this review confirmed that they are generally impressed with GCE and want to continue funding it. 

The continued support of the founding agencies, the campaign’s unique position in international civil society and the fact that it offers an attractive proposition to funding bodies means that the campaign feels it will be able to secure sustainable funding over the next few years, although a member of staff emphasised the importance of ensuring that “expectations match resources”, especially with regard to the future funding of national-level work. 

4.7.6. Media 

This emerged as one area where GCE was acknowledged to be punching below its weight at the moment. Three Board members identified this as a problem, with one suggesting that even GAW was not being projected as effectively as it could be internationally. Communications work was also identified as an area of weakness by a couple of questionnaire respondents, while a member of staff said: “GCE is not getting the media or public recognition it should. We should do more alongside things like donor conferences – engaging the public, media and celebrities to tell our story”. 

Working with celebrities emerged as another tension between the different traditions represented in the coalition. As a result, Board Minutes reveal that approaches from both Queen Rania of Jordan and the Dalai Lama had not been pursued by the Board, whereas national coalitions had been free to develop their own links. The US coalition, for example, involved Angelina Jolie in GAW activities. While one Board member suggested that the he and others should do more to support media work, for example by helping to develop relationships with key journalists, it was noted by staff that the Board contained no media experts. 

5. Future directions 

This section of the report aims to provide a framework for debate on the future of the campaign. In order to discuss the future, it is necessary to understand how and why the coalition has reached this point. The previous sections provide a foundation for this debate, which is summarised below. Taking stock, there is much to celebrate, but the challenges facing the campaign are acute. The question is how GCE renews its vision and strategy to increase its impact.

We have sought the views of different stakeholder groups and presented separately the views of GCE members, internal stakeholders (the Board and GCE staff) and outside observers. 

We have found much consensus on the future direction. Many of the issues we report were first raised at the Johannesburg World Assembly. We have found less agreement on issues like the tone of the campaign, its model of engagement, the pace of change and the governance of the coalition. Therefore, we have divided these recommendations into two categories: consensus issues, where we have found much agreement among all parties; and issues for debate, where consultation is required and hard choices need to be made. 

The challenge presented by the second category is that they question some of the fundamental principles upon which the campaign has been founded. Changing the approach risks undermining the success of the campaign. Not changing risks a loss of momentum and a declining impact. Despite these risks, we found an appetite for debating these issues and a sense that the campaign was mature enough to have that conversation. We present the second category of issues as questions for debate.

5.1. Taking stock: Incredible Achievements, Incredible Challenges

As members prepare for the third World Assembly in Sao Paulo in January 2008, there is an opportunity to reflect on GCE’s record and take pride in what has been achieved:

· GCE has built a powerful, global coalition of international NGOs, teaching unions and national coalitions that speak with one voice on Education for All;

· It has inspired and mobilised millions of people in hundreds of countries through GAW, raising awareness and putting education on the agenda; 

· It has increased civil society participation in education policy-making, especially at global level, and gained a seat at the table in key fora;

· It has contributed to policy change in the North and the South;

· It has supported and enabled national coalitions. 

The first big message from this review is that all of these are substantial successes that should be celebrated. Looking back over the past eight years, GCE has created a unique platform for change. This is a real asset. 

However, the second big message that emerges from this review is that there is no room for complacency. GCE’s achievements are tempered by the increasingly urgent crisis in meeting the EFA goals. As noted in earlier sections, it is the perception of many inside and outside the campaign that GCE is inextricably linked to these goals. The stark message is that without accelerated progress, the EFA goals will be missed and those like GCE who champion them will ultimately be seen to have failed in their mission. 

The clear summary is that GCE has laid enviable foundations, but that “business as usual” is not the answer. There is a sense that GCE has gone as far as it can with its existing model. There are real strengths, but there are significant challenges, as the evaluation section has highlighted: 

· Education is still regarded as a second-tier issue;

· Donors are still not delivering enough aid; 

· The full potential of GAW – as something more than a celebratory action - has not yet been realised;

· Performance at country level is patchy, and dependent on national coalitions that need more support;

· There are concerns in some quarters that GCE has become to close to the institutions it seeks to influence; 

· Media work is not taking place in the context of a long term strategy. 

As one observer put it: “It’s got the buy-in, the North/South links, the regional coverage. Let’s maximise the impact of that. They have built a movement. They have supporters around the world who support them year on year. They need to up the ante, because time is running out. If we miss the EFA goals, we’ve failed. If we know that now, what do we do about it?”
Many of the building blocks are in place. GCE has an impressive array of assets, both globally and nationally, both intellectual and popular. But alongside this is a feeling, reported in many interviews, that the campaign lacks a sense of direction. As one observer commented: “They’ve built a movement, but if it’s not for anything, so what? They’ve established it, but now they have to move on”. 
GCE is approaching the mid-point of the EFA goals and of its own campaign. The challenge is to step back and revisit the core principles of the campaign, so that the coalition can deliver real change on Education for All in the years to 2015. 

5.2. Views from stakeholders

This section compares the views of members of the campaign, internal stakeholders and external observers. There was much commonality between the various groups, which is synthesised in the next section. In general, members tended to focus more on practical, operational issues and internal interviewees focused on broader strategic questions. However, members were also keen to be more involved in strategic debates.  External interviewees focused more on the policy priorities, often reflecting their own primary concerns.

Members 

Members responding to the questionnaire were very clear about what they wanted from GCE in future. The most widely held view was that national coalitions needed to be strengthened. This included capacity-building, training and better links between national coalitions. There was a clear view that stronger regions would result in stronger national coalitions.

Members identified the need for a more strategic approach in the future and were keen to play a role in strategy development. There was also some demand for Board decisions to be more transparent.

On Action Week, there were practical requests for themes, materials and updates to be made available earlier in the year. It was felt that many of these requests were already being addressed in the 2008 Action Week planning. There was also a demand to move beyond GAW – to increase local relevance, to demonstrate more continuity across Action Weeks and to create more opportunities for action throughout a year. 

On policy priorities, they wanted to find new and better ways of getting donors to deliver on aid and they were keen to make better use of teachers’ voices. 

5.3. Internal interviewees 

When asked specifically about future priorities, the issues most commonly raised by internal interviewees were around the need for a long-term strategy and some of the elements of that strategy.

A single, coherent strategy that set priorities for the medium-to-long term was identified as the most important issue for the campaign.  As one member of staff said: “A lot of the elements are right, but they’ve grown organically, with a lack of linkages between them”, while a Board member observed: “There have been annual plans by the Secretariat, but nothing that captures the overall vision and medium-term direction – you need to have that”. 
Many of the other issues can be seen as components of this new strategy. Interviewees generally focused on how the campaign could target resources to maximise impact. There was a lot of consensus about the general themes: 

· A shift in focus from the global level to the national level;

· A stronger role for regions in delivering the strategy;

· A more focussed approach to campaigns, lobbying and media work.

There is an overwhelming belief among internal interviewees that “the future is national”, with a need to build strong national campaigns around the world.  A former member of staff said that “The policy story for GCE, for education, is now primarily a national one” while an NGO policy adviser noted that “What happens depends on countries and you need solid national campaigns to take that forward”. 

There was no shortage of specific recommendations on improving support at the national level, ranging from basic capacity-building – working with unions, working outside capitals, running a coalition; to more advocacy focussed activities, including roving advocacy support, horizontal learning across country campaigns eg on user fees, increasing national budgets, teachers’ salaries; better tracking and monitoring; handbooks for working on elections and budget monitoring; and encouraging national campaigns to broaden beyond governments and focus on donors in country. 

Given this shift away from the global level, there was recognition that there cannot be a one-size-fits-all approach. Support needs to be tailored to individual coalitions working in different political contexts. “You can’t assume that the same tactics will work everywhere”, according to a member of staff, echoing the views of many.  

Many saw this shift in focus as an opportunity to clarify and potentially strengthen the role of the regions. It was felt that they could support national coalitions, play a role in the coalition’s governance and exploit regional advocacy opportunities (such as the Asian and African Development Banks). 

This shift also intensifies the challenge of prioritisation. Some interviewees identified prioritisation as an issue for the campaign at present. If there is consensus that the campaign needs to be more targeted and more strategic, then this issue is only going to increase. GCE does not have clear protocols and metrics by which it can prioritise its efforts.  

Beyond the shift in focus towards more national campaigning, internal interviewees discussed refreshing and renewing some of GCE’s activities. A number identified the global media presence as an opportunity to increase impact. A common theme among interviewees was that as a global media story, GCE was less than the sum of its parts: “GCE needs to look at its communications. It has a large global support and needs to becoming a big hitting name that reflects its support”. Others identified year-round campaigning as an opportunity, with GAW supplemented by “national moments”. Some suggested that there needed to be “new faces and ideas to reinvigorate the brand”.
On the lobbying front, further lobbying work on resources was “still a major issue” for one Board member, whilst another pointed to the need for work on donor harmonisation as well as additional resources.  Others felt that more work needed to be done on the IFIs, including further work on international constraints on national spending.

In terms of priorities, interviewees talked about urgent action to get children enrolled in school by 2010, but with accompanying recognition that access, quality, equity and inclusion need to go together in future, and that increasingly, the priority will be the “hardest to reach” children. There was also a demand that education was more closely linked to livelihoods.  One person said that there needed to be “a more nuanced understanding of what education is for”.

5.4. External interviewees 

While external stakeholders are not so close to the campaign, their views on future directions are useful, as they give invaluable insights about the external context. 

There was general agreement that more work at national level is required. “EFA will be delivered at the national level, so strengthening national coalitions is key, not the dead horse of more resources” as one donor representative put it. Again, lots of examples were given including: School Reports on developing countries; more research and analysis into the best and worst performers; more CSO participation in national policy-making; and support for CSOs to improve their structures and campaigning.  

Like the internal interviewees, external observers recognised that a more tailored approach was necessary.  One interviewee recommended that “GCE should continue to take on the international institutions but do so more selectively” as well as having “a consistent focus on what kind of international architecture you want on education”.  

Beyond strategy for GCE, the external interviewees had strong views about the policy priorities for the campaign. Issues that these interviewees felt that the campaign should prioritise were:

· Abolition of user fees;
· More resources - but target donors and differentiate the message more; 
· Aid quality;
· Quality of education as well as improved access, with a strong desire to move beyond UPE;
· The role of teachers – “Teachers are central but do we have a holistic view on this – what about a review on what everyone is doing on this, and a report card?” 

5.5. Summary of key themes

By synthesising the outcomes of the evaluation with the views expressed by the various stakeholders about future directions, we have attempted to draw out a common set of themes to guide GCE’s future work. As indicated above, we have divided this section in to two parts: firstly, those themes on which there is widespread consensus and secondly, those themes which people identify as important but express diverging views. On the latter, we have tried to capture those views and posed questions for debate. If the campaign can move forward on the areas of consensus and come to agreement on the issues for debate, then it will be well-placed to continue successfully for the next seven years.


Consensus issues: Following through on the Johannesburg priorities

We suspect that this list will look very familiar to both Board and Assembly members, since it reiterates many of the themes set out in the directions paper agreed by the 2004 Johannesburg Assembly. The positive in this is that GCE had already identified many of the key issues it faced prior to the Mid-term Review. The negative, as we alluded to earlier in the report, is the fact that these issues are still coming up consistently in interviews three years later. This suggests that GCE has not taken action to address them quickly enough. Given the increasing urgency of the EFA deadline, where consensus already exists, GCE should act on it immediately. Broadly speaking, the consensus issues fall into three categories:

· The need for an overall strategy; 

· Realising potential: of the regions, of Global Action Week and the GCE media strategy;

· Developing the agenda.

1) The need for overall strategy

The need for a single, coherent, long-term strategy that is wholly owned and brings together the various strands of GCE’s work, and makes relevant linkages between, them is widely accepted. We understand that a three-year strategy is being prepared for discussion by the Sao Paulo Assembly. 

2) More focus on the national level 

Internally and externally, there is overwhelming agreement that the policy focus has moved to national level, and that GCE needs to reflect this by strengthening its support for national coalitions. Whilst there is agreement about rejecting a “one-size fits all” approach, the implications of this merit further discussion about prioritisation of both countries and issues, as we indicate below.  As part of this, the lessons of the “Real World Strategies” need to be brought to the heart of GCE’s approach.

3) Further work to strengthen links between NGOs and unions at national level; 

There is consensus that while the relationship with unions generally works well at international level, this still requires more work at national level. 

4) Realising the potential of the regions  

We heard a consistent demand for action on regions. All parties recognise the potential of strong regions and there needs to be debate about how they are best included in strategy development, formal governance processes, regional level lobbying and the strengthening of national coalitions. 

5) Increasing the impact of Global Action Week 

There is a common desire to increase the impact of GAW by ensuring better linkages with policy and lobbying work, sustaining campaigning work beyond GAW and beyond capital cities, and ensuring the independence of GAW from national governments and international institutions. There is also a need to build a sense of momentum across Action Weeks, so that each one tangibly builds on the last.
6) Developing GCE’s media strategy and increasing its profile
There is widespread recognition of the need to improve GCE’s media and communications work, so that its public and political profile matches the size of its constituency. At present, strategy is not clear and limited resources mean that effort is spread thin. How best to address this still represents a significant challenge. 

7) Developing the GCE agenda: UPE and beyond 

On primary education, there is real desire to look beyond access to the questions of quality, equity and inclusion. Hard to reach children are seen as an emerging priority, as is the need to consider lower secondary education. There is consensus that GCE should do more to broaden its agenda to include more work on other EFA goals, particularly adult literacy. The extent to which it is possible to prioritise the entire EFA agenda is examined below. 
8) Continuing to lobby for more and better aid, but with clearer targets and more differentiated messages.

There is general consensus that GCE should continue to lobby for more resources for education, but that it should do more to refresh and differentiate its message. There are tactical questions about how best to do this, including a choice between focussing on a bigger aid cake (with others who are lobbying for the same), or focussing on education have a bigger slice of the cake, plus about the extent to which GCE takes on the aid quality agenda. 

Issues for debate: Questioning the fundamentals

In this section, we have attempted to raise issues in the form of questions for debate, in the hope that this might assist the Board and the World Assembly in addressing them. The issues we have identified are: 

· The tone of the campaign;

· The model of engagement;

· The pace of change;

· The governance of the campaign.

1) The tone of the campaign: How to balance celebration with outrage

GCE’s “voice” is celebratory and upbeat. Yet it is increasingly likely that the EFA goals will be missed. Some felt that there needed to be more urgency and energy behind this issue. The following questions were raised for debate: 

· What is GCE going to say and do about the failure of the EFA goals? 

· What impact does this have on future strategy? 

· When and how does GCE express its outrage?

 2) The pace of change: How to balance consensus with direction

GCE has a built a diverse coalition of coalitions, bringing together parties who would not normally share a common platform. To achieve this, it is institutionally bound to value consensus. This approach has been central to its success so far. Some are now asking whether the current balance between consensus and action is right in a world that is failing to meet the EFA goals. The demand for a clear, agreed strategic direction suggests a move away from an organisation that works to hold the coalition together at any cost. The following questions frame the debate around priorities: 

· Is it really possible to focus on all of the EFA goals all of the time, or should GCE be explicit about prioritisation ? 

· Is it possible to build national capacity everywhere or should GCE be ruthless about priority countries ? 

· Should GCE try to build advocacy capacity across the board, or consult about priority issues and support countries to work on only the top two or three of them ? 

3) The model of engagement: How to balance engagement with opposition
GCE has earned its place at the table in high-level policy fora. It is considered intellectually robust in the policy debate. It is less clear to some that participating in these fora will continue to add value. Some of those involved feel that the campaign has become too cosy and comfortable. This is something that GCE should debate openly, reviewing its presence in the various international meetings, agreeing its positioning with each of these institutions and ensuring that it uses its presence to challenge them as necessary. 

· What outcomes is GCE seeking to achieve in its engagement at international level?

· Relative to other opportunities (eg national level lobbying), how important is it?

· Is there enough challenge in these relationships?

· What are the possible scenarios for different ways of engaging?

4) The governance structure: How to balance continuity with reinvigoration

Much of the success in holding the coalition together between North and South, NGOs and Unions, policymakers and activists can be attributed to the high levels of trust built up at the heart of the campaign. The campaign is founded on strong personal relationships and strong support from founding members. As the campaign matures, some were asking if there needed to be an active attempt to “shake-up” the governance structures. Questions for debate include:

· What are the skills gaps on the board and how are new ideas introduced? 

· How important are new faces and fresh approaches?

· Who steps up if agencies and key individuals step down? 

· How does the coalition reflect changes in strategy in its governance structure?

Answering these questions will be difficult. It will challenge core assumptions that have become institutionalised over time. But it is testament to the strength of the coalition that stakeholders felt confident enough to ask them.
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