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Management Response to the Independent Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the 
Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) 2016-2018 Programme 
 
 
 
The Global Campaign for Education (GCE) formally acknowledges and welcomes the 
report of the Independent Consultancy Team (ICT) on the Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the 
Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) 2016-2018 programme, and its valuable 
contribution to immediate and future CSEF implementation and planning. GCE 
appreciates the in-depth work and partnership-centric approach in which the ICT 
engaged with the GCE Secretariat and MTR respondents during the review, and the 
team’s open willingness to receive feedback before finalising the Report. The ICT’s 
reflections and recommendations on the CSEF programme will prove very helpful in 
informing the implementation of the programme moving forward.   
 
 
Findings 
 
We are pleased to note that the MTR Report lists numerous areas of significant progress 
and results in the CSEF phase III programme for the period of 2016 through mid-2017 
in relation to three of the OECD DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness and 
sustainability.  
 
The programme’s relevance has been substantiated as strong, and in strong alignment 
with the GCE’s strategic aims, GPE’s efforts to strengthen mutual accountability in the 
education sector, and with the SDG4 trajectory. The Report notes: 

“CSEF provides a potentially otherwise unavailable source of infrastructure to 
build the capacity and opportunity of civil society to increase government 
accountability and to strengthen the impact of education policy and financing 
strategies at the local level. CSEF’s Phase III design is also designed to effectively 
improve civil society’s responsiveness to education policy for the needs of diverse 
and marginalized groups” (p69).  
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The programme has also been assessed as effective at the mid-term point, with all of the 
three programme objectives on track for achievement. There is good scope for the 
plethora of programme successes and gains made to date to be deepened and 
extended, with continued and expanded dedicated engagement and effort. 
 
In relation to sustainability, GCE agrees with the ICT’s indications that resource 
diversification is a crucial issue, and that CSEF is critical to the sustained performance of 
national coalitions and the global education rights and advocacy effort. GCE notes - and 
is attuned to the ICT’s pragmatic suggestion - that there is scope going forward to 
activate more cross-cutting approaches for improving the likelihood of coalitions’ 
internal sustainability.   
 
 
Recommendations 
 
Many of the MTR Report’s recommendations are in accord with GCE’s own internal 
reflections and lessons among CSEF partners, and these will be taken into account and 
be fed into the planning and amendments for the remainder of the programme phase, 
as well as into the current preparatory processes for the next phase of CSEF. GCE highly 
appreciates the ICT’s careful attention to place focus on recommendations which are 
designed to be feasible and considered to have the highest impact for the programme. 
The Report recognises that some of its recommendations necessitate review and 
amendment of current budgetary allocations across the three programme 
implementation levels – national,  regional and global.  

Whilst the Report has assessed the Theory of Change overall to be sound, GCE agrees 
with the ICT’s recommendation to review the evidence-base and conceptual articulation 
of  assumptions. Similarly, the Results Framework is appraised by the ICT as well 
constructed although GCE agrees that it could be useful and relevant to review the 
balance of variables in the composite indicators and aim to reduce reporting demands.  

The Report identifies that there has been strong capacity building and learning but there 
are some aspects which can be strengthened. GCE concurs that we can deepen the 
CSEF support of coalitions’ capacity to prepare and manage internal monitoring, 
evaluation and learning (MEL), to improve the quality and use of research, and that there 
is scope to strengthen horizontal learning and dissemination. GCE is also of the view that 
we need to maintain pressure aimed at helping to ensure effective civil society 
engagement in the LEGs / sector planning and policy processes.  
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GCE once again would like to thank the Independent Consultancy Team for their focused 
MTR work and the final Report, as a valuable contribution to ongoing and future CSEF 
programme planning. We will look to learn from and incorporate many of the Report’s 
findings and recommendations into both the remaining implementation period of the 
current CSEF programme, as well as to usefully inform the scope and design of the CSEF 
programme for the next phase.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Monique Fouilhoux 
GCE Chairperson  
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PREFACE 
This is the Mid Term Review, an independent mid-term evaluation of the Civil Society 
Education Fund (CSEF) on behalf of the Global Campaign for Education (GCE). This 
report was prepared by Kara Grijalva and Maxwell Izenberg, independent consultants.  
 
For further information from the consultant team contact Kara Grijalva at 
kara.grijalva@gmail.com .  
 
For contact with the GCE team, contact Louise Knight at 
louise@campaignforeducation.org . 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Mid-Term Review serves as an independent review of the Civil Society Education 
Fund’s (CSEF) Phase III from 2016 through mid-2017, as commissioned by the Global 
Campaign for Education (GCE). 
 
CSEF is a globally coordinated movement designed to support national-level civil society 
actors in mobilizing citizens and advocating with national government to deliver on 
national and international education goals. Its overall aim is to contribute to Sustainable 
Development Goal 4, whereby all learners, everywhere, are granted the opportunity to 
equitably access a quality public education. CSEF is organized around three hierarchical 
structures: 1) the national coalition: a civil society coalition that works at a national level 
according to national needs and contexts; 2) the Regional Secretariat (RS) and Regional 
Financial Management Agency: organizations that operate to support coalitions and 
coordinate the program across a geographic region either programmatically (RS) or 
financially (RFMA); and 3) the Global Secretariat: the global coordinating body that 
oversees administration, support, monitoring and evaluation, global communications, 
and finance. CSEF is implemented by the Global Campaign for Education (GCE), which 
acts as Grant Agent and Global Secretariat and is funded by the Global Partnership for 
Education (GPE).  
 
The third phase of CSEF, launched in 2016 and set to last three years through 2018, was 
designed after two previous phases of implementation that began in 2009. While much 
of the structure of the earlier years remained in place, this third phase was significantly 
redesigned with a newly launched Theory of Change (ToC), accompanying results 
framework, a national-level planning framework, and a new monitoring, evaluation and 
learning (MEL) strategy. Outcomes for CSEF were also redesigned into multi-tiered, 
globally-combined indicators across landscapes, partners and implementers. This new 
structure is in pursuit of three primary goals: 

1. Effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector 
policy dialogue. 

2. Active public outreach and generation/use of research and evidence on 
quality, equity, financing and system reform. 

3. Global and regional successes relating to GPE and SDG 4 better inform – 
and are better informed by – national and local civil society. 

This MTR attempts to review the effectiveness, relevance and sustainability of CSEF 
Phase III’s redesigned Theory of Change and Results Framework, as well as successes 
and barriers to program implementation in pursuit of CSEF’s three objectives.  

 



8 
 

KEY FINDINGS INCLUDE: 
CSEF DESIGN & STRUCTURES 
CSEF Phase III was designed through a consultative process that built upon the extensive 
internal knowledge developed throughout the two previous phases. The new design has 
better allowed CSEF to meet its mission and for national coalitions to be strongly 
supported in their pursuits. CSEF is clearly mapped towards the international agenda of 
SDG4 and GPE’s strategic aims, while simultaneously, and appropriately, allowing the 
diversity of national landscapes to drive outcomes. In this current formation, CSEF Phase 
III is in alignment with GPE’s efforts to strengthen mutual accountability in the education 
sector, and to provide infrastructure to build capacity and the potential of civil society to 
increase government accountability, strengthen the impact of education policy 
implementation and financing strategies at the local level. The Phase III design 
documentation also details strong evidence for alignment with the overarching mutual 
goal of improving civil society’s responsiveness to education policy for the needs of 
marginalized groups.  
 
The current design continues to mirror a fundamental challenge inherent to managing 
an advocacy program simultaneous to a results-based program. Long-term causation is 
difficult to demonstrate through short-term reporting. However, the CSEF Phase III 
design demonstrates a thoughtfully crafted balance for documenting measurable 
outputs within an understood, long-term trajectory for policy outcomes. While causation 
is difficult to prove with advocacy work, and even more so during short-term reviews, the 
data collected on national coalition activities will be critical for establishing correlation in 
future impact evaluations.  
 
The overall structure of CSEF governance appears to be predominantly well-functioning 
and designed with considerations to reduce conflict of interest. GCE’s transition to Grant 
Agency has been seen as a positive change, with strong effects in a more streamlined 
bureaucracy and administration, and a greatly improved timeline of coalition funding 
disbursements. The CSEF structure, with separation between the regional programmatic 
and financial functions, namely the Regional Secretariat, the RFMA, and the RFC, is 
strategically and functionally sound. Despite an appearance of having heavy 
administrative layers, the integrated partnership approach of the Global Secretariat and 
Regional Secretariats has worked well and reduced most unnecessary overhead. These 
organizations are comprised of staff almost wholly dedicated to coalition support, 
program coordination, and donor reporting. Some delays and blockages continue to 
occur, though none have significantly impeded progress. For the remainder of the term, 
these hindrances can be smoothed significantly through stronger RFMA process 
harmonization and administrative streamlining.  
 
THEORY OF CHANGE & RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
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This review placed significant focus on comprehensively assessing the CSEF Theory of 
Change (ToC), with specific attention to its underpinning theories, assumptions, and 
mechanisms. At a high level, the CSEF Phase III Theory of Change is designed to endure 
a long shelf-life and is likely to remain relevant across various contexts and time periods. 
The ToC and Results Framework (RF) are clearly aligned to show consistent objectives. 
Going forward, the TOC can be amended to: 1) Include more explicit evidence 
documentation, 2) include an explicit acknowledgement that a wide number of external 
factors beyond CSEF’s direct control may contribute to shifts in CSEF’s outcomes, 3) add 
greater specific to language referencing education ‘policy debates’ and ‘equity’, to help 
CSEF to prioritize research initiatives, and 4) re-examine the interpretation and validity 
of CSEF’s assumptions. 
 
The Results Framework (RF) is well constructed with an eye for policy-contributions that 
are achievable and measurable by civil society coalitions. In the future, CSEF may 
consider including impact indicators in the RF as well, and explicitly noting that the 
application of indicators becomes far more nuanced based on national context. Due to 
the challenges present in that approach, the RF has included composite indicators to 
enable flexibility for differing relevance and feasibility across contexts. In the near future, 
CSEF may want to review the extent to which all the variables within composite indicators 
are equally valid and investigate current strengths and weaknesses amongst coalitions, 
including those in fragile political contexts. 
 
ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
CSEF is currently on track to meet all three objectives as of the mid-term. Many coalitions 
remain active in working strategically to expand both membership and the ability of its 
members to meaningfully engage in the education sector. Coalitions have demonstrated 
a multitude of efforts at government engagement, and significant local buy-in, including 
by those operating in states where civic participation is not readily accepted by 
government. Going forward, CSEF coalitions can benefit from more specific support in 
how to most effectively engage with a national LEG now that access has been 
successfully generated. Coalitions have demonstrated gains in producing research 
during this phase, though the quality, effectiveness, and alignment of this research is 
difficult to ascertain. Coalitions are also predominately successful in achieving targets for 
outreach and community mobilization. Objective 3 (centered on global and regional 
processes relating to GPE and SDG4), is similarly on track, and a majority of CSEF 
participants view progress positively. The upcoming phase can build upon, and expand, 
these successes with dedicated engagement and effort. 
 
CAPACITY BUILDING 
At present, Regional Secretariats act as important gateways of coordination, support, 
and oversight for CSEF coalitions at a regional level. The first half of the phase saw 
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Regional Secretariats take on significant workloads to support coalitions in coordination, 
reporting, required proposal development processes, and uptake of CSEF’s successfully 
designed and newly launched MEL platform. Regional Secretariats and the Global 
Secretariat, can take pride in the gains achieved onboarding coalitions into Phase III’s 
requirements and new processes.  In the coming half of the term, with processes now 
incorporated and on track, Secretariats can begin to shift focus into use of data (rather 
than solely collection and analysis of it), by more fully dedicating time to meaningful 
capacity building planning, cross-regional lesson sharing and growth, development of 
long-term knowledge management systems, and development of stronger linkages 
between international dialogues to national coalitions. 
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I PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

THE GLOBAL CAMPAIGN FOR EDUCATION (GCE) 

The Global Campaign for Education (GCE) was established in 1999 as a civil society 
movement dedicated to education as a global, basic human right. GCE’s mission is to 
ensure that “governments act now to deliver the right of everyone to a free, quality, 
public education”. The campaign, is implemented by a Global Secretariat based in 
Johannesburg, South Africa, as mandated by its members. The campaign is comprised 
of member organizations across national, regional and international landscapes, 
including civil society organizations, teachers’ unions, policy advocates and education 
rights campaigners. Outside of its management of CSEF, GCE initiates annual campaigns 
to mobilize actors dedicated to educations gains and engages in global policy dialogue 
to promote securing the rights of learners worldwide. 

THE GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP FOR EDUCATION (GPE) 

Since its launch in 2002, GPE has been a partnership and funding platform dedicated to 
strengthening education across the world, with a focus on 65 priority countries across 
the developing world. GPE is dedicated to ensuring an inclusive, equitable, quality 
education for all by 2030. Based in Washington D.C., USA, GPE aims to translate these 
goals into actionable plans for building stronger education systems within developing 
country governments, particularly those characterized by poverty and/or conflict, and 
with a large number of out-of-school children and weak completion rates. It provides 
funding, support to multi-stakeholder dialogue, and technical support for the 
development, implementation and monitoring of national education sector plans (ESPs). 
 
GPE operates with the understanding that civil society organizations (CSOs) are critical 
in holding government accountable for their role in education. In this context, the GPE 
has supported CSEF since 2009. GPE has reserved three of its 19 seats on the Board of 
Directors for members that represent constituents of civil society. 

THE CIVIL SOCIETY EDUCATION FUND 

In 2016, the Global Campaign for Education (GCE) launched a renewed 3-year phase of 
its flagship program, the Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF). CSEF is an innovative, 
multi-pronged effort designed to embolden civil society actors across their national 
landscapes as they engage government to deliver on national and international 
education goals. CSEF is based on an underlying premise that national public policy is 
most effectively created and delivered when monitored and held accountable by 
citizens. This social accountability requires active citizen engagement at all stages of 
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policy formation--from planning through implementation--and that this social 
accountability is most sustainably and effectively provided by organized, engaged, 
diverse civil society structures that have the capacity for working on both the immediate 
and long-term issues. 
 
Over its first seven years, between 2009 and 2015, CSEF had marked success in its aims: 
strengthening civil society participation in policy-making dialogue; building public 
awareness and grassroots momentum; creating new research and analysis to contribute 
to policies and practices; and facilitating transnational collaboration and learning. 
 
To build upon its successes, GCE embarked on a third 3-year phase of CSEF in 2016. 
This phase, Phase III, continued the global implementation model that proved successful 
over the previous two phases -  driving locally-derived advocacy and capacity building 
for national education coalitions.  However, the launch of CSEF Phase III in January of 
2016 coincided with a strategic shift in its underlying pathway to impact. This shift 
included a reconditioned Theory of Change (ToC) with redefined goals, a new set of 
indicators, and an accompanying monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) strategy to 
chart progress, measure achievement and build an engaged learning environment across 
62 countries. Outcomes for CSEF were also marked by multi-tiered, globally-combined 
indicators across landscapes, partners and implementers, with an overall aim of 
contributing to the Sustainable Development Goal 4, for all learners, everywhere, to have 
the opportunity to equitably access a quality public education. 
 
CSEF Phase III was strategically designed in consultation with GPE, including discussions 
with the GPE Secretariat, Board and Committees, and by building on the foundation of 
predecessor programs such as the DFID-funded Commonwealth Education Fund. The 
design of Phase III was configured to reinforce GPE’s strategic plan. Under CSEF, 
national education coalition are required to annually outline their advocacy plans’ 
adherence to GPE priority themes of financing, equity and quality.  
 
GCE acts as Grant Agency and the Global Secretariat provides global oversight to and 
management of CSEF. A subset of the GCE Board, named the Global Oversight 
Committee (GOC), is responsible for monitoring performance on behalf of GCE and 
makes key strategic decisions for the program and CSEF’s management. 

CSEF STRUCTURE 

CSEF is delivered through a multi-tiered implementation structure, designed to combine 
nationally-owned and implemented advocacy plans with regional and global levels of 
support and connectivity and collective advocacy. 
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NATIONAL 
CSEF’s structure is operationally and programmatically focused on emboldening 
education sector engagement at a national level. As a result, CSEF implementation is 
rooted in national-level civil society coalitions, one per CSEF-supported country, which 
carries out nationally-designed campaigns based on local context and nationally-specific 
policy needs. These plans are created in a proposal process in which national coalitions 
submit CSEF funding proposals outlining overarching three year goals, with renewals 
submitted annually. Proposals are then vetted to ensure proposed work aligns with 
CSEF’s requirements, GPE’s thematic areas including, when appropriate, national 
education sector plans, and is strategically designed for successful engagement with 
sector policy processes, monitoring of education service delivery, budget tracking, 
sector planning, and social mobilization. 

REGIONAL 
At the regional level, CSEF national coalitions are organized administratively, 
programmatically and financially across four geographies: 1) Africa, 2) Asia and the 
Pacific, 3) Latin America and the Caribbean, and the 4) Middle East and Eastern Europe. 
Programmatic coordination is provided by standing independent organizations, termed 
CSEF Regional Secretariats (RSs), committed to civil society engagement in education 
across their base region. These bodies provide administrative and programmatic 
coordination, including transmitting communications, supervision of reporting, and 
technical mentoring and support. Financially, independent organizations, termed CSEF’s 
Regional Financial Management Agencies (RFMAs), provide ongoing financial 
management of the national coalition grants. Regional Funding Committees (RFCs) are 
invitation-based committees of CSEF-aligned actors called together to make decisions 
regarding national funding proposals.  

GLOBAL 
At the global level, GCE is responsible for overall CSEF program coordination, 
management and financial oversight. This coordination is designed to facilitate linkages 
between the national-regional-global levels and provide connections across all actors. 
The Global Secretariat is responsible for day-to-day oversight, monitoring, evaluation 
and learning (MEL), development of operational guidelines and monitoring tools, 
coordination among regions; and liaising with GPE. Furthermore, GCE’s global 
management serves as key-holder to overall CSEF capacity development, including 
provision of resources and events to facilitate learning through and across regions and 
technical support for coalitions in areas of budget-tracking, research, engagement in 
education-sector processes, and thematic foci.  
 
The 2016 to 2018 phase is funded globally by GPE at US$28,769,442 over the three 
years, and complemented by additional funding from other sources. 
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II. BACKGROUND TO THE MID-TERM REVIEW 

Now at the midway point in CSEF III’s implementation, from 2016 through 2018, this 
review seizes the opportunity for a strategic investigation of CSEF’s current 
implementation and trajectory. With a broad-based goal to support growth and change 
in education sector dialogue and contribute to ensuring attainment of SDG 4, all CSEF 
actors and stakeholders have critical interest in ensuring that CSEF is optimized to 
achieve its mission. This MTR capitalizes on this key window of opportunity where, 
through thoughtful measurement and analysis, gains can be substantiated, potential 
improvements can be highlighted, and the remainder of this phase can be best aligned 
and equipped for highest possible impact. As a formative assessment, this MTR aims to 
provide the CSEF global management team, as well as its implementing partners and 
stakeholders with greater insight and ability to position CSEF into its best possible 
pathway for overall effectiveness. 

MTR ELEMENTS 

This review focuses on investigating three critical elements of CSEF Phase III: 

1. Design: The CSEF MEL system, including the Theory of Change (ToC) and Results 
Framework, has been designed with a great deal of care and expertise. This MTR 
investigates the current applicability, feasibility, and assumptions of these tools 
through in-depth review of current implementation, feedback from partners and 
stakeholders and qualitative review of documentation and data. The review identifies 
whether the ToC is plausible, sufficiently evidence-based and internally coherent with 
the CSEF program strategy. It also reviews the fundamental design of CSEF 
implementation, including its structure as outlined earlier in Section I.  

 
2. Results: This report analyzes Phase III’s implementation and results, based around a 

thematic review of CSEF strategy and performance at the mid-term, with responses 
drawn from data sources and cases to convey the CSEF program story. These findings 
aim to outline broad CSEF mid-course performance with a specific view towards their 
appropriateness to the various levels of the ToC.  

 
3. Future recommendations: The review draws lessons and provides conclusions for 

potential improvements for stronger operationalization of CSEF’s three primary 
outcome goals. These practical recommendations are mapped to outline current 
successes, mid-course corrections applicable, and methods to strengthen 
implementation.  
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MTR PRINCIPLES  
The consultancy team’s execution of the CSEF MTR has been guided by three central 
principles. These principles are based on an understanding of the environment best 
suited to provide GCE and CSEF stakeholders with the most accurate, utilizable, and 
applicable MTR. 
 
1. Partnership-Centric: As it has required investigation into complex questions, this 

review has been carried out in partnership with the GCE global secretariat team. The 
partnership approach has helped ensure appropriate inputs were sought, 
communications were streamlined, and data collection appropriately incorporated 
stakeholders at all levels. This approach also allowed the MTR team to maintain 
independence over methodology and findings. The GCE global secretariat team and 
its stakeholders have therefore remained the target audience for the review’s outputs 
and learnings.  
 

2. Comprehensive Focus: To respond to the MTR’s objectives, this review has adopted 
a modified horizontal evaluation approach and a utilization-focused lens. The review 
has been structured around a clear and comprehensive framework for addressing the 
evaluation questions, and developing coherent and consistent findings. This clear 
evaluation structure was developed to extract key thematic elements from across 
various methods and data sources, giving clarity to the research and findings.  
Moreover, as CSEF spans a wide range of geographies, implementation actors and 
partners, a comprehensive focus has accounted for variability in program applicability 
and execution across its breadth of implementation. The MTR is ultimately focused 
on the feasibility of the program to achieve the intended outcomes within the view 
of geographic differences, levels of relevant implementation partners and 
stakeholders, and varying perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
program. 
 

3. Transparency: The evaluation has drawn on data from different sources, each of which 
come has inherent, specific limitations. In order to draw robust conclusions and 
communicate them effectively and with appropriate interpretation, the consultancy 
team has paid particular attention to providing clear explanation of methods and their 
meanings. 

MTR DESIGN 

This review was designed to adhere to the Evaluation Quality Standards of the 
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD). This guiding methodology has been selected 
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for its fit with this review’s purpose, and for maintaining overall best-practices in the 
reliability, soundness and quality of the analysis. 
 
To fulfill the requirements of the Terms of Reference, the review was structured around 
three of the OECD DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, and sustainability. 
Their full definitions and guiding questions, as provided by the OECD, are included for 
clarity below. 

Relevance: The extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities 
and policies of the target group, recipient and donor. In evaluating the 
relevance of a program or a project, it is useful to consider the following 
questions: To what extent are the objectives of the program still valid? 
Are the activities and outputs of the program consistent with the overall 
goal and the attainment of its objectives? Are the activities and outputs 
of the program consistent with the intended impacts and effects? 

 
Effectiveness: The measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains 
its objectives. In evaluating the effectiveness of a program or a project, 
it is useful to consider the following questions: To what extent were the 
objectives achieved or are likely to be achieved? What were the major 
factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the 
objectives? 

 
Sustainability: The measure of whether the benefits of an activity are 
likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn. Projects need 
to be environmentally as well as financially sustainable. When evaluating 
the sustainability of a program or a project, it is useful to consider the 
following questions: To what extent did the benefits of a program or 
project continue after donor funding ceased? What were the major 
factors which influenced the achievement or non-achievement of 
sustainability of the program or project? 

MTR QUESTIONS 

The table below provides a key overview of the MTR’s final evaluation questions, 
alongside the respective standard DAC evaluation criteria for each objective.  
 
 

 MTR QUESTION DAC CRITERIUM 
1 To what extent is the current CSEF ToC evidence-based? Relevance 
2 Is the CSEF ToC internally coherent with the GCE strategy 

and vision? Relevance 
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3 At mid-term, to what extent is the CSEF ToC still relevant 
and valid? 

Relevance, Sustainability 

4 Were lessons from previous CSEF phases properly 
incorporated into the current program design? 

Relevance, Sustainability, 
Effectiveness 

5 Are the CSEF ToC assumptions still valid for the current 
context? 

Relevance, Sustainability, 
Effectiveness 

6 To what extent are the CSEF programmatic objectives and 
outcomes clear, practical and feasible? 

Relevance, Sustainability, 
Effectiveness 

7 To what degree is progress being made towards each 
intended result and program strategy? (Achievement 
along indicators) 

Relevance, Effectiveness 

8 What has been the overall level of success in meeting the 
program’s objectives since the inception of CSEF III, from 
the perspective of the different stakeholders? 
(Achievement of Outcomes) 

Effectiveness 

9 Is the CSEF results framework sufficient to monitor 
program performance and effects in line with the ToC? 

Effectiveness 

10 What are the prevailing factors and barriers likely 
influencing why CSEF may (or may not) be on track to meet 
its targets and objectives? 

Effectiveness 

11 What program elements and existing good practices 
should CSEF enforce or strengthen and in what ways? 

Effectiveness, Sustainability 

12 What key considerations should CSEF management be 
aware of for future successful implementation? 

Sustainability 

13 Are there unanticipated results, positive and negative, that 
need to be considered? 

Relevance, Effectiveness 

 

DATA SOURCES AND METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION 

The MTR has compiled its findings based on three primary sources of data, ensuring 
triangulation of findings. These sources include 1) A robust document review; 2) Global 
stakeholder survey; 3) Key informant interviews. Additionally, the team was granted 
access to the online MEL platform. The consultant team underwent the below stages of 
data collection within an iterative process, generating strategic outputs which are 
durable to validation and ultimately feed into each of the review’s aims. 
 
1. Document Review: The MTR team conducted a thorough, well-rounded literature 

review, seeking to understand preliminary information and investigating latent 
programmatic effects to be further examined. This document review included 58 
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documents provided by GCE, including program guidelines and manuals, monitoring 
and evaluation documentation, finance documents, bi-annual and annual CSEF 
progress reports, external evaluation documentation from current and previous 
phases, GCE strategy documentation, and GPE strategy documentation.  This robust 
document review was approached first by mapping the available documentation, 
followed by the development of a theme-based framework to ensure complete 
understanding of CSEF’s intended impact pathways and current implementation data. 
The review team then reviewed each document individually, investigating and cross-
referencing important contributions to the MTR’s themes. The completed document 
review matrix was then summarized and complemented by the below tools for 
validation or clarification of impressions.  

 
2. Web-Based Survey: A web-based survey was developed and released to CSEF 

stakeholders concurrent to the document review. 111 respondents from across CSEF 
hierarchies and geographies were invited to provide their views, with each survey 
tailored to gather information specifically for and relevant to the respondent’s 
hierarchical level of participation in CSEF: Global Secretariat, Regional Secretariats, 
FMAs, National Coalitions, and external stakeholders across all levels. Surveys for 
national coalitions were provided in CSEF’s five regionally-appropriate languages: 
English, French, Spanish, Arabic and Portuguese. The surveys were designed for 
requirements necessitating balance between the desired scope of data collection 
within the requirements for speed and ease-of-use for respondents. For ease of use 
and to limit time required, surveys were delivered as predominantly single and 
multiple-choice style questions, with optional fields for respondents to provide more 
in-depth qualitative commentary. 

 
These surveys were formed strategically around the MTR’s primary questions (outlined 
above) with an attempt to gather perspectives on the depth and fidelity of 
implementation to-date, as per the ToC, across regions and levels. It was also 
designed to gather insight on the variability of inputs (human and physical resources), 
which may be contributing to differential outputs and outcomes. This survey also 
assisted in identifying cases of both achievements and shortcomings to frame themes 
of implementation quality variability.  

 
3. Key Informant Interviews (KIIs): The MTR team supported the above data sources with 

a select number of interviews with CSEF participants, in line with the horizontal 
evaluation approach. These KIIs served to validate and expand on emerging themes 
identified from the document review and web-based survey findings, and to support 
interpretation and ensure a balanced discussion between evaluators and respondents 
in analysis of emerging findings. KII respondents included a small number of selected 
senior CSEF global level staff, senior staff from implementing partners within each 
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Regional Secretariat, a select number of National Coordinators from National 
Coalitions representing a diverse subset of coalitions across geographies, political 
climates, and coalition sizes. These informants were also selected to avoid overlap 
with those engaged simultaneously by an evaluation performed by GPE. Given the 
nature of the need for rapid, utilization focused findings ready for mid-term 
discussions, the KIIs were documented, analyzed and summarized immediately 
following each interview. 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
The MTR team paid particular attention to a number of ethical considerations throughout 
the design, data collection and analysis phases of the MTR. These include: 

Confidentiality: Surveys and KII responses were hosted on an encrypted, password-
protected platform with limited identifying metadata collected. Respondents were 
informed that all information provided would be anonymously recorded and therefore, 
open expression of views was welcome. Names of respondents have also been withheld 
in this review to protect this confidentiality. 

Sensitivity: With the scope of participants’ cultural backgrounds, customs and views, the 
MTR consultants approached the survey and interview phases with openness and 
sensitivity to personal beliefs, needs of the respondent, and by promoting open, honest 
interaction.  

Consented Interaction: All participants of the MTR were informed of their selection for 
desired participation directly by the CSEF Global Secretariat and Regional Secretariats, 
as appropriate. Survey invitations and interview requests were then issued by the MTR 
team in a manner that allowed for voluntary participation.  

MTR LIMITATIONS 
Several limitations were inherent to the design and execution of this review, as outlined 
below. These limitations, while not severe, warranted consideration and mitigation by 
the MTR team throughout the review period. 
 
Scope: This MTR, as per the original TOR, is intended to be a targeted, reflective 
exercise, with outputs analyzing CSEF Phase III’s progress as related to its original 
designs and intentions. Therefore, this review does not reflect a full, robust program 
evaluation, nor does it make a full set of evaluative judgments of CSEF performance. As 
it is more limited and more narrow in scope, this report is designed as a fit-for-purpose, 
practical review for use by the Global Secretariat and its stakeholders as it plans for 
strengthening the program in its current phase and in designing the future of its 
implementation.  
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Resource Constraints: This review has been completed within specific time and resource 
constraints, including a limited number of actors and limited local engagements. Due to 
the time and scope constraints at play, this evaluation does not include feedback from 
national-level stakeholders outside of CSEF-supported coalitions’ National Coordinators. 
These stakeholders, such as coalition staff, coalition members, local partners, the general 
public, or policy makers are important voices with a view to the front-line of CSEF’s 
intended outcomes. However, as there are hundreds, if not thousands of such actors, 
the scope of this review rendered their inclusion as not feasible. Furthermore, as this 
review was desk-based, the MTR team was unable to conduct extensive analysis on the 
local context for national and regional-level operations. All engagement with national 
and regional stakeholders was conducted online, via Skype or by telephone, and all case 
studies included are not verified via in-person contact. 
 
Survey Sampling: It is important to note that a portion of this review relies on data 
collected via a voluntary online survey. Sampling for the survey used traditional statistical 
sampling techniques, which posed several challenges: 1) a low response rate is the norm 
in web-based surveys, and 2) biases in the inherent self selection of those individuals 
who decide to respond. With that in mind, completion rates across survey groups and 
regions were adequate for a robust data review. Moreover, the regional representation 
of the respondents, for the most part, is proportional to the makeup of CSEF coalitions: 
51 percent based in Africa, 30 percent Asia and the Pacific, 11 percent Middle East and 
East Europe, and 8 percent Latin America and the Caribbean. While the Middle East and 
East Europe appears lower than desirable, this shortfall represents one response. 
 

Survey Group 
Participants 

Invited 
Participant Response 

Rate 
Regional Affiliations 

National 
Coalitions 

46 61% completed 

Africa 41% 
Asia 38% 
LAC 13% 

ME&EE 8% 

 

Regional 
Secretariats 

18 52% completed 

Africa  50% 
Asia 33% 
LAC 8% 
ME&EE 8% 

 

Global 
Secretariat 

7 42% completed N/A 
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CSEF 
Stakeholders 

58 20% completed 

Global1 60% 

Africa   10% 
Asia 10% 
LAC 20% 
ME&EE 0% 

 
 
Interviews: Due to the limited time frame, the MTR team limited the number of KIIs to 
be held during the review period, and all KII respondents were internal. This results in 
difficulty of triangulating all findings (particularly CSEF objective 3). At this juncture, the 
MTR team is also aware that it is unable to determine the degree to which respondents 
have been fully forthcoming in their responses. To mitigate this bias, the MTR team worked 
to establish rapport and a commitment to confidentiality prior to beginning interviews.  

                                            
1 Global: Refers to a regionally unaffiliated  
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III. KEY FINDINGS 

PROGRAM DESIGN AND THEORY OF CHANGE 

PROGRAM DESIGN 

The CSEF Phase III design demonstrates significant changes from the previous phases, 
including overhauled Theory of Change and Results Framework, supervisory functions 
and programmatic/grant making structures. Of the survey respondents who had taken 
part in CSEF prior to the current phase, 100% responded that the current phase had 
incorporated changes that better allowed CSEF to meet its mission, and for their 
organization to pursue its aims. These respondents represent members of the Global 
Secretariat, Regional Secretariats and Coalitions. 100% also responded that the design 
process had been thoroughly consultative and had incorporated their feedback when 
given.  
 
Program documentation demonstrates a consistent use of language and definitions 
throughout all program documents and clear outlines of CSEF activities and timelines. 
The design builds on the cumulative process over time by CSEF actors, and reflects their 
ambitions to improve on accountability, efficiency, and a focus on results. A notable 
number of documents have additionally been translated into multiple language to 
encourage readership across various regions (e.g. Spanish, Arabic, Portuguese, French, 
and English) for various strategic documents. While day-to-day, language and 
translations remain cumbersome, particularly in the Africa region, gains have been made 
from prior phases. 
 
In this current formation, CSEF Phase III is in alignment with GPE’s efforts to strengthen 
mutual accountability in the education sector, and provides an important infrastructure 
to build capacity and the potential of civil society to increase government accountability, 
strengthening the impact of education policy implementation and financing strategies 
at the local level. The Phase III design documentation also details strong evidence for 
alignment with the overarching mutual goal for improving civil society’s responsiveness 
to education policy for the needs of marginalized groups.  
 
The current design continues to mirror a fundamental challenge of the previous two 
phases: the somewhat conflicting nature of managing a results-based program wholly 
focused on advocacy. Given that long-term causation is difficult to demonstrate through 
advocacy-based programs, the CSEF Phase III design shows a well-crafted balance 
between requirements for creating short-term, measurable outputs within the trajectory 
for long-term, correlation-based outcomes. Responses gathered throughout the review 
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reflect a shared sentiment that the specific requirements of the program are built as a 
necessary managerial layer, rather than as the core driver of long-term change. 

 “CSEF, is considered as a project, and that’s okay. [Participants] will 
continue to do the specific activities, write specific reports, attend the 
specific trainings, etc… GPE should be aware that much of CSEF is not 
a typical project. We cannot change attitudes, educational outcomes, 
policy, and the like when focused on a project…as these are long-term, 
simultaneous things.” – CSEF regional respondent  

“[For example], in Yemen right now the coalition’s work is really 
important. But with the war and emergency context, we can’t expect 
change month over month, and this makes the sequential reporting 
difficult. It is a slow process building the coalition’s capacity… and there 
is a concerned that if [the coalition] doesn’t set goals that the Ministry 
agrees to, and then [CSEF] deems the work a failure. [However, the 
coalition] is more working on building trust and member hope, which is 
harder to measure. –CSEF member  

 
This fundamental design challenge is not necessarily problematic. Indeed, managing a 
results-oriented program that is largely focused on output-based advocacy activities, 
with often unclear contribution to results, is not unique to CSEF.  Like many interventions 
which seek to influence policy reform, there are a plethora of exogenous variables 
influencing the extent to which CSEF outputs may be relevant or effective. Overall, the 
nature of advocacy is in the inputs – contributing well-designed inputs during timely 
political opportunities, where the results of these outputs may be unknown. In practice, 
as a program designed to influence policy, CSEF requires two separate and concurrent 
gears of thinking at the coalition level: 1. ‘inward-outward’ (e.g. “Which meetings should 
our coalition attend this month and who should be present?”) and 2. ‘outward-inward’ 
(e.g. “How can we develop a research agenda that will fulfill policy gaps?”). Coalitions 
are adequately addressing both. 
 
In other words, what happens “up the results chain” may not be transparent to CSEF 
staff (e.g. a policymaker cites a coalition’s research piece in a cabinet meeting, though 
does not credit the coalition). Like other policy advocacy based interventions, the 
challenge of measuring short-term results should not hinder CSEF’s ambitions and 
optimism. All levels of CSEF management can only continue to measure outcomes and 
impact through various approaches (e.g. stories of change, outcome harvesting, etc.) 
and with some degree of confidence, conjecture the role of coalitions played in 
influencing policy reform. If CSEF wishes to further investigate and document outcomes 
and impact, a rigorous, field-based impact evaluation may be useful. 
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OPERATIONAL STRUCTURE 

A primary marker of CSEF is its unique, multi-layered operational structure across its 
global, regional, and local levels, including the partnership-driven approach that relies 
on independent organizations operating in tandem. Survey and interview respondents 
noted no major administrative or operational challenges inherent to this system, which 
is an achievement to be recognized. CSEF documentation has demonstrated clear 
details of operational processes, internal CSEF relationships and ownership, and 
guidelines for communications. Section IV details various examples of how operational 
processes, the support structure, and the organizational structure have contributed to 
strengthening coalitions’ capacity. 
 
However, the multiple layers of bureaucracy and ownership do present important 
background to the complexities of ensuring overall successful program implementation. 
Blockages indeed may occur as information and communication flows through different 
levels and the various partners' capacity for support. Although very few respondents 
from surveys and KIIs explicitly expressed aspects of the operational structure as a 
blockage, there are some aspects which could require improvement. These inhibitors 
are often cross-cutting with a ‘domino effect’ on program implementation which are 
often difficult to trace and are discussed within the implementation overview in Section 
IV.  

CSEF GOVERNANCE 

The overall structure of CSEF governance appears to be predominantly well-functioning 
and designed with considerations to reduce conflict of interest. GCE’s transition to Grant 
Agency has continued to be seen as a positive change, with strong effects in creating a 
more streamlined bureaucracy and administration. While some delays continue to occur, 
predominately in the first few months of a new year, specific achievements have been 
noted in the timeliness and efficiency in the grant-making process overall. Additionally, 
the original CSEF structure with separation between the regional programmatic and 
financial functions, namely the Regional Secretariat, the RFMA, and the RFC, is 
strategically and functionally sound.  
 
One ongoing operational challenge, highlighted in CSEF Phase II’s 2015 external 
evaluation, suggested that cash flow and liquidity difficulties posed issues for coalitions, 
whereby late funding hindered activity implementation. CSEF Phase III has experienced 
notable improvements in coalitions’ cash flow across all regions. CSEF respondents have 
also noted increased satisfaction in the timeliness and administrative engagement with 
CSEF financial management as a result of the Phase III launch of the CSEF online financial 
management platform. This newly launched online reporting platform has improved 
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transparency around the flow of funds and users at the coalition level have reported that 
the platform has helped their cash flow forecasting, bank reconciliations, and fund 
requests from RFMAs. This has reduced administrative time lags and is now showing 
gains in reducing the more significant barriers prominent during the 2013-2015 phase. 
 
Overall, the new support systems have mitigated specific challenges faced by CSEF 
coalitions. While some weaknesses persist, the extent and severity of challenges posed 
by the CSEF financial governance and organizational structure are mild. None have been 
found to be significantly impeding coalitions’ ability to implement activities. Looking 
forward, the remainder of the CSEF Phase III period may be enhanced through continued 
a closer examination of support strategies for RFMAs. Various KII respondents have 
noted that RFMA capacity is variable across regions, which corroborates findings from 
the CSEF Phase II external evaluation. Specifically, respondents from Regional and 
Global Secretariats have noted two key inter-related and cross-cutting capacity gaps that 
can be improved within RFMAs:  
 
1) Grassroots Expertise: RFMAs are not currently integrated into the CSEF partnership 

based on their experience working with ‘grassroots’ organizations. Engaging with 
grassroots organizations, such as coalitions, often requires patience and an 
understanding of the differences that are often be present in their operational 
environment.  In some instances, this has led RFMAs to have difficulty 
contextualizing the use coalition of funds, or to be seen as too strong in their 
challenging of various coalitions’ activities, occasionally leading to delays in transfers 
of funds. This may be remedied either through more specific training, or by 
examining the specific selection criteria used when a new RFMA is brought onboard. 

 
2) Emphasis on Accounting: Respondents have expressed a perception that RFMAs are 

skilled in their oversight of coalition accounting, and that, in turn, coalition 
accounting has in fact strengthened over the past two phases. However, this 
accounting-emphasis may be more effective when more evenly matched by a focus 
on wider thematic and technical knowledge. For example, although the Global 
Secretariat’s development of a financial management platform has increased 
transparency and minimized delays in funds transfers, one respondent felt that their 
RFMA’s online trainings on the platform, for both Regional Secretariats and 
coalitions, were of low quality. It is recommended that going forward, the Global 
Secretariat and Regional Secretariats hold specific sessions with RFMAs to plan 
improvements and emphasis-shifts that will best support each region’s coalitions. 

 
3) Budgeting Process: Responses indicate that future annual cycles of CSEF may be 

more effectively streamlined with the creation of more specific, granular processes 
for communication between RFMAs and coalitions during annual proposal 
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budgeting. Respondents recommended that this process of negotiating and 
providing feedback for coalitions could be a more streamlined, less cumbersome 
engagement. 

 
4) Structural ties to the Global Secretariat or Regional Secretariats RFMA governance 

is generally under the provision of their hosting agency (i.e. an INGO). In this 
capacity, RFMAs often act as a consulting firm, with no direct lines to CSEF staff. 
Although this is likely by design and mitigates conflict of interest to some degree, it 
limits CSEF’s ability to govern RFMAs. In turn, RFMAs are, in theory, less accountable 
for implementation delays as a result of financial planning and management. 
Similarly, and understandably, potentially due to the lack of obligations, the 
institutional arrangement may not be considered motivating for RFMAs to be 
engaged in programmatic discussions, and therefore perpetuating a strain on 
communications between coalitions and RFMAs. Although adding a “dotted-line” 
to the Global Secretariat may be challenging, CSEF management may consider 
ensuring that all RFMA staff have experience or training in capacity building, and 
building more formal opportunities to more deeply learn about CSEF coalitions and 
activities. This will enable RFMA staff to better contextualize budgets and to improve 
communication and mutual understanding. 
 

5) Improving Support Documentation of the Financial Management Platform: For long-
term sustainability, and in light of the variable training quality provided by RFMAs, 
the Global Secretariat could consider amending the financial management 
platform’s user manual to state the objectives of the platform, its functionality, and 
reports. This explanation could include the scope of what the platform can, and 
cannot, do and link to other related documents to help coalitions understand its core 
goals, in the event that staff turnover is no longer familiar with previous challenges. 

CSEF REGIONAL GOVERNANCE 

A foundational component of CSEF governance and structure is the regional-level 
partnerships of the Regional Secretariats. The Regional Secretariats create a critical link 
in maintaining CSEF’s local-level ownership and the ongoing appropriate 
contextualization of capacity building, administration and reporting. The Regional 
Secretariats also have the otherwise unavailable potential to build cross-coalition 
linkages and create regionally-owned storehouses of knowledge. 

“The focus is at the national level. There needs to be a link between all 
levels to be able to change things. In Africa, although there are 
education sector plans, there are also international frameworks that 
trickle down to the national level. These need greater attention and 
representation. One example is in domestic financing for education. 
Taxation remains a huge challenge in many countries, and not 
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something that a national coalition can affect alone. [the regional level] 
can work together in fighting against tax avoidance so that coalitions 
can then work to support this.”  

–CSEF regional respondent, Africa  

 
At present, Regional Secretariats act primarily as mentors for national coalitions in 
regards to administrative oversight, identifying relevant regional policy fora for 
coalitions, ensuring proper internal management practices, and providing ongoing 
advocacy mentoring and capacity building. However, due to limitations in staffing, 
budgets, capacity, and time demands, regional CSEF budgets and activity plans tend to 
be dominated by direct facilitation between the Global Secretariat and the national 
coalition, providing the necessary day-to-day coordination, reporting support, and 
support to monitoring and evaluation. A commonly highlighted potentiality was for 
CSEF’s operational structure to more strongly enable the incorporation horizontal ties 
across the regional level. This would entail a greater degree of shared communications, 
learning, and facilitation across Regional Secretariats, as a recognition of the importance 
of regional-level advocacy in its own right. While achieving this would have cost and 
logistical implications, especially in the coordinating and operating across different 
languages, the existence of a coordination mechanism among regional leads for civil 
society thought-leaders seems like an inevitable evolution of CSEF. Moreover, it may 
facilitate an additional, and critical component of CSEF Objective 3’s facilitation of 
“stronger links between national, regional and global CSO voices”. 

CSEF THEORY OF CHANGE 

This review has placed significant focus on comprehensively assessing the CSEF Theory 
of Change (ToC), with specific attention to its underpinning theories, assumptions, and 
mechanisms. At a high level, the CSEF Phase III Theory of Change is designed to endure 
a long shelf-life and shows no anachronistic qualities, even in light of its regard to the 
time-bound priorities of SDG4 and GPE’s goals. Therefore, the ToC is likely to remain 
relevant across various contexts and time periods of education discourse. Following 
best-practice, the ToC predominantly uses language which enables adaptation and 
avoids being overly prescriptive, thus setting the stage for continued relevance. 
Furthermore, the ToC and Results Framework (RF) are clearly aligned to show consistent 
objectives. 
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CSEF Phase III Theory of Change 
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THEORY OF CHANGE: EVIDENCE 

It is presumed that the ToC is evidence-based overall, and is built predominantly by 
using monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data and lessons-learned from previous CSEF 
phases. This data is valuable and likely has significant merit. However, without explicit 
mention in CSEF documentation, this is unable to be verified. It is recommended that 
future changes to the CSEF ToC provide stronger, more thoroughly documented 
evidence for its design. Although there is an established case for the global focus on 
equitable, quality education, the CSEF documentation can also include a greater set of 
evidence for the role that civil society, and CSEF, can play in fulfilling this aim. 
Documentation can be greatly enhanced by establishing citations or including greater 
detail of current global education research, civil society mobilization and governance, 
and implementation data. This may also be expanded to include evidence and criteria 
for where the CSEF model is best placed to achieve results and conversely, where results 
are anticipated to be most limited. 
 
The ToC as it stands does not include exogenous variables that contribute to its strategic 
objectives. There is an innumerable quantity of variables which may contribute to the 
achievement of outcomes (e.g. a trade reform’s influence on national budgets available 
to education). However, the ToC could be enhanced by including an explicit 
acknowledgement that these external factors exist and that while they are beyond 
CSEF’s direct control, may contribute to shifts in CSEF’s outcomes.  
 
The language in the ToC documentation includes reference to education policy debates. 
However, this language is largely vague in nature. Without greater specificity, it is difficult 
to incite timely and relevant discussions from CSO-led research and makes it difficult for 
CSEF to prioritize research initiatives. 
 
Perhaps rightly so, the Global Secretariat has continued to add, rather than shift, 
thematic priorities, as reflected in the ToC. For example, CSEF Phase III made an explicit 
inclusion of equity, both in global documentation and ongoing discourse. This ultimately 
placed educational equity as a key concept on the radar of national coalitions in planning 
and fulfilling their key aims. While it would likely be impossible to coordinate across all 
coalitions, CSEF should demonstrate clearer research priorities for where and when civil 
society engagement in education policy discourse is likely to influence more equitable 
quality education. In other words, although coalitions are producing their own research, 
which is an achievement to be noted, this review has been unable to discern if this 
research is necessarily asking the right questions or is engaged most strategically. If not 
already provided, it would be helpful to clearly provide coalitions with evidence and 
strategies for most effectively prioritizing which research areas are most suited for their 
context--for equity as well as all thematic priority areas. While this support may be able 
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to be provided by Regional Secretariats, the Global Secretariat could consider clarifying 
not just the value of evidence-based advocacy, but also tools for how to best develop a 
research agenda that specifically fulfills national educational policy research gaps or 
further builds collateral for an existing topic on the advocacy agenda. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

The assumptions in a programmatic Theory of Change (ToC) typically refer to the 
ecological conditions required for the program to operate. In the CSEF context, for 
example, this may include the precondition that a nation must have an operating majority 
government, as this is a key (but not necessarily the primary) actor for national education 
service provision and delivery. As an assumption, this would exclude many fragile and 
conflict states, or even provinces in those states, where the CSEF model is not well-
placed to succeed (which is acceptable and understandable).  
 
The definition of assumption provided above more focuses on “external-internal” and 
also acknowledges the complex environment in which policy development occurs. That 
being said, assumptions should neither focus on attribution nor contribution, but rather 
focus on the required elements for the CSEF model to even be feasible. 
 
In the CSEF Phase III ToC, assumptions have been interpreted as "factors influencing 
achievement of program performance." This can be quite different than the 
aforementioned understanding of assumptions. From this view, these are not interpreted 
as limiting factors but as “ideal scenarios” which are often not realistic. With this 
perspective, there is a wide degree of variability in the perception of them across various 
CSEF staff as to whether or not they can be considered valid at program midpoint. This 
variability is also consistent with the staff perceptions gathered during KIIs.  
 
The following sections look at each assumption and whether or not the current 
definitions are valid: 
 

Assumption 1: Government and other political actors in CSEF countries take CSO voices 
very seriously  

Global 
Secretariat2 

Regional 
Secretariats 

National 
Coalitions 

 CSEF 
Stakeholders 

Strongly Disagree 
 

0% 10% 0% 
Disagree 

 
10% 24% 0% 

Agree 
 

70% 57% 100% 
Strongly Agree 

 
20% 10% 0% 

                                            
2 Insufficient data 



31 
 

Survey Participant’s Views of CSEF ToC Assumption 1 

 
The first assumption in the ToC is that “Government and other political actors in CSEF 
countries take CSO voices very seriously.” Regional Secretariats and National Coalitions 
lean towards an optimistic view that this is occurring for countries within their region with 
the exception of one region. Most notably, all respondents in the Africa region were 
positive that countries within their region take CSO voices seriously. More specifically, in 
the regions where the coalitions who felt that governments take their voices seriously, 
the respondent(s) from the regional secretariat echoed these sentiments; conversely, 
nearly all of the coalitions who disagreed that governments do not take their voices 
seriously are also in the same region where the one regional secretariat respondent 
voted “disagree”.  This negative skew was seen most strongly in Latin America and the 
Caribbean, with respondents from Asia and the Pacific and the Middle East and Eastern 
Europe respondents showing more variability in responses. 
 
In the standard interpretation of assumptions (i.e. “a precondition that must be met for 
programmatic viability”), CSO voices would have to be taken seriously everywhere CSEF 
operates, or the overall pathway to impact would fail. This view does a disservice to 
CSEF’s results and the viable pathway to impact that CSEF coalitions are creating, even 
in environments where the assumption is known to be untrue. This review has found that 
it is particularly in these contexts that national coalitions are using CSEF to build 
confidence in governments, directly leading to the long-term legitimization of civil 
society involvement in policy development, or to utilize CSEF’s international connectivity 
to pressure government from outside its own borders.  
 
For example, this assumption would be labelled as false for the current government of 
Myanmar. However, in 2016, the national coalition spoke up in defense of school student 
protests, which had resulted in human rights violations and many student protesters 
physically beaten and jailed. As a result of the coalition’s protest, the government does 
not permit NNER to participate in education policy dialogue in any meaningful way. 
However, NNER participated in regional policy forums convened by UNESCO in regional 
education policy forums (i.e. Asia Pacific Meeting on Education (APMED) where civil 
society representatives can access ministers more freely and openly than they could 
within Myanmar.  
 
In the Nicaraguan context, government is closed to civil society participation and 
government officials are formally forbidden from maintaining relationships with civil 
society organizations. However, the national coalition (FEDH-IPN) has developed long-
standing friendships and connections that allow it to contribute “informally” with 
government officials at municipal and national levels. Moreover, the coalition has begun 
focusing on utilizing regional and international bodies to exert pressure on the 
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government education policy from abroad, such as by contributing to global monitoring 
reports and forming relationships with in-country international NGOs.  

“CSEF constitutes, not only for the CSEF but also for other 
organizations, the opportunity to articulate themselves and maintain the 
demand for the right to be educated. If [CSEF] did not exist for us, the 
possibility to have a voice about the topic would disappear.”  

– CSEF regional respondent, Latin America-Caribbean region 

CSEF’s target countries, combined with GPE’s aims to support education policy 
development within fragile contexts, yields a programmatic landscape with ongoing 
political changes and challenges regarding openness to civil society. Where 
governments are not open to CSO engagement, CSEF presents an opportunity for civil 
society to face the challenge, rather than withdraw from the discourse. It is 
recommended that the ToC shift the current Assumption 1 into a more explicit 
opportunity for CSEF coalitions. However, this task then must coincide with coalitions 
identifying new and innovative strategies for advocacy and to utilize CSEF’s regional and 
global network, and to work on institutionalizing civil society involvement for the 
countries where it is currently open. This process further requires some form of a political 
economy analysis, for example whereby institutionalization may not even necessarily be 
within current governance structures, and especially where a transitional government is 
imminent. While institutionalization may not be a surefire guarantee of long-term 
sustainability due to the nature of shifting political landscapes, it can be an important 
safety net for coalitions during periods of stability. 

 “Openness to Civil Society is very different in each of the countries in 
our region [LAC]. But even if government is open to it, there are no 
formal processes for their inclusion, and government changes. There’s 
nothing codified even when relationships are solidified. So we have to 
push for institutionalization of spaces for civil society cooperation and 
participation.”  

– CSEF regional respondent, Latin America and Caribbean region 

 

Assumption 2: Citizens in CSEF countries have the freedom to express their views and 
are able to hold the government accountable 
 

 

Global 
Secretariat3 

Regional 
Secretariats 

National 
Coalitions 

 CSEF 
Stakeholders 

Strongly Disagree  10% 12% 20% 
Disagree  20% 21% 40% 

Agree  70% 46% 40% 

Strongly Agree  0% 21% 20% 

                                            
3 Insufficient data 
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Survey Participant’s Views of CSEF ToC Assumption 2 

The second assumption in the ToC is that “Citizens in CSEF countries have the freedom 
to express their views and are able to hold the government accountable.” To the lay 
observer, it appears that education discourse and dissent may be suppressed in a 
political context where citizen voices are not welcomed nor accepted, leading to CSO 
disempowerment. As with the first assumption, current CSEF participants across all levels 
hold mixed views. This is likely due to the correlation to the first assumption, as findings 
are identical for Global and Regional Secretariats (though respondents have not all 
provided matching responses for the two assumptions). National coalitions’ perceptions 
are mixed, with a general spread that countries in which they operate often enable them 
freedom to lobby and advocate to express their policy positions. External stakeholders 
are more negative, as over half have the impression that countries in which CSEF 
coalitions operate do not have favorable environments where coalitions can freely 
advocate for equitable, quality public education. This finding, however, should be 
nuanced that external stakeholders are asked to make a regional or global generalization 
with often less intimate understanding of coalitions’ activities. Still, the mixed findings 
lead to a conclusion that like Assumption 1, the definition of assumption 2 can be made 
clearer, or be re-worked. This is echoed looking at data within the regional responses. 
When grouped regionally, respondents represent a wide variety of responses. 
Respondents within the African-region, Middle East and Eastern Europe region, and 
Asia-Pacific respondents (from national coalitions, Regional Secretariats and external 
stakeholders) are evenly split across all views. Only Latin American and Caribbean 
respondents are universal in stating their disagreement with the assumption.  

“Government is not really open to citizen voices here. These are not 
democratic countries. If you criticize [government, it] becomes 
aggressive. But education is less scary to them than democracy. Because 
CSEF is a global and regional campaign, coalitions feel more protected. 
They can point to operating under SDG4, so they can freely express 
issues under that umbrella. We have to develop ourselves under 
scientific research, and provide solid research on the lack of student 
achievement, or our other demands. We are working regionally to 
encourage coalitions to create stronger evidence-based advocacy. You 
can then hand the numbers to the government without appearing to be 
giving blanket criticism. We live in countries where the government can 
arrest anybody, so it isn’t easy.” 

 – CSEF regional respondent, Middle East and Eastern Europe 
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Assumption 3: Mass communication channels (e.g. social media, television, print news) 
are available and accessible in CSEF countries 
 

 

Global 
Secretariat 

Regional 
Secretariats 

National 
Coalitions 

 CSEF 
Stakeholders 

Strongly Disagree 0% 33% 3% 0% 

Disagree 50% 17% 10% 29% 
Agree 0% 33% 45% 57% 
Strongly Agree 50% 17% 41% 14% 

Survey Participant’s Views of CSEF ToC Assumption 3 

 
The third assumption in the ToC states that “Mass communication channels (e.g. social 
media, television, print news) are available and accessible in CSEF countries.” The ToC 
Narrative does not substantially complement this claim, and the rationale as to why this 
is a prerequisite for CSEF success remains unclear. Also, as discussed earlier, the ToC is 
not explicitly evidence-based, though there are indications that it is strongly based on 
earlier CSEF lessons and performance. Hence, many questions remain: what is the 
correlation between mass communication channels and learning outcomes? How 
explicitly can leveraging communication channels influence public education policy? 
What is the objective of information dissemination to mass population on public 
education (e.g. school choice? Engagement in parents’ associations? Etc.).  
 
The perceptions on the third assumption across various CSEF stakeholders is largely 
inconclusive, though tends to be viewed more positively than negatively. Noting that 
the question itself may force respondents to make a generalization on access to mass 
media, which often requires nuance even within one national context, the Global and 
Regional Secretariats have no clear consensus whether this assumption holds, including 
respondents from within each Regional Secretariat differing across the range of views. 
Perhaps most importantly, as this question requires country-specific data on 
telecommunication access, the vast majority of national coalitions perceive this 
assumption as valid (irrespective of region).  National coalitions, however, fairly 
convincingly believe that this assumption does hold within their countries; and these 
perceptions are supported by external stakeholders. This further is triangulated by 
external evidence, with continuous annual leaps in the global mobile penetration rate4 
according to number of subscribers, with even the majority of subscribers across the 
world having access to 3G data or higher. Even in the Sub-Saharan Africa region, which 
currently is lagging in mobile subscriber penetration rate, is anticipated to reach 50% by 

                                            
4 # of individuals with a mobile subscription plan / total population 
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2020.5 However, in any case, if this is not a valid assumption, then the extent to which 
the assumption is “true” is irrelevant; this assumption may not necessarily have any effect 
on CSEF performance. It is not a question of whether or not media and engagement 
play a role in public awareness, but rather about assuming the availability and 
accessibility of these communication channels. 
 
Several respondents pointed to the rise of social media, rather than state-run, formal 
media outlets, as one component of this assumption that lends to its veracity.   

“Social media is very effective for us, more than TV and newspaper. 
Distribution of newspapers is very low these days. For education, the 
media helps a lot. There is a private media, which is bigger than the 
public media, which cares and is engaged. For Global Action Week, they 
engaged us on each point and were part of the debate. But even this 
TV network is not fully independent, as they are also afraid of the 
government. They fear that if you criticize their current education work, 
you criticize the Ministry itself. Coalitions are building capacity for how 
to use the media, including social media, more effectively.”  

– CSEF national respondent, Middle East and East Europe 

 

Assumption 4: CSOs have the freedom to associate, act collectively, and express their 
views in CSEF countries 
 

 

Global 
Secretariat6 

Regional 
Secretariats 

National 
Coalitions 

 CSEF 
Stakeholders 

Strongly Disagree 0% 9% 3% 0% 

Disagree 23% 18% 10% 29% 

Agree 67% 64% 45% 47% 

Strongly Agree 0% 9% 41% 14% 

Survey Participant’s Views of CSEF ToC Assumption 4 

 
The fourth assumption, “CSOs have the freedom to associate, act collectively, and 
express their views in CSEF countries,” appears to be intrinsically linked to the first and 
second assumptions. Likely for this reason, the findings are fairly identical to those for 
the first assumption. Regionally, respondents are widely varying in their views, with the 
Middle East and Eastern European respondents (from Regional Secretariats and national 
coalitions) most positive. 

                                            
5 GSMA Intelligence data, December 2016. The Mobile Economy 2017.  

Accessed: https://www.gsma.com/mobileeconomy/  
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CSEF RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

DESIGN 
The Results Framework (RF) is clearly constructed and coherent with Phase III’s 
objectives. It has been crafted with a finely-tuned gauge for the policy-contributions that 
are achievable and measurable by civil society coalitions, and the educational outcomes 
that can not be attributed to or directly affected by their work. Essentially all levels along 
a results chain are captured through various data sources across the CSEF program (from 
national coalitions to global aggregation and understanding of programmatic progress). 
One area not captured by the results chain, and worth acknowledging, is measurement 
of impacts (i.e. educational outcomes). It is clear from discussions with key staff from the 
Global Secretariat that important discussions have been held as to understanding the 
higher-level impact CSEF may have, perhaps building on an emerging discussion from 
the CSEF2 evaluation. This cognizance has ultimately snowballed into a discussion of 
CSEF contribution vs. attribution to such outcomes and impacts. Various development 
programs which aspire to achieve policy reform, both inside and outside the education 
sector, still choose to monitor impacts while understanding that the conjectured 
contribution to these impacts can be very small (if even measurable at all). These 
programs often do not aspire to measure impact at all. Rather, CSEF may consider 
including these impact indicators in the RF to nudge coalitions to consider whether such 
secondary data is available at the national level, and if not, to consider the roles in which 
measuring educational outcomes may shape the way policies are perceived and valued 
in their respective countries. 

CLARITY 
All combined, the RF documentation provides clear, detailed explanations around the 
nuances of the language used in the ToC. However, much of these clarifications take 
place in a document separate to the ToC and RF, within the Results Framework Concepts 

TOC ASSUMPTIONS: OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is recommended that the CSEF Phase III ToC assumptions be reviewed through a 
consultative, evidence-based process. Assumptions may be more valid as a set of 
ecological conditions which influence outcomes, rather than as factors that contribute 
to CSEF coalitions’ work (e.g. violent conflict outbreaks, shifting national education 
priorities, GDP increases which lead to favorable and realistic allocation of sustained 
public funds for education, etc.). Assumptions are intended to be universal, without 
regards to region, and speak specific about the CSEF intervention approach to 
leveraging civil society to influence education policy discourse and action. 
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document and perhaps should be incorporated directly into the ToC narrative or Results 
Framework. By merging the documentation, it may provide a deeper level of readily 
accessible understanding of the CSEF indicators, clarify the results chain and 
demonstrate how various programmatic elements contribute to impact (though more 
explicit evidence is still recommended alongside). Including these concepts in the main 
documentation may also encourage coalitions and Regional Secretariats to better utilize 
these concepts during reporting periods, as it clarifies the roles and objectives the 
indicators play in their attempts to measure CSEF’s contribution to objectives. For 
example, upon reporting, many coalitions inadequately describe the ways their research 
may have influenced government stakeholders’ policymaking (discussed further in 
Section IV). The conceptual definition of “evidence of uptake”, as sufficiently described 
in the CSEF terms document, may perhaps be more widely received and interpreted if 
consolidated into a single disseminated document. 
 
FEASIBILITY 
The indicators and targets appear feasible, and informed by a baseline study to gauge 
the level of lift for some areas. There is no reference to a baseline in the appendix itself, 
which would enhance the ability to understand the extent to which the targets are 
feasible or the variability in capabilities across coalitions. Of course, for some coalitions 
and contexts, achieving these indicators would be a bigger lift than for some others. 
Some appear as particularly difficult (e.g. "coalition manages community-level public 
consultation in 75% of districts") in some contexts, as this is contingent on the country 
size, the coalition’s resource capacities, the spread of members across geographies, etc. 
For example, in countries like Nepal, despite the relatively small size of the country it 
seems far more difficult for the coalition to have reach in all districts due to its incredibly 
mountainous terrain, and given that the government itself is having geographic 
challenges with national public service delivery programs. Similarly, in countries like 
Nigeria, coalition access to various districts in Borno State may be limited due to conflict. 
Regional Secretariats are understanding of the nuanced approach to this indicator in the 
RF, however additionally the global secretariat may consider clarifying the indicator to 
consider “of targeted districts,” therefore requiring regions to specify conditions which 
are justifiable as hindrances to access. 

RELEVANCE 
While it would seem that the Results Frameworks’ targets and indicators may be 
universally relevant for CSEF’s proposed objectives, it is prudent to understand that their 
actual relevance may in fact depend on a country's political windows and priorities. 
Participation in a national technical education working group or participation in 
government-led sectoral reviews, for example, will greatly differ between a context such 
as Bolivia, and Yemen or Somalia where these technical working group meetings may 
not necessarily be state-led. CSEF has considered disaggregating coalitions’ countries 
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according to categories based on “contextual starting points” however this concept has 
posed some challenges, namely that a similar rate of progress was agreed upon for all 
coalitions, regardless of the contextual starting point. As a result, the RF has included 
composite indicators, which enable flexibility and provides coalitions options to 
determine which indicators are both relevant and feasible for them to measure in their 
respective contexts. Hopefully, conflict-affected states continue to be the exception and 
not the rule. In consideration of the currently active conflicts in some CSEF countries, 
CSEF may consider a separate exercise to analyze their differential progress in fragile 
states, and the extent to which these composite indicators are adequately reflecting 
coalitions’ work in evidence-based policy advocacy in contexts where governance is 
fragile, splintered, or in transition. 
 
METHODOLOGY FOR COMPOSITE INDICATORS  
The Composite Indicator Appendix consists of 1) How composite indicators are 
calculated, 2) A list of variables and, 3) How the composite indicators will be used. The 
composite indicator calculation attempts to use quantifiable metrics for each variable 
and then an un-weighted, averaged proportion of the scores for sets of variables. The 
rationale for composite indicators, as mentioned in the earlier section and in the 
documentation itself, seems to be to enable flexibility for coalitions to determine which 
indicators may be feasible and relevant for them, but also which are practical to monitor 
given their resources and data available. 
 
From the available documentation, it is not possible however to ascertain whether equal 
priority is given to, for example, membership of marginalized groups and membership 
of key stakeholder groups. Even as an example, although both of these priorities are 
valid and even interlinked, they are fundamentally different. It is therefore difficult to 
create one composite indicator for these diverse subject areas of coalition strength 
without prioritization or weights. On the one hand, this signals to coalitions that all the 
variables are equally important and relevant (as they likely are, and further is in line with 
preserving coalitions as more “grassroots” institutions). However, this equal weighting 
may inadequately reflect a stakeholder analysis in reality, as to the extent to which 
various groups have interest and influence in educational policy reform. In the near 
future, CSEF may want to review the extent to which all the variables are equally valid 
and investigate current strengths and weaknesses amongst their coalitions. This would 
influence scoring and better prioritize areas of highest concern and relevance.  It may 
also be of use to create a composite indicator dedicated to membership diversity alone. 

APPLICABILITY TO THE TOC 
Based on available documentation, the details of the RF appear sufficient to monitoring 
the ToC. The indicators and targets generally seem valid, relevant and coherent with the 
ToC. However as previously discussed, strengthening the ToC’s assumptions may 
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elevate CSEF staff’s understanding of the contexts where indicators may still be valid or 
relevant. 
 
Several improvements may encourage more robust overall applicability to the ToC. 

1. Several indicators for outputs may be considered to be designed to be more 
"SMART," as they currently may be slightly more vague than the more 
quantitative indicators. The GS naturally designed the RF in a manner that enables 
flexibility and is not too onerous for national coalitions. Many indicators are 
adequately prescriptive, however some of the difficult-to-measure qualitative 
indicators are understandably less “SMART” (e.g. 1.2.2, “Proportion of coalitions 
engaging in relevant parliamentary forums or processes”). One consideration is 
to broaden the definition of engagement to both formal and informal processes, 
by measuring frequency and type of engagement, or permitting means of 
verification that could be summarizing e-mail communications, WhatsApp 
conversations, social events, and other channels across various levels of 
government (and their associated influence). 
 

2. Although they do fall under the broader objectives and are coherent with the ToC, 
the RF excludes monitoring of assumptions or exogenous variables that otherwise 
may have continued to CSO capacity strengthening. For example, outside GCE, 
there may be various opportunities for CSOs to receive training from other 
agencies or funding sources throughout the program duration. The RF does not 
allow for CSEF to tease out these other factors. This may be intended for review 
through an external agency, though this is not clear from the RF. The MEL Strategy 
is cognizant that this exercise could have utility, however it seems to not have 
been implemented by CSEF. 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES & OUTCOMES 

The CSEF program objectives and outcomes are, for the large part, clear, practical and 
feasible. 100 percent of survey respondents from National Coalitions and Regional 
Secretariats reported that they are aware of CSEF’s objectives and outcomes, and that 
they are feasible.  
 
Though CSEF Phase III was birthed out of a requirement for greater global coherence 
and more explicit top-down structuring of national activities to align with global 
objectives, results show that this change process took great care to retain CSEF as a 
program fundamentally devoted to national-level ownership.  
 
As evidenced by coalition’s 2016 and 2017 annual plans, coalitions (with the guidance 
of their Regional Secretariats and GCE’s documentation) have, for the large part, 
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understood the objectives and outcomes. The Results Framework explicitly provides 
guidance on activity design, and the proposal documentation assists coalitions in 
charting these activities’ links to global outcomes. For example, to achieve Outcome 1.1, 
coalitions have understood they need to have an inclusive coalition which involves a 
broad-based and diverse membership and engages both at local and district-levels and 
not solely funnel efforts into parliamentary processes, for example.  

REGIONAL-LEVEL INCLUSION  
While program objectives and outcomes are clear for the global and national levels, 
further advances can be made in their applicability for the regional level.  
 
As part of CSEF Phase III, all Regional Secretariats have developed individual regional 
implementation plans. While the link and roles between Regional Secretariat and 
coalitions is very clear, there is significant variability in the format of these 
implementation plans, the understanding of the purpose of regional implementation 
plan, and most importantly, interpretation of the objectives themselves. Many of these 
are valid interpretations, however they are positioned to achieve different objectives. 
These implementation plans are not explicitly process-oriented, nor linked with the CSEF 
objectives or ToC. At the regional level, Outcome 1 is not explicitly featured, as it is 
perhaps expected that these would be only within national-level strategies, and the 
Regional Secretariat’s role solely to ensure that coalitions are on-track to achieving their 
own plans.  
 
It appears as there is no singular understanding provided to regions for how best to 
translate global strategy into regional implementation. Regional implementation plans 
appear practical and feasible, but they highlight regional differences in the interpretation 
of CSEF objectives. As most plans are heavily administrative in nature, the pathway to 
CSEF objectives and outcomes is not clear. Some implementation plans appear to be 
designed as more as an activity plans for the Regional Secretariats internally, focused on 
supporting national coalitions via administrative functions, while others are focused on 
regional events, while others focus on specific support to coalitions individually. Other 
regional implementation plans lack specific planning of how the region will help 
coalitions achieve CSEF outcomes. LAC’s implementation plan is focused on activities 
that the Regional Secretariat has committed to, but does not contain clear deliverables, 
and lacks specific alignment to CSEF programmatic objectives. Implementation 
planning, therefore, can be more finely attuned to CSEF by providing more explicit 
guidance for planning for tailored support for national coalitions, coordination at the 
regional-level, and fostering knowledge exchange between coalitions.  
 
This variability may be caused by the open interpretation of “implementation plan” as 
requested by the Global Secretariat. On the one hand, it is flexible and enables regional 
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secretariats to adapt global documents (e.g. the global capacity building strategy into a 
capacity building plan). However, by enabling this degree of decentralization, CSEF runs 
the risk of varied approaches to meeting the same objectives and the use of different 
methods employed to improve capacity building, some of which may be context-specific 
and others of mixed quality. A standardized or harmonized approach, similar to CSEF’s 
template for coalition implementation plans, may be helpful to ensure all Regional 
Secretariats are fully thoughtful about which elements they may, or may not be, 
incorporating into their annual implementation planning. The Global Secretariat staff 
may be able to work with Regional Secretariats to create a template that is not overly 
prescriptive, but that instead, is supportive and flexible for the Regional Secretariat’s 
planning process. A more standardized regional implementation plan will also ensure 
that bi-annual reports, which outline support to coalitions, will correspond to overarching 
annual plans, and present a more holistic global snapshot of engagement.  
 

CSEF WITHIN GCE STRATEGY AND VISION 

The GCE Strategic Plan (2015-2019) is well-documented and articulated, and to a large 
extent is appropriately more comprehensive than the CSEF Theory of Change. GCE’s 
strategy and CSEF strategy are both clearly linked, though they can be made more 
strongly complementary. The following suggestions may improve the interlinking of the 
two strategies, and warrant future discussion: 

• The GCE strategy can be amended to include a clearly written relationship 
between GCE strategy and CSEF Phase III Objectives.  
 

• The current GCE strategy places significant emphasis on education financing and 
governance, which are not explicit features within the CSEF ToC. The current 
activities may have a contributory effect already on education financing and 
governance, however this relationship should be made explicit in the ToC (and 
complemented by available evidence, if available, otherwise acknowledging a 
global research gap). 
 

• The GCE strategy would be enhanced with explicit mention of the role of 
evidence-based advocacy, and how GCE strives to generate and disseminate 
research through its coalitions to inform policy design and monitoring. 
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CSEF Phase III: Harmonized Framework in Practice in Africa 

Since the beginning of CSEF Phase III, the Africa region, led by ANCEFA, has placed 

significantly increased focus on issues linked to equity, including children with 

disabilities, girls’ education, and early childhood care and education. As a result of 

the refined global framework, the Regional Secretariat has seen a significant growth 

in the number of coalitions focusing their advocacy on these aims. To coincide with 

this thematic trend, ANCEFA has worked to provide coalitions with tools, 

information and ongoing motivational support. For example, ANCEFA has sought a 

partnership with a disability-rights NGO to help coalition understanding of inclusive 

education best practices.  

For the coalition in Senegal for example, this translated to a 3-year national plan that 

included promoting inclusive education policies and reintegration of out-of-school 

children into formal structures. Similarly, in Guinea-Bissau, the coalition’s primary 

objective for the three-year phase was ear-marked toward defining national inclusive 

education policies, garnering government commitment to these policies, and 

creating a more informed citizenry to promote enrolment of special education 

pupils. The Malawian coalition also noted the significant gains needed in inclusive 

education across their national landscape. In 2016, they embarked on an ambitious 

national plan to study the barriers affecting special needs education in the country, 

including the costs of supporting effective classroom incorporation. Alongside, they 

ran a mass public awareness campaign and ran internal mobilization of members for 

the cause. 

The regional growth of inclusive education advocacy has seen a 360-degree 

approach with national coalitions, Regional Secretariats and international partners 

creating a cohesive, yet contextualized, focus across all levels of dialogue across the 

continent. 



43 
 

IV. ACHIEVEMENT OF CSEF OBJECTIVES 

 
The previous section focused on the ways in which CSEF Phase III has been designed. 
This section focuses on understanding the ways in which the Global Secretariat, Regional 
Secretariats and National Coalitions have implemented these designs, and the results 
they have engendered. The following outline of achievements of the Results Framework 
(RF) will be structured around CSEF’s three programmatic objectives (and respective 
outcomes):  

4. Effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector 
policy dialogue. 

5. Active public outreach and generation/use of research and evidence on 
quality, equity, financing and system reform. 

6. Global and regional successes relating to GPE and SDG 4 better inform – 
and are better informed by – national and local civil society. 

This section incorporates a confluence of data sources (document review, KIIs, and online 
survey) and aims to understand the variability in interpretation of these objectives and 
context-specific factors which may catalyze or hinder the ability for coalitions to achieve 
these objectives. 
 
Overall, each of the three program objectives are on track. Numerous responses have 
been aggregated into the findings presented in the sections below.  

 “CSEF is good at creating local, national, global links, and its influencing 
other donors in this way. CSEF is keeping civil society independent and 
autonomous: including local voices in national policy, including in the 
LEG. This is unique to CSEF. There’s also a huge amount of work being 
done with very little money. $110k per coalition is tiny. That’s 10k per 
month to do all the work, so its a very cost-efficient system...  Right now, 
CSEF is completely aligned to GPE 2020, so CSEF is contributing to the 
GPE strategic plan. The whole program was developed and refined to 
respond to GPE.” 

 – CSEF Regional respondent 

Review from 2016’s achievements demonstrates several early successes for CSEF Phase 
III. Implementation will need to continue to be monitored throughout 2017 to determine 
if changes to coverage of the Africa region, management changes in Asia-Pacific region, 
and ongoing political challenges in the ME&EE region will influence attainment of 
intermediary results. 
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OBJECTIVE 1: EFFECTIVE CIVIL SOCIETY REPRESENTATION & 
ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION SECTOR POLICY DIALOGUE 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A discussion of the Results Framework and the comprehensibility of its indicators was 
featured in the previous section. In reviewing the sub-outcomes for Objective 1 (outlined 
in the figure below), it can be inferred that coalitions are expected to be both present 
and participating in relevant national forums (e.g. governmental, sectoral, community-
based). These outcome statements are clear and provide significant scope for 
interpretation and adaptation so they can be fit-for-purpose across various contexts for 
policy areas within the sector.  

OUTCOME 1.1 
“Inclusive coalitions that actively engage and represent diverse actors and the most 
marginalised people.” 

As suggested in the ToC and the RF, CSEF Phase III believes that inclusive coalitions are 
more likely to represent the needs of the diverse citizens and marginalized communities, 
as well as explicitly (and literally) including voices of these communities in civil society 
advocacy. Prior CSEF coalitions have highlighted that coalitions are, in fact, only as 
strong as their members. It is inferred from the results framework that inclusiveness in 
membership and holding public consultations both aim to develop a policy agenda that 
is more closely aligned to the demands and interests of the general public within the 
country. 7  
 
As demonstrated from the annual report and also through key informant interviews, 
coalitions are able to identify and recruit member organizations to contribute to 
diversifying and strengthening the coalitions’ advocacy agenda.  
 

                                            
7 Discussed further in the next subsection. There are understandably overlaps in both Objectives 1 and 2, with 
contextualizing implementation as a function of membership diversity, public consultations, among other factors. 

Summary: ■ On-Track 
Coalitions are on-track to ensuring they themselves or other CS 
groups are adequately represented in key policy design and 
review processes in their countries. Where this may not be 
happening, coalitions remain committed to navigating through 
complicated political contexts and setting the stage for an 
environment where marginalized groups can be featured in 
education policy dialogue. 
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As noted in the CSEF Phase III Annual Report for 2016, a total of 96.3% of coalitions 
were classified as strong or adequate, along Indicator 1.1.1.   
 

 
Source: CSEF 2016 Annual Report 

 
CSEF Phase III’s ability to retain coalition members from various grassroots, education-
related backgrounds may better enable coalitions to relate and listen to local, 
marginalized communities. As the 2015 CSEF external evaluation pointed out, 
“coalitions that engage members in defining priorities and approaches, and in 
implementation, are much stronger and more resilient than coalitions that depend on 
secretariats for implementation.” With the exception of one external stakeholder (who is 
affiliated through an RFC), all other respondents believe that coalitions are using 
member consultations to adapt the global CSEF plans to their national contexts. The 
proposal development process for national coalitions also shows strong requirements 
for coalitions to provide qualitative information on their membership diversity and critical 
analyses of relevant national education challenges. 
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However, the experience behind this “strong” classification varies widely depending on 
context. Many coalitions remain active in working strategically to expand both its 
membership, and the ability of its members to meaningfully engage in the education 
sector.  

“[Our] coalition is very diverse: children’s organizations, youth 
organizations, sexual minorities, etc., and only a few orgs like teachers’ 
organizations and [the national] education alliance, which works directly 
in educations. Most others are rights-based without experience in 
education…The education sector doesn’t change much. Most are rights-
based education organizations. So [in influencing] policy, for example, 
we know much better that it’s not just “rights rights rights”. [Members] 
don’t know about policy. So our challenge was to overcome this 
attitude. To show [government] that we are a credible partner, to show 
them we are relevant to the policy dialogue, and that we can engage. It 
took almost five years”. - CSEF national respondent, Asia region. 

 
Although the vast majority of coalitions are on-track to diversifying the membership, 
various respondents have noted incidents where inclusion of some groups may in fact 
compromise the perceived legitimacy of the coalition. For example, as a result of the 
nation-wide protests in Myanmar in 2014-2015 against the revised National Education 
Law, the national coalition became internally tied between a decision to include student 
groups (as well as teacher groups, which were in solidarity) to achieve a more inclusive 
membership versus excluding opposition groups in the hopes to gain legitimacy with 
government. Other coalitions face these trade-offs which may inhibit their ability to have 
plurality of voices. 

 

OUTCOME 1.2 
“CSEF-supported coalitions actively participate in LEGs and in key sector policy and 
review processes (including where possible with parliamentary forums).” 
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As per the RF Indicator 1.2.1 (seen above), many external factors have limited the extent 
to which coalitions have been able to participate in government-led sectoral 
engagement opportunities. As CSEF Phase III global staff are well aware, various 
governments are not universally favorable towards civil society participation. Although 
government engagement is often an extremely effective channel for improving access 
to public services, it is not the only channel. Coalitions have demonstrated ways in which 
citizen engagement has empowered local communities to, in turn, become more 
empowered to claim the public services to which they are entitled. Further, in fragile and 
conflict-affected states where public sector education services may reflect only a fraction 
of education services in the country (due to geographical coverage, discrimination, or 
protection risks), government-led sector dialogue processes may be deprioritized by 
coalitions when advocating first for universal access.  In other words, although 1.2.1 is a 
valid indicator, an inability to meet all its targets does not suggest an inability to achieve 
Objective 1. 

 
 
Secondly, 1.2 simply emphasizes “engagement” in the national LEG, rather than how 
coalitions can be an effective participant (e.g. demonstrating the capacity to contribute 
and interpret evidence, analyzing national policies’ alignment with SDG4, inter alia). Of 
course, the factors which qualify participants to be an effective and active participant are 

Recommendation 
Beyond solely output-level monitoring that public consultations are occurring (“inwards-
outwards”), coalitions (in their national plans, reports, or elsewhere) should consider 
highlighting the ways in which the public has informed their agenda (“outwards-inwards”).  
 
Having an inclusive membership does not ensure that national strategy and policy agenda 
has an inclusive voice; often times, national coordinators and those employed under CSEF do 
not represent marginalized groups themselves but instead are required to mobilize other 
groups to become coalition members. Many coalitions are actively leveraging the knowledge 
and experience of their diverse membership base to inform research or to build networks to 
support coalitions in their advocacy.  This recommendation is cognizant of the existing 
reporting requirements, and comes with the caveat that there many be other reporting 
requirements that could be removed (discussed in other sections) as to not create more 
paperwork. An example of how to measure or describe whether consultations inform the 
coalitions’ agenda (“outwards-inwards”) could be case studies, references in coalitions’ policy 
agenda to minutes from public consultations, or other means of verification. By demonstrating 
the ways in which membership diversity contributes to contextualization of coalitions’ plans, 
coalitions become more accountable to the populations which they are aimed to represent 
and advocate. 
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central to CSEF III’s Objectives 2 and 3. As discussed earlier, strong capacity to become 
an effective participant may not have any bearing as to whether or not a coalition may 
have “access” (or an invitation) to a government-led policy review. Regardless, when 
coalitions are engaged, there are significant examples from coalitions in all regions on 
how coalition leadership has been effective in designing education policies for their 
respective governments. The following responses regarding coalition engagement with 
their respective LEGs demonstrate the broad set of contexts for coalitions’ performances 
within this indicator.  

“We can’t always impact GPE policy processes in country. Sometimes 
the environment doesn’t allow for it for a coalition to make useful 
contributions in a LEG. Sometimes the LEG doesn’t really allow CS to 
speak and to contribute. We can’t control that. Same with joint sector 
reviews. We’re pushing for better mutual accountability, but it’s still a 
long way to go before it gets fixed. [It’s a problem of] attribution vs. 
contribution: GPE sees a lot of good examples where the government 
is open to civil society, but they also hit boundaries where civil society 
gets shut down…We’ve reached a point where 49 of our coalitions are 
in the LEG. Real decisions are taken somewhere else though. When we 
talk about coalition weakness, its related to the repulsion of government 
to take their views, have access to data, contribute to budget 
discussions, etc.” 
         -CSEF global respondent 

 

“[One coalition in LAC] is trying to get the LEG created. Until now 
they’ve worked with parliamentarians to get approval of national 
education law that regulates school fees, as well as national education 
funding. They’ve been working with other networks for the approval of 
this law. They are increasing the linkages with other key actors to get 
approval for the law. Of course, the context of the country is very 
complex, but they are strengthening their power to influence national 
government and the momentum around the LEG is good.”  
      - CSEF regional respondent, Latin America and the Caribbean  
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CSEF Experience: Government Engagement in Mongolia 
 
The Mongolian Education Alliance, MEA, has made incremental progress towards 
CSEF’s long-term vision, through a slow and directed process based on a set of 
overarching goals. Phase III has represented a continuation of MEA’s long term effort 
to foster closer engagement with government, through face-to-face perseverance and 
dedicated pressure. A fundamental goal of MEA has been the establishment of a fully 
functional LEG, one inclusive of civil society voices. While the Ministry of Education 
initially agreed to establish a LEG, invitations were predominately extended to large 
iNGOs, providing space to discuss donor priorities. Through the relentless advocacy of 
MEA over the course of 5 years, the Ministry agreed to open its doors to a new, more 
inclusive consultative environment for civil society and grassroots 
organizations.  Unfortunately, elections interrupted the development process and 
current changes in personnel at the Ministry of Education have created a challenging 
environment for any continuity of planning. Nonetheless, the master plan process has 
been initiated, establishing a path to effective future government engagement. 
 
MEA has seen to a similar progression in direct government engagement in education 
fora. Over the past several years, MEA has organized regular events to discuss national 
education priorities, with Ministry officials continually invited. Their persistence and 
growing reputation has seen the Ministry change from at first refusing to attend, to 
eventually sending junior officers, to now at the most recent forum, having the State 
Secretary of Education in attendance. This gradual progression demonstrates the 
effectiveness of patiently building trust and an environment for cooperation. The 
coalition now has a sense of collaboration with the Ministry, and the Ministry more 
proactively engaging MEA to discuss issues.  
 
Thematically, MEA has placed specific, long-term focus on policies to promote 
inclusive education. This specific focus area has demonstrated that results may be 
yielded over the course of multiple years. Inclusive education had previously not been 
a topic of discussion nationally at any level--most considered the inclusion of special 
needs children in regular classrooms a distraction for the other children. However, 
through MEA’s efforts, parents and teachers now more frequently view the inclusion of 
special needs children in regular classrooms as the best long term policy. Similarly, 
MEA and its members have been able to voice strident support for the establishment 
of effective PTAs, a previously rare or non-existent body. As parents lobbied local 
governments for improvements and attained results, school principals became more 
receptive to the involvement of PTAs in setting education priorities. 
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OBJECTIVE 2: ACTIVE PUBLIC OUTREACH AND 
GENERATION/USE OF RESEARCH AND EVIDENCE ON 
QUALITY, EQUITY, FINANCING AND SYSTEM REFORM 

 
As suggested from the ToC, evidence-informed advocacy (on quality, equity, education 
financing, and system reform) will not only legitimize civil society policy initiatives but 
also contribute to a more effective public-led dialogue on education access and 
outcomes. The Objective 2 statement, unlike Objective 1, actually in itself defines the 
two sub-objectives (Outcomes 2.1 and 2.2), seen in the two figures below.  
 

 
 

Source: CSEFIII 2016 Annual Report 

 

Summary: ■ On-Track 
Coalitions are generally holding public consultations to learn from the key policy 
issues affecting education quality, access, financing, and equity among 
marginalized groups. There remains variability in the extent to which coalitions are 
using evidence to inform their advocacy strategy or various forms of research in 
policy dialogue. However, this is anticipated to improve in 2018 as coalition-led 
research is further along in the implementation cycle. 
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Source: CSEF III 2016 Annual Report 

 
Although the topic areas for advocacy are explicit in all outcome statements (with 
sufficient scope for national-level interpretation and contextualization), evidence itself is 
not defined. “Evidence of uptake” has been clarified in the RF concepts and terms sheet 
(July 2017), however “evidence” remains open to interpretation. The implications of this 
is discussed later in this section under Outcome 2.2. 
 
On a broader note encompassing the RF, Outcome 2 limits the focus of coalitions to 
citizen engagement, which excludes marginalized groups like refugees or stateless 
individuals who are often unable to access public services, including education, in their 
host countries. However, coalitions of course did not interpret this as such and continued 
to focus on engaging all residents of their country to advocate for education for all. The 
rest of the findings for Outcome 2 assume this is not the intention of CSEF and simply 
recommends that the Global Secretariat refines the language in the ToC and RF. 
 
For these two sub-outcomes, particularly relating to public engagement and 
mobilization, coalitions have had relative success and are on-target (see table above). 
However, Outcome 2.2 has had mixed success, particularly with coalitions unable to 
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generate their own credible research on-schedule. The failure-to-launch for Objective 
2.2 are inline to both the recent biannual report (April 2017) and previous CSEF Phase II 
country-level evaluations (e.g. COSYDEP in Senegal). These two sub-objectives, their 
progress, and respective enablers and barriers are discussed in greater detail in the next 
sub-sections. 
 

OUTCOME 2.1 
“Coalitions that actively consult with, engage and mobilize the public, including through 
the use of traditional and social media – on education policies and programmes related 
to financing, quality & learning, and equity & inclusion in the education system.” 

 
The ToR and Results Framework explicitly calls upon coalitions to be proactive in public 
outreach and citizen engagement. The implicit rationale is that through public 
consultations, coalitions will be better informed of, and in turn better outwardly inform, 
the public agenda. This also helps to sense-check that their advocacy agenda is best in 
line with the public interest, namely for marginalized groups with reduced public 
education opportunities. In the 2016 annual report, CSEF reports that coalitions are on 
track to achieve their targets, with around 83% of coalitions achieving ‘strong’ or 
‘adequate’ outreach and mobilization (via community-level consultations, media 
broadcasts, etc.). The methodology for this indicator, measured by the CSEF Global 
Secretariat’s MEL team, credits achievement by either geographical reach of a public 
campaign/consultation or frequency. For a coalition to be considered to be adequately 
consulting the public to inform their advocacy agenda, they should hold citizens’ 
meetings at least twice a year. According to the 2016 Annual Report, even at mid-point 
it seems like coalitions have nearly already achieved this target.  
 
This may suggest that, moving ahead, there could be scope to further raise the bar to 
expect coalitions to conduct quarterly public consultations and to ensure these meetings 
reflect all the priority topic areas. This may depend on available resources. Alternatively, 
CSEF can now build on these successes and focus on the depth of public consultations, 
e.g. who is attending (inclusivity) and how many (reach). 

OUTCOME 2.2 
Coalitions that produce relevant documentation/analysis and/or engage citizens in 
original and credible research, data collection and evidence building—to inform sector 
policy dialogue on ne or more of: a) domestic financing for education; b) equity & 
inclusion in education c) quality education and learning; d) quality &inclusivity of 
education sector dialogue processes 

 
To a very large extent, respondents from the global secretariat (100%), the regional 
secretariat (91%), and external stakeholders (100%) who have engaged with coalition-
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produced research believe it is relevant and credible. Coupled with capacity building 
engagements, which KII respondents have said have more largely focused on equity and 
financing in the past year, coalitions feel better equipped to lead advocacy efforts in 
these policy areas. Even beyond these prescribed thematic areas in the ToC, coalitions 
are often able to adapt to meet the relevant needs and produce research relevant to 
their own context. An example of this adaption by one coalition is included in the boxed 
text at the end of this section. 
 
CSEF Phase III reports verify that coalitions are productive in generating their own 
research. MTR findings have revealed that coalitions themselves are generally also 
confident in their ability to develop research that they feel is useful to influencing policy 
development.  
 
 

 
 
The survey and routine reporting requirements from coalitions are limited to coalition-
produced research and its quality, and are not as broad as the CSEF objective on external 
research uptake. Other documents, such as the CSEF Biannual Report (Jan-June 2016) 
provide clear anecdotal evidence of research influencing the national policy agenda and 
coalitions’ progress on submitting research proposals. Then, in the subsequent CSEF 
annual report for 2016, coalition capacity to produce original high-quality research 
remains under the target. These are all under-estimates of coalition performance against 
CSEF Objective 2, as they do not capture the ways in which coalitions use secondary 
data to increase their understanding or advocate towards relevant policy issues. 
 
However, although reporting on Indicator 2.2.1 is likely an underestimate, one 
hypothesis raised from the CSEF 2013-2015 evaluation, which seems to still be valid 
albeit to a much lesser extent, is that delays in implementation naturally influence 
coalitions’ ability to meet targets on-time. Many coalitions are late in securing funds for 
funded research proposals, therefore results on this indicator may be latent (CSEF 2016 
Annual Report).  
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Additionally, as a more general cross-cutting barrier, the annual proposal development 
process similarly does not mitigate the challenges with securing funds on-time for sub-
activities and perhaps undermines the limited time that coalitions have to not only 
implement CSEF activities but also submit proposals to other agencies for research 
activities or generally to ensure greater financial security outside of CSEF. Further 
discussion of the annual proposal process is included in the following section.  
 

 
 

  

Use of Research for Policy Action: Somalia Coalition for Education For All (EFASOM) 
 

In 2016-2017, EFASOM conducted qualitative research, through interviews, with 
various communities who have reduced access to education services: children in 
internally displaced persons (IDP) camps, girls under 12, children with special needs, 
and IDP families. The objective of this research was to estimate the extent to which 
these communities have access to formal educational opportunities. 
 
An unanticipated finding was that the majority of public teachers do not have any 
teaching qualifications. EFASOM developed a state-level task force with stakeholders 
and as a result, the Regional Education Officer now is required to interview every 
teacher being hired, thereby making him accountable to ensure all new teachers hired 
hold a teaching diploma. EFASOM now hopes that with qualified teachers in primary 
education, the quality of primary education for all public students will increase. 
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OBJECTIVE 3: GLOBAL AND REGIONAL SUCCESSES RELATING 
TO GPE AND SDG 4 BETTER INFORM – AND ARE BETTER 
INFORMED BY – NATIONAL AND LOCAL CIVIL SOCIETY 

 
Unlike Objectives 1 and 2, Objective 3 centers at the Global and Regional Secretariat 
level. This objective outlines the requirement for Global and Regional participation in 
disseminating the lessons and experiences of CSEF coalitions outwards and upwards, to 
GPE board and external stakeholders. It also attempts to ensure that coalition 
representatives attend key forums on SDG4 progress (“inwards-outwards”). 
 

 
 
The role of GPE and its contributions to global education discourse and public education 
advocacy are well-established. As per the GPE Board Meeting minutes and biannual 
CSEF reporting, it is evidenced that the CSEF Global Secretariat continues to advocate 
for the inclusion of civil society in global education policy design and strategy. However, 
the ways in which GPE leverages these lessons on policy advocacy and reform as well as 
research from CSEF in broader, global platforms is outside the scope for this MTR. As a 
result, this MTR will primarily focus on Outcome 3.2. 
 

OUTCOME 3.2 

Summary: ■ On-Track  
To a large extent, CSEF Phase III is producing and sharing learnings externally 
to the GPE Board and in regional and national forums to ensure that CSO voices 
are included in SDG4 strategic discussions. Further, many coalitions are 
receiving opportunities to communicate their experiences in civil society 
advocacy in the national education policy arena at key, relevant external 
consultative workshops. There is still scope for some regions to expand the 
opportunities for various coalitions for external engagement and to share and 
receive wisdom on the role of CS in supporting the achievement of SDG4. 
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Stronger links between national, regional and global CSO voices (including South-South) 
in key regional & global debates & events on implementation of SDG4. 
 

 
 

One of the key tenants of CSEF is to establish and support civil society organizations, 
within coalitions, to be able to make effective contributions in education policy dialogue 
in their respective countries, within their wider regions, as well as globally. The 2016 
CSEF Annual Report outlines many key achievements of coalitions participating in 
national-level strategic discussions on SDG4 (91% of coalitions) but additionally 
contributing to regional engagements on SDG4.  
 
Regional Secretariat representatives were able to expand on regional-level opportunities 
for coalitions during this review’s KIIs. However, the impetus behind coalitions’ 
participation in these events are manifold: although civil society participation in SDG4 
strategic discussions is invaluable, coalitions often find these opportunities as a capacity-
building opportunity and also an opportunity to engage with their own national 
policymakers in “more neutral” (foreign) settings, such as a LAC coalition working to 
exert pressure on its government through international bodies. 

“While [one of the region’s coalitions had government representatives 
present] at the GPE meetings in Paris, [the Regional Secretariat] 
discussed the importance of creating a LEG [with them]. The [coalition 
[itself] is now speaking with UNESCO, as coordinating agency, to try to 
open a LEG there. At the same time, the Regional Secretariat is helping 
them with how to do it. Essentially, messages get reinforced through 
different channels simultaneously.”- CSEF regional respondent, Latin 
America and the Caribbean 

Overall, staff across all CSEF levels perceive that national civil society context is well-
represented within the GPE Board. As seen in the chart below, 68% of respondents from 
National Coalitions and 67% from Regional Secretariats reported their positive view that 
GPE is aware of national civil society coalition contexts. While the Global Secretariat 
response would appear to have a more pessimistic view, this is in large part inconclusive 
data, due to the small number of Global Secretariat respondents (3), and the limited 
CSEF tenure of two of the respondents. 
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While respondents believe that their viewpoints and operating conditions are 
understood, some would like to see a more effective feedback mechanism to understand 
how GPE, as well as INGOs, are connecting to CSO initiatives, accomplishments, 
challenges and successes at the national level. While information is currently flowing 
“up”, more can be done to facilitate the understanding of this information back “down.” 
This two-way information flow may be able to allow National Coalitions to provide more 
targeted contributions to discussions, and to get involved on a deeper level. Continued, 
dedicated engagement with the CSO2 Communications and Engagement Plan may help 
to address macro-level communication flows. 

“When we are asked to provide input on CSEF… we do not have any 
feedback whether the recommendations have been directed or taken into 
consideration by relevant management authorities. As a coalition we would 
like to have more connection with GPE or CSEF management so that they 
understand country's education context, situation and what we would like 
to achieve through CSEF program. Education context in Eastern Europe is 
much more different than in conflict-affected countries.” 

-CSEF Respondent, Eastern Europe 
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CSEF RESULTS: OTHER 

CAPACITY BUILDING 
One responsibility of the Global and Regional Secretariats is to identify capacity gaps 
and needs for their coalitions. Secretariats work with coalitions to support governance, 
research, financial management, coordination, advocacy, and other areas necessary for 
National Coalition success. This capacity support is an underpinning of the ToC as a 
strategic input and is fundamental to the success of national coalitions’ achievement of 
CSEF indicators. 
 
One senior staff member from a Regional Secretariat acknowledged how complex and 
manifold capacity building can be: individual staff engagement and capacity 
strengthening is a slow, on-going, and perhaps a lifelong process, and is a function of 
intrinsic (e.g. altruistic) and extrinsic (e.g. salary) motivating factors. With regard to the 
various definitions of ‘capacity’ and differing levels of its application (individual, 
organizational, and institutional), some CSEF regions are better equipped to support 
change in civil society’s capacity to have long-term effects on the quality of their 
engagement in their respective countries.  
 
Overall, 92% of surveyed respondents from Regional Secretariats believe CSEF has 
helped coalitions increase their ability to improve education in their region, and 97% of 
national coalitions believe that CSEF has increased their ability to improve education in 
their own country.  For example, one coalition staff member affirmed: 

“With the CSEF assistance, over the years the coalition was able to 
develop, build its capacity and become one of the strongest advocates 
in the field of education. With CSEF help, our organization established 
itself as the strongest as well as valued and respected (by the 
government as well as other stakeholders) NGOs in the country. 
Besides, we were able to raise additional funds for the same cause.” 

    -National respondent, Middle East and East Europe region 
 
Such testimonials are repeated from National Coalitions across all regions, ranging from 
those with stable governments to those operating in fragile and conflict-affected states. 
Most representatives from Regional Secretariats also generally feel that the Global 
Secretariat adequately supports their region in addressing their coalitions’ capacity 
development needs.  
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*0% seen from Latin America and the Caribbean is reflective of response of ‘inadequate’ 

 
The majority of respondents also indicated that resources viz. financial and human 
resources are adequately provided to enable the Regional Secretariats to complete their 
capacity building plans.  
 
Previous CSEF evaluations recommended an expansion of knowledge management and 
exchange between coalitions. These findings are consistent with this MTR’s document 
review. With the exception of the annual and biannual reports (whose target audience is 
not the coalitions themselves), and institutionalized regional consultations, there are few 
examples of formal junctures to share successes and challenges within and between 
regions. In light of this, one representative from the Latin America and Caribbean 
Secretariat noted that despite challenges with global and regional communication when 
coalitions are financially constrained, exchange opportunities are in fact possible. One 
coalition in their region was able to travel and learn from coalitions in Nepal and Vietnam, 
and further highlighted that the regional exchanges (not necessarily facilitated by the 
Global Secretariat) are invaluable.  
 
In general, more “front-end” capacity building led by the Global Secretariat, specifically 
more workshops and learning and sharing events, have been requested particularly from 
the Asia and Pacific and Latin American and the Caribbean Regional Secretariats. The 
CSEF Capacity Strengthening and Shared Learning Strategy, developed in 2016, also 
reflects positive steps towards providing global frameworks and a holistic planning 
structures are in place. However, in light of the ongoing recruitment of a Networks, 
Engagement and Learning Manager, much of this strategy may need to be reassessed 
to prepare to be more actively implemented for the remainder of the phase. 
In addition to the largely favorable survey findings on perceptions of Global Secretariat 
support, there are a considerable number of examples from KIIs where respondents 
highlight the relevance of Global Secretariat-led training workshops designed to 
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improve coalitions’ capacity (i.e. in financial management and reporting vis-à-vis the 
newly respective digital platforms discussed below). Additionally, the Middle East and 
Eastern Europe Regional Secretariat is currently planning a conference in Beirut for 
coalitions on education financing and to develop a regional strategy on their policy 
advocacy approach with global actors attending, as well as coalitions outside this region.  
The Global Secretariat should continue to engage with each Regional Secretariat to 
ensure there is an actionable inter-regional exchange opportunity scheduled for their 
coalitions, and increase, or stabilize, its staff capacity within the networks and learning 
function.  
 
Although Indicator 3.2.1 does call upon coalitions to engage outside their countries with 
other civil society organizations, the second phase of CSEF Phase III may warrant the 
target being amended from “at least one global analysis paper and one per region each 
year” to “presentation of at least one global analysis and one per region each year at an 
internal CSEF-hosted workshop”. If budget constraints prohibit this, the Regional 
Secretariats may consider individual cross-learning exchanges (which incur fewer costs 
for logistics for fewer individuals) or mandatory and routine web-based learning seminars 
for each coalition to share their experiences and knowledge across the region.  
 

REGIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING  
Lastly, results show that while Regional Secretariats are focused, deeply, on building 
national coalition capacity, this support can be better documented and tracked. Regional 
Secretariats may be served by developing flexible, longer-term training plans for 
coalitions based on capacity needs/gaps. This may help to create steadier, proactive, 
measurable pathways of growth for coalitions, rather than solely serving the more ad-
hoc, reactive style currently in place. This practice appears to be underway through 
CSEF, though does not currently appear to be comprehensively tracked and reviewed, 
with coalitions’ internal growth and progress highlighted globally.  
 
In order to ensure that regional capacity building plans are sufficiently developed in line 
with the capacity building strategy, Regional Secretariats may consider an informal or 
formal forum for ideas exchange for how to strengthen their plans. One option is a "peer-
exchange," where two coalitions email their plans to each other and discuss some 
highlights, questions to consider, and areas where they would strengthen to improve 
coalitions' technical capacity. Alternatively, a (remote) global conference may help each 
Regional Secretariat share their capacity building plan, open the channel for other 
regions to discuss their ideas, discuss methods to further align it with the global strategy, 
or share good practices for incorporating other strong areas into their own regional plan. 
These are both contingent on translators, time zones, and resources available. 
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In addition, to ensure regional consistency in quality of technical capacity, it is 
recommended for Regional Secretariats to submit their own internal growth plans, 
thereby encouraging internal capacity monitoring and strengthening. The Global 
Secretariat may encourage a full partnership approach, and avoid appearance of direct 
management by producing their own as well, thereby promoting 360-degree 
accountability for all parties. 

CSEF ANNUAL PROPOSAL PROCESS  
The annual proposal process established by CSEF management and is similar to many 
other peer programs. The annual proposal process expands the number of windows for 
new coalitions to enter into CSEF, keeps coalitions engaged with their three year 
objectives, and serves as a sustainability check-point for CSEF funding, nudging them to 
diversify their funding sources. However, respondents across all levels of CSEF hierarchy 
have noted that the annual process is burdensome both for CSEF management and for 
coalitions. For instance, several "mature" coalitions have completed over half-a-dozen 
proposal cycles within CSEF, where both coalitions and CSEF likely already intimately 
understand each other's objectives, means of operations, and respective contributions 
to national-level policy impact. As coalitions are limited in staff and resources, this 
process may also limit the implementation period available while coalition staff engage 
members with proposal development and biannual MEL reporting. CSEF may consider 
expanding the project cycle to two years for currently funded coalitions. In this method, 
the end of the first year could coincide with progress review that tied to the end-of-year 
biannual report and is less rigorous than a new proposal. This then maintains the 
flexibility to initiate payments for year two or alternatively to discontinue the grant. 
Reducing the annual proposal process may also free Regional Secretariats to place more 
emphasis on overall capacity support and learning during this time.  
 

“Coalitions find that the volume of documents, evidence and 
information requested on reports each six months [leads them to] 
sometimes dedicate more time gathering and writing information and 
evidence to submit to the regional and global secretariats than to their 
advocacy work. Also it's hard to show evidence of the 
contribution/influence to a specific policy because the advocacy work 
takes time to show some results.” 

-Regional Secretariat staff member 

MONITORING EVALUATION & LEARNING (MEL) 
Staff of national coalitions and Regional Secretariats alike find that the current CSEF 
reporting processes accurately captures progress made during each reporting term. The 
minority of respondents who report less positive responses are predominately led by 
their view of the inherent challenges of providing short-term metrics for longer-term 
advocacy work, especially in conflict-affected areas. In this view, the 6-month time 
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periods and need for specific measurements do not encapsulate the softer, more difficult 
to measure outcomes underway within hearts and minds of those responsible or political 
change, where lead time between activities implemented and outcomes engendered 
can be years apart. To provide a more thorough chance for extrapolation on long-term, 
less-attributable gains, especially for conflict-affected states, it may be helpful to provide 
an end-of-phase opportunity for coalitions to highlight their stories over the course of 
CSEF. 

 

 

 
While the reporting process within CSEF is generally viewed as appropriately capturing 
national and regional progress, a view across both national and global levels is that 
aggregated biannual reports submitted to GPE may not fully capture   
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The CSEF MEL Online Platform 
 
With the launch of the 2016 CSEF Online MEL Platform, CSEF has created sizeable gains 
in the accuracy, efficiency and sustainability of CSEF data collection and analysis.  
This platform has reinforced and contributed to successes system-wide. The new 
platform has enabled national coalitions and Regional Secretariats to perform their bi-
annual reporting through a strongly structured process, and enabled each level to review 
the reports they receive for both qualitative and quantitative information. This 
transformation has provided several benefits compared to the historical processes: 
providing a unified interface and central repository of both current past reports, 
improving data integrity, enabling transparency, ease of auditing, automation of data 
aggregation and real-time analysis. Moreover, the platform’s successful uptake rate 
demonstrates that the development process took necessary care to involve input from 
multiple stakeholders. 
  
Administratively, the reporting process has become markedly easier for those submitting 
and reviewing reports. Respondents from all regions universally mentioned the time-
savings of the reporting process as compared to previous phases. 
 
At a national level, the interface represents a unified experience for all coalitions, keeping 
the same experience over multiple submissions. For all levels, referring back to the data 
has become far easier than in previous phases’, yielding more predictable and more 
accurate data. The integrity of the data itself has improved compared to past 
submissions as well. As the platform performs rudimentary input validation and auto-
calculates values that can be derived from previously provided information, the system 
has removed the most common sources for inconsistent data. Furthermore, the data is 
more easily audited and cross-referenced against other data sources.   
 
For the global level, review of the platform has found that the functionality for auto-
generated, core aggregate reports has removed a lengthy manual and error-prone 
process from previous CSEF phases. Furthermore, the CSEF MEL platform has enabled 
transparency throughout the reporting process as the most current information is visible 
to all individuals with the correct access permissions. Consequently, the progress of each 
coalition is immediately accessible to the Global Secretariat, in terms of completing the 
report and in terms of progress towards the overall objectives. CSEF reporting states 
that this transparency has extended to horizontal collaboration between coalitions, as 
they are able to view, and learn from others’ strategic efforts to engage lobbying, policy 
participation, public events and publications.  
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With the gains in transparency, the platform appears to have created greater potential 
for faster communication and feedback loops. To date, the majority of the CSEF Phase 
III MEL capacity has been appropriated to designing, launching, and implementing the 
reporting platform, as well as aggregating the requisite bi-annual reports. Going forward, 
it is recommended that the Global Secretariat begin to place, or expand, focus on 
facilitating the evaluation feedback processes across CSEF’s hierarchy. National 
coalitions indicate that they do not receive feedback on the basis of the reports that they 
submit. Information is thereby flowing in one primary direction - from national coalitions 
upwards to the Global Secretariat. As a result, CSEF may only be gaining half the benefits 
of the digitization of the reporting workflow. To capture the full value of the system, each 
level needs to provide these full reports back to lower-levels. This step completes the 
feedback loop, thereby providing value to the level below for the report that they 
prepared, creates national coalitions as a primary stakeholder (rather than acting as an 
‘input’ towards the reported CSEF outcomes), and encourages greater cross-team 
learning, despite the recognized hurdles of translation and dissemination. 
 
Without this feedback cycle, individuals contributing to the report may lose trust in the 
system, become uncertain about whether their contribution is read and evaluated, and 
see the reporting process as an administrative task rather than opportunity for self-
evaluation and growth. Coalition reports may instead serve as key communication 
channels, providing an ideal opportunity for providing feedback and guidance on 
progress by Regional and Global Secretariats’ monitoring efforts, rather than for use only 
for external reporting requirements. CSEF progress reports highlight the role of the 
monitoring system in enabling a more contextualized understanding of activities and 
challenges self-reported by coalitions themselves.  This has provided a potentially 
untapped opportunity for using this incoming data for more regular, granular monitoring 
and support to national coalitions.  As six months also represents a maximum timespan 
for regular, smaller-scale check ins from a Regional Secretariat, it may be of use for GCE 
and Regional Secretariats to investigate opportunities for formalizing use of the data in 
regular tracking, capacity building and region-wide support. 
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KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 
With the MEL platform in place and usage levels steady as of mid-2017, increased 
attention can begin to be placed on developing the program’s capacity for gathering, 
archiving, and sharing the experiences and learning from coalitions. Regional and 
national knowledge management processes are critical for CSEF successes to not be 
forgotten and research not lost. Review, however, does not suggest that a robust 
knowledge management and learning processes has yet been institutionalized outside 
of individual national level efforts. Of critical importance to program development is a 
structured, utilization-focused method for archiving and sharing of the program’s 
experiences and learnings from all levels, as related to policy change, sources of 
evidence, and other communication materials. There are significant gains to be made 
from these cross-country and inter-regional coalition-to-coalition learning processes, 
particularly in how they impact both the content and methodology of coalition initiatives. 
This repository can also serve to promote a greater external source of visibility for global 
contributions by CSEF. It is recommended that the program provide a particular focus 
to the development of this capacity in the coming funded period. The stabilization of the 
Networks and Learning Manager position at the Global Secretariat will provide an 
increased opportunity for these gains. Documentation references to a yet-to-be 
developed e-Learning platform may improve this domain as well. 

 
MEL AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 
The vast majority of respondents agree that national coalition’s CSEF plans are generally 
well-designed and contextually appropriate for strengthening the active engagement of 
citizens and representative CSOs in all stages of education policy development, 
implementation and monitoring. However, this is one area the MEL team may look at in 
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the future as a source for encouraging national-level M&E growth. As the CSEF Phase III 
annual proposals are structured as specific, tangible, and strategic plans, a coalition’s 
plan may only be as strong as its internal understanding of strategic planning and 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation frameworks. 
 
Within CSEF annual proposals, coalitions are asked for their previously created 3-year 
plan and targets, and for the coalitions’ intended policy impact, though no explicit 
guidance is made to requiring a monitoring framework. The detailed planning 
documentation asks coalitions to specifically align policy impact aims with GPE and CSEF 
objectives, and where they see their monitoring initiatives fitting within CSEF monitoring 
indicators. While this requires CSEF coalitions to have a thorough understanding and 
engagement with the global monitoring system, more explicit reference could be 
provided for coalitions' monitoring capacity and existing internal systems. As this 
capacity varies by region and by coalition, greater and more target MEL capacity support 
strengthen CSEF through stronger annual planning and in the achievement of both 
national and global level objectives– going forward. 
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COALITION SUSTAINABILITY 

One area underpinning coalitions’ capacity is the question of coalition dependence on 
CSEF. Many parties acknowledge that coalitions are often not financially sustainable and 
funding sources are insufficiently diverse. Coalitions themselves are well-aware of the 
need to diversify and expand their funding bases. One key challenge raised in this regard 
is the perception of a fundamental trade-off for coalition staff: they are aware of the 
importance of attracting non-CSEF funding and becoming independently sustainable, 
but typically have limited staff and limited resourcing to meet their current deliverables.  
 

“CSEF continues to be a critical funding source [for us] even with efforts 
being made to raise funds from other sources. Due to the fact that 
donors are making smaller commitments towards funding institutional 
costs, it is taking a toll on effective implementation of planned activities 
and coalition building. It will be helpful if the management of CSEF 
considers how to help Coalitions to address this problem.” 

-CSEF national respondent 

For many coalitions, CSEF funding has directly supported their formation into strong civil 
society organizations which operate in the educational policy arena. Consequently, with 
the confidence that CSEF funding is ongoing and with limited capacity (time and human 
resources) for outside proposal development, coalitions deprioritize strategic planning 
for growth or fundraising. One respondent emphasized this point: 

“National coalitions know CSEF funding is a given so they do not seek 
alternative funding. Perhaps Global and Regional Secretariats are giving 
the wrong message - ‘Don’t worry, we’ll fight this for you and continue 
funding (sic); [Therefore,] we incapacitate coalitions from writing a good 
proposal. We talk about capacity building, etc. but for how long? It 
cannot be for life.” 

-CSEF global respondent 

However, Regional Secretariats are confident that CSEF provides enough core funding 
to coalitions to set the foundations for a sustainable organization. Moving forward, 
although Regional Secretariats do explicitly engage in capacity-building activities with 
coalitions to strengthen proposal development skills, these are typically CSEF program-
oriented with often generalizable lessons. It remains unclear as to whether there is 
adequate demand from coalitions to request proposal writing, business development, 
or fundraising support from Regional Secretariats since seemingly coalitions have 
insufficient time to engage in these activities, and Regional Secretariats report operating 
under an already constrained amount of CSEF funding.  
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CSEF may consider a multi-pronged approach for improving the likelihood of coalitions’ 
sustainability. The Global Secretariat and International Partner’s Group may be able to 
increase CSEF visibility –through international dialogue and communications campaigns 
– to the successes of supporting civil society and coalition advocacy work, as well as work 
to enhance strategic partnerships with similar advocacy-oriented funding mechanisms. 
Regional Secretariats may also be able to work with coalitions to conduct donor mapping 
exercises across their region, and embedding this process within their regional capacity 
plans. The aim of such a mapping exercise would be to translate the discussion into more 
actionable fundraising and networking strategies to identify suitable opportunities to 
diversify coalitions’ funding sources beyond CSEF. Similarly, coalitions could be nudged 
to explicitly reference proposal writing and fundraising strategies in their own annual 
proposals, sending a clearer signal to coalitions in the direction of sustainability and 
reduced reliance on CSEF. 
 
Additionally, as mentioned throughout this document, more cross-cutting approaches 
could be considered to enabling coalitions to dedicate time and resources to internal 
sustainability. By reducing the frequency of the annual proposal process or reporting 
requirements, in frequency and/or scope, coalitions may have a reduced workload and 
additional capacity to position themselves for more dedicated business development. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS & PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS  

CSEF Phase III has shown significant, positive results throughout the first half of its 
implementation. Overall, the program is in alignment with GCE’s strategic aims, GPE’s 
efforts to strengthen mutual accountability in the education sector, and SDG4’s 
trajectory. CSEF provides a potentially otherwise unavailable source of infrastructure to 
build the capacity and opportunity of civil society to increase government accountability 
and to strengthen the impact of education policy and financing strategies at the local 
level. CSEF’s Phase III design is also designed to effectively improve civil society’s 
responsiveness to education policy for the needs of diverse and marginalized groups.  
 
The support provided through CSEF, both financially and programmatically, is absolutely 
critical to the sustained performance of national civil society coalitions, as well as to the 
global effort to create greater government-to-citizen accountability in the education 
sector. Coalitions have demonstrated ways in which citizen engagement has empowered 
local communities to become more empowered to claim the public services to which 
they are entitled, and for political leaders to be responsive to citizen voices. Further, in 
fragile and conflict-affected states where public sector education services may reflect 
only a fraction of education services in the country, CSEF coalitions continue to be 
tireless advocates for education for all. Overall, 92% of surveyed respondents from 
Regional Secretariats believe CSEF has helped coalitions increase their ability to improve 
education in their region, and 97% of national coalitions believe that CSEF has increased 
their ability to improve education in their own country.  
 
GCE’s transition to Grant Agency has been seen as a positive change, with strong effects 
seen in streamlined bureaucracy and administration. While some communication and 
administrative barriers persist in the current system, these are not substantial as 
compared to the size and complexity of the program. The continued efforts of the Global 
and Regional Secretariats to work together as partners has helped to create shared 
accountability and ownership of the program across all levels. As the program continues 
throughout the remainder of the phase, open feedback from Regional Secretariats to 
Global Secretariats can help make improvements in streamlining processes, 
administration and bureaucracy. Some of these processes are noted in the 
recommendations below. 
 
Each of the three program objectives are on track as of mid-2017. This, however, should 
not breed complacency. Within these objectives, performance can be steadied in 
coalitions’ design and use of research, as well as effectiveness of contributions made 
within LEGs. Progress can also continue in the Global Secretariat’s facilitation of global 
monitoring and evaluation, particularly through use of the data now available within the 
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successful online MEL platform. The Global Secretariat’s yet-to-be filled role of Networks 
and Learning manager will be crucial to disseminating gains, lessons-learned, and 
experiences of national coalitions throughout the global ecosystem in the year to come. 
Further, while Regional Secretariats are critical to capacity building for national 
coalitions, this effort can be steadied, tracked and harmonized more thoroughly across 
regions. While capacity building has been appropriately nationally-specific, a full scale 
effort to map needs, gains, and trends will help regions learn from each other, build their 
own capacity, and evoke more global support.  
 
A specific area to be included in this capacity building tracking is the growth of coalition 
financial sustainability and ability to lead business development outside of CSEF. This 
will take a coordinated effort from the Global Secretariat in increasing visibility of CSEF 
and its implementing coalitions, helping expand CSEF as a brand name, Regional 
Secretariats to help map available donors regionally and nationally, and by national 
coalitions to dedicate the time, effort, and resources to securing funding. 
 
Findings from this MTR are complemented, below, by a summary of current successes, 
mid-course corrections applicable, and methods to strengthen implementation.  As such, 
the following section divides and summarizes the recommendations into two categories: 
1) Existing factors identified within the document review and KIIs which CSEF Phase III 
should continue to implement during the second half of its implementation; 2) Specific 
recommendations of ways in which CSEF Phase III can be strengthened for mid-course 
correction. It should be noted that this is not an exhaustive list of CSE Phase III successes. 
There are a plethora of successes and case studies in the annual report compiled by the 
Global Secretariat that serve this purpose. The below list, presented in no significant 
order, simply corresponds to the best practices most commonly identified by all levels 
of CSEF implementers. 

SUCCESSFUL FACTORS: ACHIEVEMENT OF CSEF OBJECTIVES 

GLOBAL COORDINATION 
A singular, global secretariat - responsible for all donor coordination, program 
deliverables and overall program tracking - has enabled CSEF to move as a singular, 
united movement despite operating across multiple languages, cultural contexts and 
political landscapes. 
 
NATIONAL OWNERSHIP 
The global program has successfully maintained national-level ownership whereby 
national advocacy planning is the largest driver of CSEF outcomes. The global and 
regional ties of the program, however, provide coalitions additional opportunities to 
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engage with other coalitions, other like-minded actors, and even their own national 
policymakers.  
 
INCLUSION OF POLITICALLY CHALLENGING CONTEXTS 
While CSEF may appear to only be able to operate in democratic political contexts, 
review reveals that CSEF’s support to coalitions in landscapes that are closed to civil 
society continues to make impact that may otherwise be unavailable. Coalitions continue 
to work to improve education policy by finding a wide variety of channels that are 
available to them, even if outside of policy makers and formal political spaces. This 
includes citizen engagement and mobilization, media use, ‘unofficial’ dialogue with 
decision makers, and contributing to international pressure.  
 
REGIONAL SUPPORT 
The use of Regional Secretariats in the CSEF structure has promoted the program’s 
functioning as a more local, contextualized, directly supported program focused on 
national coalitions. Regional Secretariats have enabled greater horizontal collaboration 
between coalitions in the same region, and improved the way CSOs lobby and 
participate in policy development in their respective countries. The Regional 
Secretariats’ ability to develop annual ad hoc and planned support to coalitions builds 
rapport and motivation to inspire coalitions to remain committed to strengthening 
education for all. 
 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
GCE’s transition to Grant Agency has continued to be seen as a positive change, with 
strong effects in creating a more streamlined bureaucracy and administration. Financial 
management, regulations and documentation are strong for CSEF overall, and act as a 
benchmark for coalitions in their own internal management practices. CSEF funding to 
coalitions, although minimal, does allow for core funding, which is critical to many 
coalition’s functioning. The development of the online financial management platform 
has succeeded in creating a more transparent system of fund disbursement, forecasting, 
and bank reconciliations, as well as reduced barriers in administrative processes. 
 
GOVERNANCE DOCUMENTATION 
CSEF documentation has demonstrated clear details of operational processes, internal 
CSEF relationships and ownership, and guidelines for communications. Roles are clearly 
delineated and program wholly owned. 

INFORMED DESIGN  
The overall CSEF design builds on the cumulative growth in knowledge and capacity 
from previous phases. The Phase III structure has succeeded in building upon previous 
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successes at regional and national levels, and appropriately reflecting the continued 
ambitions to improve on accountability, efficiency, and a results focus. 

STAFFING 
Personnel in leadership positions across the CSEF hierarchy are dedicated, passionate 
and devoted advocates for CSEF’s mission and goals. Staff are predominately 
knowledgeable and tireless in their attempts to juggle multiple priorities, deliverables 
and limited resources.  

MEL 
The M&E Platform, recommended as part of the CSEF 2013-2015 external evaluation, 
has significantly improved the quality of data collection, global reporting and knowledge 
captured within the CSEF system. The Global Secretariat has sufficiently supported 
coalitions to ensure users are comfortable with the platform requirements. Data collected 
presents a full picture of CSEF progress and has the potential to be used as a long-term 
storehouse of subject matter knowledge. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS & SUGGESTED COURSE OF ACTION 

The following tables compile and summarize the key recommendations identified 
throughout Sections 3 and 4 of this MTR. As noted above with program successes, this 
is also not an exhaustive list. Rather than teasing out all of the areas in which CSEF could 
be improved (which are noted throughout Sections 2 and 3), the table below identifies 
recommendations which are likely to be both amenable and highest impact for the 
program. The recommendations below are designed to be feasible, though some are 
understandably easier to implement or indoctrinate than others. The recommendations 
below are not organized in any particular order.  
 

Rec. #  
GOVERNANCE AND STRUCTURES 

1.1 Increase Support to RFMAs 
Regional Secretariats and coalitions have noted operational and administrative 
challenges in streamlining funding approvals with RFMAs. Investigate adding a 
“dotted-line” from RFMAs to the Global Secretariat. If not feasible, CSEF 
management may consider ensuring that all RFMA staff have experience in 
capacity building and formal opportunities to learn more about CSEF activities 
to enable RFMA staff to better contextualize budgets and to improve 
communication and mutual understanding. In general, CSEF can examine the 
specific selection criteria used when a new RFMA is brought onboard, either by 
charting what onboarding is required, and how an RFMA may streamline the 
communications, approval process for coalitions, and disbursements during 
first months of the new year. 

1.2 Create Regional Horizontal Links 
CSEF has made notable improvements in the overall organizational structure 
which has improved the efficiency and timeliness of implementation. Most 
improvements have been vertical, however and there are no clear horizontal 
lines among Regional Secretariats. This has inadvertently created silos. CSEF 
may consider institutionalizing a structure or process which fosters engagement 
between and among Regional Secretariats.  

1.3 Revisit Budget Allocations 
To fulfill recommendations made in this report, CSEF can hold consultative 
feedback with regional secretariats to revisit budgetary allocation to regions, 
with the aim of ensuring regions have appropriate allowances for full-scale 
capacity building within and between regions. Budgetary allocations can also 
be revisited and guidelines reviewed for coalitions, discussing considerations 
for size and scope of national operations. 
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DOCUMENTATION 
2.1 Link CSEF and GCE Strategy Documentation 

The GCE strategy can be amended to include a clearly written relationship 
between GCE strategy and CSEF Phase III Objectives 

2.2 Incorporate Concepts Document & Results Framework  
Concepts document and perhaps should be incorporated directly into the ToC 
narrative or Results Framework 

2.3 Amend Financial Management Platform Documentation 
For long-term sustainability, and in light of the variable training quality 
provided by RFMAs, the Global Secretariat could consider amending the 
financial management platform’s user manual to state the objectives of the 
platform, its functionality, and reports. This explanation can include the scope 
of what the platform can, and cannot, do and link to other related documents 
to help coalitions understand its core goals, in the event that staff turnover is 
no longer familiar with prior challenges. 

2.4 Harmonize Regional Implementation Plans 
Consider standardizing the template for regional implementation plans. A 
standardized template can be designed that adds to global cohesion and ability 
to track regional gains, but does not necessary preclude regional 
independence, flexibility, and locally appropriate alignment.   

 
THEORY OF CHANGE & RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Build Up ToC Evidence-base 
There is no explicit reference to evidence (internal or external) in the ToC. In 
the same way that CSEF advocates for coalitions to develop evidence-based 
advocacy strategies, the Global Secretariat should identify their confidence that 
the CSEF Phase III model is tried and tested, and is designed with best efforts 
to achieve the intended objectives across a variety of contexts. It is of course 
clear that the ToC has been informed by a wealth of internal experience and 
wisdom. However, some areas may be more informed than others, and CSEF 
implementers should be cognizant of weaker areas to ensure stronger 
monitoring approaches and that ongoing learning is applied and incorporated 
in subsequent ToC. Citations to ToC would better empower CSEF staff to 
challenge which aspects of the three objectives are more or less informed by 
evidence. The CSEF program staff within the Global Secretariat may consider 
using previous CSEF documents or external research literature to be referenced 
alongside the existing objectives, blocks/activities, assumptions, and 
mechanisms (arrows) across the ToC. 

3.2 Redefine ToC Assumptions 
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As discussed throughout Section 2, the Global Secretariat has adequately 
provided assumptions to the CSEF Phase III ToC. However, the assumptions 
are interpreted as “desirable factors for success” rather than “pre-conditions 
for implementation under the current program model” (where the latter is more 
prevalent in international development programs). Further, the current 
articulation of assumptions undermines the achievement of coalitions in 
challenging environments, where they may actually be yielding results 
according to the program objectives, despite defying the assumptions. The 
Global Secretariat may benefit from re-defining the assumptions in the ToC. As 
stated in Section 2, assumptions may be more valid as a set of ecological 
conditions which influence outcomes, rather than as factors that contribute to 
CSEF coalitions’ work (e.g. Violent conflict outbreaks, shifting national 
education priorities, GDP increases which lead to favorable and realistic 
allocation of sustained public funds for education, etc.).   

3.3 Include Non-Citizens within Objective 2  
The current wording for Objective 2 uses the word “citizens” whereby 
“residents” may be more applicable and inline with SDG4 and UNESCO’s 
Education for All initiatives. Regardless of whether or not the host government 
is a signatory to the 1951 Refugee Convention, coalitions should always 
advocate on behalf of education access for all, regardless of their legal status 
in the country. The word choice is likely an oversight which has clearly not had 
any effect on how it has been interpreted and implemented by coalitions, but 
still relevant to amend the language to reinforce the message of universal 
access to education. Wherever featured, the Global Secretariat may consider 
replacing the word “citizen” in the ToC and the Results Framework with 
“resident” or “public” to support inclusion of marginalized populations (i.e. 
refugees and stateless persons). 

3.4 Results Framework: Re-Familiarize Regional Secretariats 
Substantial time has passed since the initial inception of Phase III. Though 
Regional Secretariats were consulted on the Results Framework during its 
design, this consultation did not necessarily equate to complete understanding 
of it. Regional Secretariats may be bolstered by re-sharing and re-training. 

3.5 Examine ‘SMART’ness of Indicators 
Several indicators for outputs may be able to be designed to be more 
"SMART”. The RF was designed a manner that enables flexibility and to not be 
too onerous for national coalitions. While many indicators are adequately 
prescriptive, some of the difficult-to-measure qualitative indicators are 
understandably less “SMART” (e.g. 1.2.2, “Proportion of coalitions engaging in 
relevant parliamentary forums or processes”). One consideration is to broaden 
the definition of engagement to both formal and informal processes, by 
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measuring frequency and type of engagement, or widening their means of 
verification. 

3.6 Include Exogenous Variables 
Although they do fall under the broader objectives and are coherent with the 
ToC, the RF excludes monitoring of assumptions or exogenous variables that 
otherwise may have continued to CSO capacity strengthening. For example, 
outside GCE, there may be various opportunities for CSOs to receive training 
from other agencies or funding sources throughout the program duration. The 
RF does not currently allow for CSEF to tease out these other factors. This may 
be intended for review through an external agency, though this is not clear from 
the RF. The MEL Strategy is cognizant that this exercise could have utility, 
however it seems to not have been implemented by CSEF 

3.7 Results Framework: Reexamine CSEF’s Potential with Objective 2 
Coalitions have achieved the targets for most of the indicators for Objective 2. 
The reason for this is likely due to strong communication and conviction 
globally of the importance of diverse and representative membership within 
coalitions, and also partly because the targets for achieving this were easily 
attained given the enthusiasm by coalitions. The MEL team may decide to 
revise this indicator to “raise the bar” at midpoint and continue to strive to 
ensure outcomes for Objective 2 are maximized. This can be done in 
consultation with partners to consider methods for CSEF to potentially reach its 
higher potential without requiring additional resources. The current composite 
indicators for Objective 2 are mostly comprised of output-level variables which 
monitor that public consultations are occurring (“inwards-outwards”). To make 
the indicator more robust, the MEL team may consider including additional 
variables which highlight the ways in which the public has informed the national 
advocacy agenda (“outwards-inwards”). This could consist of a qualitative 
indicator which provides examples of how a public consultation has resulted in 
the prioritization or de-prioritization of an issue on the coalition’s policy agenda. 
This indicator could be cross-cutting with implications on describing the 
process of CSEF contextualization (also under the purview of Objective 2).  
Of course, the aim of this MTR is not to increase the burden of reporting for 
coalitions. That being said, if such a recommendation were approved, one 
option is that it could replace an indicator already confidently achieved from 
the Results Framework (with perhaps “passive monitoring” from the regional 
secretariat). 

 

MEL & REPORTING 
4.1 Reduce combined workload of reporting and proposal submissions 
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Coalitions may benefit from prioritizing a de-scoped critical reporting (GCE) 
process with internal reporting processes. Regional Secretariats and coalitions 
believe that the frequency of reporting requirements, considering the scope of 
required indicators for reporting, are too burdensome for coalitions with the 
potential that they may be hindering implementation. Similarly, the Global 
Secretariat is cognizant of this and acknowledges mandatory reporting (to GPE) 
is both strenuous yet fails to paint the full CSEF picture at the same time. The 
Global MEL team may consider clarifying the global contractual reporting 
requirements and ensure that CSEF III is fully compliant of these to GPE. Any 
other contextual details the MEL team may desire to supplement the indicators 
could be gathered in bilateral phone calls with the regions, who could server as 
interlocutors between the coalitions and the Global Secretariat in providing 
more qualitative, programmatic details. The full menu of global indicator 
reporting may potentially be limited to the annual reports, thereby implying 
that reporting (biannual programmatic and quarterly financial) and proposal 
submission monitoring may be together reduced to either 1) a biannual 
frequency and/or 2) qualitative progress improvements altogether, except for 
annual reports. 

4.2 Create Knowledge Management Platform 
CSEF has a wealth of data, stories, and expertise built over its lifetime, which 
has now become more accessible and systematic with the launch of the online 
MEL platform. To fully utilize this data and ensure that actors are able to sustain 
previous successes, lessons learned, and trends, CSEF could build – or make 
available- a global repository of historical information about CSEF successes, 
research, advocacy guides, and other core documents. If the Global Secretariat 
decides to adopt a knowledge management strategy, it can consider adopting 
a similar approach to the release of the MEL Platform and ensure the knowledge 
management platform is integrated into a broader strategic initiative and 
coupled with a full training to coalitions and regions so it can be easily 
referenced and actively used. CSEF may also consider making this platform 
publically accessible, depending on sensitivity of content. 

4.3 Facilitate Full-Circle Feedback from Reporting  
The Global Secretariat can begin to place expanded focus on facilitating the 
evaluation feedback as a process designed to improve CSEF performance, 
rather than predominately to serve external reporting requirements. National 
Coalitions can benefit from receiving feedback on the basis of the reports that 
they submit, and for information to more systematically flow back ‘downwards’ 
from the global report, completing the feedback cycle. This can help coalitions 
understand their contribution to the global effort and understand their 
opportunity for self-evaluation and growth. Coalition reports may instead serve 
as key communication channels, providing an ideal opportunity for providing 
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feedback and guidance on progress by Regional and Global Secretariats’ 
monitoring efforts. Data can be used for more regular, granular monitoring and 
to update planned support to national coalitions. Global and Regional 
Secretariats can further investigate opportunities for formalizing use of the data 
in regular tracking, capacity building and region-wide support. 

 
 

CAPACITY BUILDING 
5.1 Develop Global and Regional Capacity Tracking Mechanism 

The 2016 proposal development’s capacity measurement surveys and biannual 
data collection can be used by Regional Secretariats to systematically conduct 
improvement tracking. This can be a shared collaboration across regions, with 
a shared effort to contextualize capacity development plans that work for 
individual coalitions.  

5.2 Foster Inter- and Intra- Regional Exchange for Coalitions 
Despite inherent budget limitations, the Global Secretariat can continue to 
emphasize to Regional Secretariats the importance of budgeting for bilateral or 
region-wide opportunities for coalitions to exchange ideas, experience, and 
learn from each other. Although some regions do provide coalitions 
opportunities to attend external engagement, others have fewer opportunities 
to learn from experiences outside their own countries. These opportunities are 
more broadly related to knowledge management: there are no regular 
processes for in-person cross-coalition learning, unless initiated, ad-hoc, by the 
Regional Secretariat. While there are budgetary implications, either the Global 
Secretariat or the Regional Secretariats could identify ways to institutionalize 
learning exchange opportunities (e.g. broadening Objective 3 beyond SDG4 or 
to amend the indicators in the Results Framework to explicitly require 
dissemination of SDG4 research, or experiences, at an international conference 
or workshop.) If plausible, in regions where knowledge exchange opportunities 
have not been viable, global and regional secretariats may also consider 
stipulating that regional secretariats or national coalitions have earmarked funds 
specific to knowledge exchange. These funds could potentially be leveraged to 
include either via web-based internal seminars, CSEF-hosted internal learning 
seminars and discussions (within regions), or individual fees to support 
conference, training, or workshop attendance. 

5.3 Reinforce Results-Based Management Training for Coalitions 
CSEF annual performance is intrinsically linked to the quality, feasibility, and 
process of coalition’s annual planning. Coalitions run along a wide spectrum of 
internal capacity for strategic planning and M&E. Providing additional training 
to coalitions in results based management may help coalitions strengthen their 
CSEF annual plans and to achieve the aims they’ve prioritized. 
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5.4 Foster Increased Regional Secretariat Collaboration 
CSEF provides a tremendous opportunity for cross-regional pollination of ideas 
and lesson-sharing. More specific opportunities can be provided for Regional 
Secretariats to share and learn from one another, either through informal or 
formal connections, such as a semi-annual Skype call or creating dedicated time 
together during global conferences. The Global Secretariat could consider 
having Regional Secretariats peer-review proposals to cross-pollinate 
experiences in civil society approaches to challenges across various contexts or 
ways in which their regions have found clever approaches to maximize budgets 
to coalitions. Alternatively, or additionally, Regional Secretariats could group 
together or bilaterally to discuss their regional implementation plans and how 
these are all developed and aligned to be coherent with the CSEF 
programmatic objectives. These options are not intended to be burdensome 
and could require some shuffling of region-specific processes to that any efforts 
to involve cross-regional learning will not be any additional step to an existing 
standard operating procedure but just a modification of an existing step. 

5.5 Develop Sustainability Strategy 
The Global Secretariat and Regional Secretariats can more deliberately 
strategize providing support the long-term sustainability strategies of coalitions 
supported at 100% by CSEF. These coalitions will need to carve out specific 
time, develop new skills, and understand available opportunities before 
developing a long-term sustainability strategy for financial independence. 
Building a feasible and appropriate sustainability strategy is in line with CSEF’s 
support to coalitions’ internal capacity building and improved governance. As 
coalitions are currently at maximum workloads, specific time and focus will have 
to be carved out and supported by regional and global CSEF guidance.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


