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Executive Summary

The Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP) is an anti-poverty alliance considered by many to be the largest in the world. GCAP was launched at The World Social Forum in Porto Alegre in 2005 ‘to unite those parts of civil society interested in working together beyond their specific themes against poverty on three key political opportunities in 2005 - the G8 summit, the UN General Assembly and the WTO ministerial meeting’
. The response to the global Call in 2005 ‘exceeded all expectations’. The Call was extended on an annual basis through 2006 and 2007. At its global meeting in Montevideo in May 2007, GCAP decided to continue until at least 2015. 

GCAP’s broad aims, set out in the Montevideo Declaration, are to ‘pressure governments to eradicate poverty, dramatically lessen inequality and achieve the Millennium Development Goals’. Whilst it states that ‘specific objectives’ are to be ‘determined by national priorities and contexts’, GCAP’s policy demands go beyond the Millennium Development Goals and include trade justice, debt cancellation, and a major increase in the quantity and quality of aid. GCAP also calls for national efforts to eradicate poverty in ways that are sustainable, democratic, transparent and accountable to their citizens and insists that gender justice and women’s rights be recognised as a central issue for poverty eradication. Popular mobilisation, global solidarity and advocacy are GCAP’s key approaches.

During this three year period the total budget for GCAP activities at global level was approximately US 2.4 million. This includes the cost of the secretariat and the global assembly in Montevideo in 2007.  The main funding sources for GCAP’s global outreach, communication and mobilisation work has come from the original founding donors group: namely Oxfam GB, Oxfam Novib, ActionAid International and UNMC. Additional sources of funds in recent years have come from Amnesty International, Trocaire and African Monitor.

GCAP is currently going through a transition period. A number of strategic and organisational processes are being put in place to keep the ‘movement transparent and accountable whilst building its constituencies and mobilisation forces until 2015’.  

This review attempts to give an overview of the key achievements and challenges of GCAP from 2006 to the present. The review sought to draw information from existing documentation and through a series of semi-structured interviews and teleconferences with 24 stakeholders. Additional stakeholder perspectives (28 organisations & 4 individuals) were gathered at the UN High Level Forum on the Millennium Development Goals from September 23-26th, 2008 in New York by two independent researchers using a questionnaire developed by the consultants
.
Key achievements

Attempting to assess the achievements of a global alliance of course poses a number of methodological challenges. GCAP is effectively only 3 years old. The time-frame for judging what difference GCAP has made is therefore very short. GCAP is also complex and diffuse. GCAP coalitions, platforms, constituents and allies work in very different contexts, at different levels, with very different approaches and on a broad range of issues within the framework of the Montevideo Declaration separating out what accomplishments, if any, can be attributed to GCAP is therefore even more complex than it normally is in advocacy reviews.  

In pulling together overall achievements, six broad areas stand out. Informants and documents suggest that GCAP has managed to:

1. Connect constituencies across the globe to address issues of poverty and inequality.

2. Create and open spaces for civil society to have a legitimate voice in addressing issues of poverty and inequality, particularly in countries where civil society is nascent.
3. In some countries begun to build pro poor constituencies
4. Mobilise significant numbers of people in countries across the world to take action together at key strategic moments
5. Contributed to influencing decision makers and some policy outcomes at national and international levels

6. Helped to build capacity of national coalitions 
· Connecting constituencies across the globe to address issues of poverty and inequality. One of the key achievements of GCAP has been to get organisations, constituencies and people working together who hadn’t done so before. GCAP has managed to forge an alliance that brings together a broad range of organisations and constituencies who would not normally engage with each other in advocating against poverty and injustice thus ensuring that issues of poverty and injustice remain visible and on the agenda of decision makers and amongst a broad range of publics across the globe. The GCAP alliance includes trade unions, faith groups, youth groups, women’s groups, environmental organisations, community groups, social movements, indigenous peoples groups, human rights activists, the corporate sector, media etc. Outreach work to a broad range of constituency groups and networks is in some cases supporting new forms of alliances which are helping to support civil society organisations and other actors to connect with the reality of what people are facing in terms of poverty and injustice and deepening peoples understanding of poverty as a global issue. 
· Opening up the political space. Since 2006, GCAP has contributed to opening up the political space for civil society in a number of countries to advocate on issues of poverty and injustice. This has been particularly significant in those countries where civil society is nascent and/or the context and opportunities for civil society to have a voice on these issues restricted. Operating under the GCAP alliance is supporting many coalitions and affiliates to be involved and to articulate their own agendas. For some coalitions, working under the framework of the Millennium Development Goals has provided added legitimacy in holding their governments to account.

· Building pro poor constituencies. In countries where civil society organising has a longer history and where coalitions have been working for a number of years in building pro poor constituencies there are also examples of GCAP supporting the leadership of marginalised groups within the Alliance to engage in political processes and advocate on their own behalves. 

· Mobilising significant numbers of people to take action together at key strategic moments. Alliances are at their most successful when they have contributed to large-scale social mobilization. There is no doubt that GCAP since 2006 has successfully mobilised large numbers of people across the globe in solidarity against poverty. Global events, such as World Poverty Day, International Women’s Day, UN High Level Meetings, G8 and G20 gatherings provide opportunities for simultaneous action across multiple levels, with local level initiatives linking across national and regional spaces and helping to strengthen a sense of solidarity and identity with the Call. 
There are many inspiring examples of people mobilising on a wide range of issues and the number of people taking part in GCAP mobilisation events across the globe has grown hugely. Particularly significant are the mobilisations and actions that mark the International Day for the Eradication of World Poverty (17th October).  A large number of people we spoke to felt that the events marking this day (which GCAP organises in partnership with the United Millennium Campaign) represent a significant achievement for GCAP. In 2006, under the banner of ‘Stand Up’ 23.5 million people were registered as having ‘stood up against poverty’. In 2007 43.7 million people took part in the call to ‘Stand Up and Speak out Against Poverty. And in 2008, Stand Up and Take Action against Poverty broke all expectations - a total of 116.9 million, almost 2% of the world’s population, in 131 countries either stood up or took action over a period of 3 days from October 17-19.  Over 90% of the people who participated in Stand Up mobilisations in 2007 and 2008 were from countries in the global South. 
· Influencing decision makers and policy change. It is likely that the mass mobilisation and the influencing work of civil society actors and constituency groups has contributed to a more favourable outcome of a whole range of policy change at global and national level in countries where GCAP has a presence. Inevitably it is difficult to establish causality or attribute policy change to one set of actors or set of circumstances, but as one interviewee stated: ‘every voice counts’.  Informants acknowledge the significance of being part of a global alliance in strengthening their case. A number of significant policy changes cited by some informants and GCAP documents are given in the main text. 

· Built capacity of national coalitions. Since 2006, GCAP has focused on building a global campaign based on national coalitions and networks and in particular a much greater emphasis on building participation from civil society in the global south. According the GCAP secretariat the number of national coalitions has risen from 15 in 2005 to 115 in 2008. Although not all of these coalitions are active, it is a significant number in terms of global outreach.  Over the last three years, GCAP support teams based in the secretariat and regions have provided ongoing support to coalitions for example producing and disseminating mobilisation and outreach guidance packs, media toolkits etc sharing research reports, supporting linkages between constituents, countries and regions. This support is greatly appreciated by coalition members and helping a number of coalitions to engage in policy processes and debates at national level as well as mobilise and engage citizens on a broad range of issues. A number of respondents feel that this structure has brought better organization to the alliance.
Challenges and key recommendations

In our view, there are gaps between GCAP’s present capacity and its future vision and aspirations. Whilst GCAP is experimenting with forms of organisation at global level and acknowledges that what they are trying to achieve is to a certain extent charting new territory, there are consistent concerns coming from informants about the legitimacy and inclusiveness of national coalitions and constituency groups and whose voice counts in the end at the global level. There are also concerns that GCAP is building on systems of organisational management that draw heavily from the INGO sphere that many do not feel is appropriate. This is leading to the disengagement of some.  There are also considerable issues about the sustainability of the structures that GCAP is currently setting up given GCAP’s lack of long-term committed funding. 
The challenge for GCAP in moving forwards is whether it is able to create a dynamic vision that inspires civil society organisations and constituents of all types from around the world to get involved. The suggested recommendations we set out below are in response to some of the issues and challenges identified. We hope that they will support GCAP in their future planning processes.

Policy and strategy

The clear message that is coming through from the interviews is that there needs to be more clarity on the political analysis underpinning GCAP. Without this there is a real danger that:

· Messages are co-opted e.g. away from difficult issues of power, inequality and accountability towards non-controversial ‘poverty is a bad thing’ with less focus on structural causes of poverty and inequality and more focus on increased aid or the need for individuals to work to lift themselves out of poverty.

· Mobilisation without conscientisation becomes an ‘event’ and GCAP deteriorates into an events manager, in the process losing its links with social movements and others.

· The agendas of the more powerful within GCAP (those with resources, easy access to communications, who work in English) inadvertently take over as oppose to the issues put forwards by southern civil society and social movements. 

Strategies then need to be linked to this political analysis. This is not to imply that strategies need to be set centrally, but GCAP does need to be much clearer about:

· Its identity: Is it a call, a coalition, a campaign, or a social movement. What are the implications of this for the way it works?

· What is GCAP trying to achieve? Is it focussing on mobilisation and letting others do the policy dialogue? Or is it focussing on policy dialogue or both? 

· What are its links and relationship with the UN Millennium Campaign?

Though there have been some discussions on these topics, in our view GCAP has not adequately worked through these tensions in its recent strategic planning process. It is inevitable that these debates are difficult within an entity such as GCAP and there is the likelihood that having them will lead some to disengage, but it has to be realised that not discussing these issues is already leading some to disengage, sometimes by choice, at other times because other alliances or coalitions appear to be more relevant and important and they don’t have the resources and energy to engage in everything. There is no neutral position.  

We would suggest that the strategy is revisited at the next Global Assembly. In the interim period we suggest that the Global Council develops a clear process for facilitating discussions amongst coalitions, constituency groups and GCAP supporters and allies on the fundamental questions we set out above. The outcomes of these discussions should be presented at the next Global Assembly.   

Legitimacy 

Whilst some spaces are opening up for civil society engagement in policy processes, the legitimacy of civil society organisations to occupy this space is being challenged both at the national and international level. There is a huge risk that GCAP is putting itself into a vulnerable position by making claims about its base that are open to attack. In the immediate future GCAP does need to develop a range of protocols and non negotiables to support it in addressing concerns about cooption, the accountability and legitimacy of coalition and constituency groups. These include:

· Who GCAP chooses to partner with and accept funding from. Much greater attention needs to be paid to developing criteria and decision making procedures to support GCAP in deciding who it should ‘partner’ with and seek funding from. Whilst we recognise that this has been debated and discussed by the IFT and Global Council, discussions and decisions need to be more transparent and open to scrutiny by the broader alliance.

· Clarity on core values and non negotiables. Alliances and coalitions work best when values and non-negotiables are clear as these can go a long way towards building a shared vision and trust amongst alliance members. We suggest GCAP should, in the first instance, set out its core values and articulate what its non negotiables are for national coalitions and for those who choose to ally themselves with GCAP. To a certain extent some of these are already implicit in the Montevideo Declaration but are less clear in the approved strategic plan.   

· Criteria for becoming a National Coalition. The overwhelming consensus was that GCAP needs to prioritise the building of strong and accountable coalitions. In addition to clear values and non negotiables GCAP does need to develop a set of clear criteria to distinguish between those entitled to call themselves a GCAP national coalition and other individuals or organisations that support GCAP actions.  

Governance, decision making and leadership
Decision making within GCAP is perceived by some as not genuinely transparent or accountable and that organisations with funds have ended up being the primary decision makers. We recommend that the GCPA review its current model of decision making to examine whether there are additional modes of encouraging leadership that will broaden facilitative leadership at all levels. This might include looking at how it might further devolve decisions to task groups, coalitions, the regions and constituency groups and how to make better use of the wide range of people and allies within GCAP. 
According to the 2008 New York evaluation decisions taken by the leadership did not seem to filter down through the organization and its affiliates. Thus improving communication and information sharing has to also be addressed. We recommend that GCAP develop a clear communication strategy to ensure that decision making is transparent at that all stakeholders have access to the minutes, discussions and decisions of Global Council and working group/task force meetings and teleconferences. 

The GCAP Website  

So far there has been very little investment in the GCAP’s Whiteband website, yet it is expected to be the main portal for a great deal of linking and information sharing between coalitions and constituencies. Many of the recommendations from the 2006 website evaluation are still valid. However, GCAP do need to decide on the target audience for the website: whether it should be developed for on-line campaigning purposes or more oriented to on line sharing, show casing the work of coalitions, constituencies, linkages etc. Both have implications in terms of resource investment. Whilst we do not claim to be specialists in this area, in our view we would favour the latter rather than the former.

Recommendation 5: Accountability and learning
We recommend that systems for accountability and learning need to be developed that are light and flexible. Alliances operate through facilitation and cooperation around activities rather than executing projects. Therefore procedures for command and control, common to INGOs, government bodies etc, are not appropriate and very rarely work.  In our view, GCAP should be encouraging accountability and learning processes that are aligned to GCAP’s values and purpose and that emphasise principles of mutual accountability and critical reflection and learning.  In the main body of the report and in Appendix 2, we offer number of specific suggestions for GCAP’s learning and accountability group to consider.
Section 1: Introduction

The Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP) is an anti-poverty alliance considered by many to be the largest in the world. The GCAP call was launched at The World Social Forum in Porto Alegre in 2005 ‘to unite those parts of civil society interested in working together beyond their specific themes against poverty on three key political opportunities in 2005 - the G8 summit, the UN General Assembly and the WTO ministerial meeting’
. The response to the global Call in 2005 ‘exceeded all expectations’. The Call was extended on an annual basis through 2006 and 2007. At its global meeting in Montevideo in May 2007, GCAP decided to continue until at least 2015. 

GCAP is currently going through a transition period. A number of strategic and organisational processes are being put in place to keep the ‘movement transparent and accountable whilst building its constituencies and mobilisation forces until 2015’
. 

In October 2008, the GCAP secretariat commissioned 2 external consultants to carry out a review of GCAP from 2006 to the present. 

The terms of reference were to:
· Provide GCAP as a whole with an independent assessment of the accomplishments and challenges of the campaign from 2006 to present. 

· Write up a report that provides a clear indication of the various opinions that stakeholders have about GCAP 

· Set out clear proposals and recommendations on the future of GCAP to facilitate further planning. 

1.1 Methodology
The findings and conclusions of this report are derived from:

· A series of semi structured telephone interviews and teleconferences
 with 24 stakeholders as follows: GCAP secretariat support staff (5), GCAP national coalition representatives/ coordinators (6), Feminist Task Force representative (1) Children and Youth Task Force Representative (1), GCAP Co-Chairs (2), Global Council (5), current and past strategic supporting organisations, partners and allies of GCAP (4).
· A review and reflection teleconference held with GCAP secretariat staff (5) and GCAP interns (2) held on the 24th November 2008.
· Additional stakeholder perspectives (28 organisations & 4 individuals) gathered at the UN High Level Forum on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) from the September 23rd-26th 2008, in New York by two independent researchers using a questionnaire developed by the consultants
.
· A scan of reports on the Whiteband website, key documents and minutes of global GCAP meetings.
· One page evaluative descriptions of 5 national coalitions supported by Oxfam Novib distilled from existing documentation, prepared by a GCAP intern
.
· The preliminary findings of 3 case studies in El Salvador, Colombia and Peru prepared by a GCAP intern. 
The consultants also helped to develop a feedback questionnaire for the 2008 Stand Up event and developed a guidance note for GCAP coalitions wanting to carry out a self assessment review process. 

1.2 Methodological challenges

Attempting to assess the achievements of a global alliance of course poses a number of methodological challenges. GCAP is effectively only 3 years old. The time-frame for judging what difference GCAP has made is therefore very short. GCAP is also complex and diffuse. A number of people described GCAP as ‘amorphous’. GCAP coalitions, platforms, constituents and allies work in very different contexts, at different levels, with very different approaches and on a broad range of issues within the framework of the Montevideo Declaration. Added to this the autonomy of many of the GCAP national coalitions has to be borne in mind, and indeed there is ambiguity in many cases of who GCAP partners and allies are. In these circumstances separating out what accomplishments, if any, can be attributed to GCAP is therefore even more complex than it normally is in advocacy reviews
.

In addition to these challenges there were other constraints. We were told that the review was in part at the request of Oxfam Novib, whose core funding of the current phase of GCAP comes to an end in 2009. The report therefore needed to be submitted in December 2008, yet work on the review only really got started in late September/October 2008. As a result the process has been rushed. The timing coincided with one of the busiest time periods in the GCAP calendar, which meant that it was difficult to engage key internal stakeholders in a more meaningful learning process. Neither was their time or the finance available for more inclusive or in depth engagement with a broad range of GCAP stakeholders and external key informants and key decision makers at national and global level. In addition we were not able to undertake a proper analysis of the resourcing and cost effectiveness of GCAP
.
It has also been challenging getting a sense of what GCAP is and what it does from current documents. Up to date information on all the coalitions is not available. Whilst the Annual Reports give descriptions of GCAP actions and mobilisations at the various levels, there was little evaluative material to draw on, apart from the synthesis of Oxfam Novib project reports written up by GCAP interns in 2008. To date there have not been any independent reviews or audits of GCAP coalitions. It has been difficult, therefore, to sufficiently highlight the accomplishments of particular countries. Nor has there been any critical assessment or evaluation of the functions and structures of GCAP, including the constituency groups since the evaluation in 2006. It has therefore been difficult to pull together an overall analysis of their effectiveness and achievements. 
In writing this report we have therefore had the challenging task of creating a balanced picture out of a small range of sometimes contradictory sets of information and views. We have tried to reflect the balance of opinions and sift out some top line judgements of progress and achievements as well as hone in on central and fundamental issues and challenges that GCAP stakeholders identified. In the latter case we believe that the findings presented are relatively robust. 
1.3 Structure of this report
Section 2 gives a brief overview of GCAP’s evolution since 2006 and the current structure

Section 3 is an overview GCAP’s key achievements from the perspective of the people interviewed and from our reading and analysis of documents provided 
Section 4 gives a brief overview of the global secretariat and regional secretariats

Section 5 gives an overview of GCAP’s finances at global level

Section 6 highlights the overall challenges and issues 

Section 7 presents overall conclusions and recommendations for moving forward
Section 2: Background 
2.1 Charting the journey
In assessing GCAP’s achievements since 2006, it is worthwhile to briefly look back to the origins of GCAP as well as map out the key moments since 2006 which have been pivotal in setting the direction of GCAP’s current phase.

According to reports GCAP was formed in direct response to the opportunity (and challenge) presented by the congruence of three major international events happening in 2005: the G8 in Edinburgh (July), the UN Millennium Summit in New York (September) and the WTO ministerial meeting in Hong Kong (December). In May 2004 the UK Make Poverty History campaign held a meeting in Reading, England with a few other European coalitions where it was decided to expand the campaign, leading to a meeting hosted by CIVICUS in Johannesburg in September 2004. GCAP was born at this meeting which brought together representatives of major constituencies for broad based mobilization, including civil society organisations (CSOs), Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs), trade unions, faith based organizations, and supported by large International NGOs (OXFAM, Action Aid, Christian Aid, Micah Challenge), and the UN Millennium Campaign. Kumi Naidoo, Secretary General of CIVICUS was chosen as Chair of the new alliance
. 

The decision at Johannesburg was that GCAP would be a loose alliance of organizations, addressing government leaders around the world. GCAP set out its broad goals in the Johannesburg Statement. It called for trade justice, debt cancellation, significant increase in the quantity and quality of aid and national efforts to eliminate poverty and achieve the MDGs that are sustainable, developed and implemented in a way that is democratic, transparent and accountable to its citizens. Oxfam, ActionAid, Novib and the United Nations Millennium Campaign (UNMC) agreed to contribute resources to the efforts
. 

At the Johannesburg meeting, various organizing structures were formed including an international facilitation group of 20-25 persons, representing various constituencies within the global alliance, and a number of working groups focusing on policy and lobbying, media, mobilization and outreach. A website was set up and Oxfam took responsibility for some secretariat work, a role taken over by Civicus in April 2005. The global launch took place at the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre January 27th 2005. Twelve thousand people coming from all regions of the world and a multitude of types of organizations attended the event. It was here that President Lula expressed his solidarity. He was offered the white band, the unifying symbol of the Global Call, and was asked to represent a Southern perspective, in particular that of the poorest countries, at Davos with regard to issues of aid, debt and trade. It was at Porto Alegre, that women started to organize ‘to engender the Johannesburg Statement.’ The result was the formation of the Feminist Task Force
.

2005 was certainly a pivotal moment in GCAP’s short history. Despite the challenges of drawing together a broad and politically diverse alliance of people, networks and institutions, the 2006 evaluation of GCAP concluded that as a campaign GCAP did ‘make a major contribution to mobilizing masses of people and creating awareness among new and various sectors of society. In the visibility it gained it also provided a strategic platform for lobbying and making interventions at critical moments at the three international fora’. Perhaps more remarkably it managed to bring together people and organisations that ‘might not have ever sat at the same table’ and contributed substantially to the growing awareness of trade, debt aid and governance at all levels
. 
Beirut Platform March 2006 

One year after Make Poverty History constituency groups (feminist task force, children and youth task force, workers task force) working groups and civil society organisations and the original founding members of GCAP met up in Beirut and a decision was made to continue GCAP until 2007. The 2005 International Facilitation Group became the International Facilitation Team (IFT), in which all regions were represented. Similar structures were also established at the regional level, with the Asian, African and Latin American Facilitation Teams. National and regional platforms were to continue to put pressure on government leaders to maintain their commitments on the MDGs and to mobilise at key times in 2006 and 2007. It was agreed that the future of GCAP would be revisited at the Global Assembly meeting scheduled in 2007. Civicus agreed to continue to provide secretariat support.
GCAP Global Assembly in Uruguay - Montevideo Declaration May 5 2007

Almost a year after Beirut, in May 2007, representatives from 80 national coalitions and major global trade unions, faith based organisations, national and international NGOs, human rights organisations and women’s organisations met in Montevideo for a Global Assembly. It was at this meeting that a decision was made for GCAP to extend its work at least until 2015. The Montevideo Declaration drafted at the meeting reaffirmed the principles and purpose of the GCAP. The majority of participants expressed by straw poll and general discussion their preference for a non-formal, non-legal global structure for GCAP. However it was also decided that the structural question would need to be addressed with a long term view if GCAP was indeed to continue at least till 2015 and possibly longer. A Future Structure Task Group was therefore mandated to come up with recommendations on this. It was agreed that Civicus would continue to host the secretariat at least until the Future Structure Task Group made recommendations on hosting. 

Future Structure Task Group June 2007 – May 2008
The Future Structure Task Group examined the pros and cons of different structural options and set the criteria for the host organization. A round of consultation processes were conducted through a questionnaire sent to GCAP national coalitions, constituency groups and other key stakeholders. The Task Group also looked at the structures of other global coalitions. On 29-30 August 2007, the Group met for a two-day face-to-face meeting in Oxford, UK. The meeting included one representative from each region as well as one from each constituency group, and relevant members of the IFT support team and, for the second day, one representative from the Funders’ Group.
The Task Force set out a number of key recommendations regarding the basic framework for GCAP post 2007. They recommended that the transition should be introduced gradually over a period of 12-18 months but that at the very least it would be necessary to legally register the Global Secretariat but not the whole of the GCAP structure.

The recommendations that came out of this meeting prompted another series of consultation processes with GCAP coalitions and constituencies. IFT members were keen that the options presented, particularly regarding the hosting and registration of GCAP, needed to be given careful consideration and all avenues explored. The consultation process was led by a Transition Committee, who took over the role of the Task Force. 
After several consultations with legal experts (ICNL) and NGO leaders in different countries, the search team selected 9 countries to focus its research: Netherlands, Uruguay, New Zealand, South Africa, United Arab Emirates, Philippines, India, Brazil, and Estonia. After comparing the various options, the Transition Committee recommended to the International Facilitation (IFT) Team to register GCAP as a Foundation in the Netherlands. The Transition Committee also went back to national coalition and constituency groups to get their feedback on the recommendations. By May 2008, more than 50 national coalitions had expressed an opinion regarding registration. Overall the response was an endorsement of Global Foundation registration in the Netherlands:

The key driver behind this decision is to build a GCAP movement with increasing outreach, whilst also having clarity on decision making, transparency and learning and evaluation. This has meant that a legal entity is required: the GCAP foundation is to take responsibility for the global secretariat and GCAP funding and accountability to donors. (GCAP Strategy 2009-2011)
The Transition Committee were also responsible for leading on the process for the Global Council elections. Nominations for the global council came from the National Coalitions and constituency groups, guided by a set of criteria for selection to ensure a transparent and open process. In June 2007 the 17 Global Council members were elected
.  
Global Council Meeting, Glasgow June 2008

The first Global Council Meeting of GCAP was held in Glasgow in June 2008. The first task for the council was to amend and sign off the Global Foundation Constitution and approve the terms of reference of the Global Foundation Board members and memorandum of understanding (MoU) between the GCAP Global Council and GCAP Global Foundation. From January 2009 the Foundation will take care of administrative and financial aspects of running GCAP at the global level, including hiring secretariat staff.
 The Global Council Meeting also initiated discussions and the process for developing GCAP’s strategic plan for 2009 and beyond and mandated a small working group to take this work forward. The final strategic plan 2009-2011 was approved by the Global Council in December 2008.
The basic framework of GCAP from 2009 and beyond is summarised in the table below:
GCAP structure and functions 2009 and beyond

· GCAP National Coalitions and Constituency groups are the base of all GCAP decision-making, actions and cooperation. National coalitions are coordinated by either a lead coalition partner, volunteer focal person or national coordinator hosted by a coalition partner. 

· The GCAP Global Assembly is the ultimate political decision-maker of GCAP at the global level. The Global Assembly includes all GCAP constituents (national coalitions, regional groups, constituency-based groups, INGOs and other civil society organizations). The next meeting is due in 2010.

· The Global Council, which was earlier known as the International Facilitation Team, is composed of  regional and constituency group representation. Member of the Global Council are elected by their regions and constituency groups, and will be elected  by the Global Assembly in future. The Global Council is empowered to make political decisions for GCAP on behalf of the Global Assembly within the broad Declarations of the Global Assembly. 

· GCAP has also formed the GCAP Global Foundation which is (almost) registered as an independent legal not-for-profit organization in the Netherlands. The GCAP Global Foundation will take care of administrative and financial aspects of running the GCAP Global secretariat, including staff hiring, overseeing its functioning and finance. The Global Council will elect the nine board members of the GCAP Global Foundation Board, five of whom will be members of the Global Council; the other four will be independent board members.

· Regional Secretariats work in close collaboration with the Global Secretariat. Regional staff are considered part of the global team while simultaneously accountable to regional councils/facilitation groups.

· A Learning and Accountability Group established in 2008, is charged with the task of strengthening GCAP as a learning alliance, and functions under the responsibility of the Global Foundation and reports to both the Foundation and the Global Council.
· GCAP has three co-chairs on the GCAP Global Council: currently Kumi Naidoo, Sylvia Borren and Adelaide Sosseh. They will be in these roles until the next GCAP Global Assembly, at which point there will be an election for the next GCAP Global Council who will then decide on Co-chairs and Foundation Board.

· There are various Task Forces and Working Groups that convene key thematic partners, constituent groups or play a specific function within GCAP. These include: The International Feminist Task Force, Children and Youth Task Force, Climate Change Working Group, Mobilisation Task Force, G8 working group and more recently the Social Excluded constituency group. 

· Supporting organisations are national, regional or global organisations that support GCAP and that adopt the Montevideo Declaration e.g. members of national GCAP coalitions, Amnesty International, Actionaid, Oxfam, Third World Network, Social Watch, The International Trade Unions, Civicus, etc. 

· GCAP also has strategic alliances with organisations that may or may not identify as part of GCAP. For example the Elders, the Club of Madrid and the United Nations Millennium Campaign (UNMC). However UNMC is the main strategic relationship as well as a supporter of GCAP and has an observer status on the Global Council

· The GCAP Funders Group are those organisations who have to date provided funding to GCAP at various levels. They include Oxfam GB, Oxfam Novib, ActionAid International, and UNMC.

Section 3: An overview of GCAP’s achievements since 2006

There have been many positive things in the 2-3 years. It is not a small thing to try to do this. It is difficult trying to do global campaigning, there are high transaction costs. I wouldn’t want to down play the importance of what has been achieved. (GCAP Informant)
GCAP’s broad aims, set out in the Montevideo Declaration, are to ‘pressure governments to eradicate poverty, dramatically lessen inequality and achieve the Millennium Development Goals’. Whilst it states that ‘specific objectives’ are to be ‘determined by national priorities and contexts’, GCAP’s policy demands go beyond the Millennium Development Goals and include trade justice, debt cancellation, and a major increase in the quantity and quality of aid. GCAP also calls for national efforts to eradicate poverty in ways that are sustainable, democratic, transparent and accountable to their citizens and insists that gender justice and women’s rights be recognised as a central issue for poverty eradication. Popular mobilisation, global solidarity and advocacy are GCAP’s key approaches:
It’s about people coming together to campaign on common issues; to mobilise together for bigger impact. The actions of many working together can make a bigger impact. [National Coalition - Africa]
Attempting to assess what GCAP has achieved around such a broad and ambitious agenda is challenging for the reasons we have described in the methodology. Our starting point, therefore, was to ask the people we interviewed what they felt GCAP had been trying to achieve and have achieved since 2006. Overall, a broadly positive picture emerged in response to this question. Most respondents felt that GCAP’s work has genuinely contributed to broadening the debate and actions around poverty in the localities where GCAP has worked. Thus ensuring that issues of poverty and injustice remain visible and on the agenda of decision makers and amongst a broad range of publics across the globe. Indeed the findings of the October 2008 GCAP stakeholder evaluation stated:

GCAP was commended on framing the fight against poverty, not as a privilege of the affluent but as an injustice that needed to be addressed by all. GCAP has been successful in galvanizing support from the grassroots level and civil society to bring issues of poverty and injustice to the fore and lobby at various levels. (GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008)
In pulling together overall achievements, three broad areas stand out. Informants and documents suggest that GCAP has managed to:

7. Connect constituencies across the globe to address issues of poverty and inequality.
8. Create and open spaces for civil society to have a legitimate voice in addressing issues of poverty and inequality, particularly in countries where civil society is nascent.
9. Mobilise significant numbers of people in countries across the world to take action together at key strategic moments.
3.1. Connecting constituencies

GCAP provides the scaffolding for diverse constituencies to link up to. (GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Oct 2008)
One of GCAP’s most significant achievements, in the eyes of many, is that it’s managed to forge an alliance that brings together a broad range of organisations and constituencies who would not normally engage with each other in advocating against poverty and injustice. Whilst the problems of representation and accountability in global coalitions have been the subject of on-going debates, GCAP has at least attempted to convene an anti-poverty alliance that is broad based, that strives to be representative and that manages to cross political, sectoral, ideological and geographical boundaries. The GCAP alliance includes trade unions, faith groups, youth groups, women’s groups, environmental organisations, community groups, social movements, indigenous peoples groups, human rights activists, the corporate sector, media etc. One respondent working closely with GCAP describes it as the ‘movement of movements’. 

GCAP is now a part of several conversations on poverty and climate...it is still a work in progress but I’m cautiously optimistic. (GCAP Global) 

In Serbia private companies were consulted and actively participated in the process of developing action plans to address youth unemployment (GCAP Accountability and Learning Report 2006)
Across Africa examples of youth groups, schools and faith organisations are forging new alliances with the media. (2007 Annual Report)
In Singapore we are 100% volunteers made up of individuals who are passionate about making a change. Individuals come from a variety of backgrounds including students, teachers, business entrepreneurs, civil servants, members of NGOs, the media etc. (National Coalition – Asia)
A great deal of GCAP’s outreach effort has been spent in forging a range of vertical and horizontal relationships at all levels. These efforts are helping to support civil society organisations and other actors to connect with the reality of what people are facing in terms of poverty and injustice not only in their own countries but also in other countries. Some informants feel it has deepened peoples’ understanding of poverty as a global issue rather than charity or southern phenomena: 
GCAP plays an important role in connecting poverty issues in this country with those of other countries. Sometimes we think it is just us. We don’t think about our neighbours in other countries. GCAP plays a role in providing us with links and information on other countries. It gives us scope to think about poverty as a national and international issue. (National Coalition – Africa)
Events such as Stand Up, the Poverty Hearings held in Egypt, Peru, India and the Women’s Tribunals in New York and the Poverty Requiem at the World Social Forum in 2007 in particular have also helped to foster this sense of connectedness, and root the Call to local realities:

Poverty Hearings and the Women’s Tribunals have humanized the debates on poverty aggregate statistics. Additionally, the Women’s Tribunal demonstrated that people were marginalized and discriminated against in the Global North as well as the Global South. It created a space for the Global South to address the poverty and inequality in the Global North, and more broadly a space for marginalized men and women to come together to address their issues of poverty and inequality. (GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Oct 2008)
Through its listserve the Feminist Task Force is supporting the constituency base it has developed to link up to other women’s rights coalitions and networks across the globe thus reinforcing the actions of others, rather than competing or replacing them. 
Likewise, GCAP’s G8 Working Group is now made up of representatives from all the G8 countries and members of GCAP regions. There are currently over 120 people on the email list and some 15 people attend regular conference calls. According to members of the G8 Working Group, working in alliance with such a broad range of constituents across the globe has made the groups’ lobbying and advocacy positions more effective
.  

3.2. Opening political space 

One contribution GCAP has made is to strengthen the idea that civil society is a legitimate player and has value to bring to global policy debates on issues of poverty. (GCAP Global)
It does seem that GCAP has contributed to opening up political space for civil society in a number of countries to advocate on issues of poverty and injustice. This has particularly been the case where civil society is nascent and/or the context and opportunities for civil society to have a voice on these issues restricted. In many countries, GCAP coalitions are also working within the framework of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). For some countries this provides added legitimacy, as these are instruments by which they are able to hold their governments to account: 

GCAP by its existence gives us a mandate and another source of legitimacy but I could say the same for the UNMC ...it also gives a source of approval. We are not just a bunch of nuts – talking about ending poverty (National Coalition- Asia)
There are many examples of civil society groups and newly formed national coalitions operating under the GCAP umbrella that have managed to carry out influencing activities, in circumstances that were previously very difficult or challenging. Debates about poverty and related issues are reaching a wider range of public arenas. This is particularly significant for GCAP countries in Eastern Europe, the Middle East and North Africa, but also in parts of Latin America, such as Colombia where organisations have faced criminalisation and the use of human rights language is risky. Focusing on MDGs, in this context has allowed social movements to ‘address its concerns with less resistance.
. 
Whilst in many countries organised civil society mobilisation and activism on issues advocated by GCAP have a long history, nevertheless being part of a global alliance is supporting many affiliates of GCAP to strengthen their legitimacy in their advocacy and influencing work:

It is really helpful to be able to say they are part of something global... it gives power and legitimacy (GCAP Global)
Together it has been much easier to forge alliances, for example with local governments, with parliament or institutions in charge of human rights, specifically on the issues of poverty or social investment in case of Peru, or corruption and tax in El Salvador. These alliances have as organisations come together under the umbrella of GCAP. It has made it less difficult to access those other actors. (Notes from the review & reflection teleconference with GCAP secretariat staff and GCAP interns 24th November 2008)
GCAP’s support has also helped to build the skills and confidence of some national coalition partners to engage with national leaders and decision makers:

For example today we’ve been invited by the Minister of Finance in South Africa to discuss the meeting in Doha [UN Financing for Development]. Being part of this global picture does give you some better idea ... it supports you to engage at a deeper level – this also helps you to hold government accountable but also supports us to engage at these high level meetings. (National Coalition-Africa)
At the global level representatives of GCAP are increasingly being invited to attend high level ministerial meetings and events. These provide opportunities to amplify the voices and demands of civil society and constituency groups to ensure that leaders fulfil the commitments they have made and maintain a high profile for these commitments. 

If you take all the global events, GCAP is a useful voice to have around at G8 or G20 or UN events ... it is good to have a broad based convening group at that level. (GCAP Informant)
GCAP has grown to become an established network that is frequently invited to be at the table where decisions are being made, ‘the voice of GCAP can reach places others cannot.’ (GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008)
These days it would look odd if a conference on global poverty did not have GCAP present ... we have strengthened the idea that civil society is a legitimate player and has value to bring to global policy debates particularly on issues on poverty gender climate change (GCAP Global)
3.3 Mobilisation and outreach
‘Mobilisation is at the heart of GCAP’s campaigning activities because we believe it to have a crucial role to play in ending poverty and injustice.  We define mobilization as the process of organizing the political participation of people around the world, including the marginalized and ignored.’ GCAP Strategy 2009-2011
There is no doubt that GCAP since 2006 has successfully mobilised large numbers of people across the globe in solidarity against poverty. Global events, such as World Poverty Day, International Women’s Day, UN High Level Meetings, G8 and G20 gatherings provide opportunities for simultaneous action across multiple levels, with local level initiatives linking across national and regional spaces and helping to strengthen a sense of solidarity and identity with the Call: 

I am proud of the amount of volunteer energy GCAP can muster at key moments... GCAP has enabled that to happen. (GCAP Global)
There are many inspiring examples of people mobilising on a wide range of issues and the number of people taking part in GCAP mobilisation events across the globe has grown hugely. Mass mobilizations have taken the forms of street marches, public rallies, seminars, dialogues, submissions of letters and petitions to governments and international agencies, concerts, exhibitions, campus tours, photo contests, song writing contests, sports events, fun ride cycling, boat races, people’s testimonials, film screenings, theatre performances, breaking fasts together. 

Particularly significant are the mobilisations and actions that mark the International Day for the Eradication of World Poverty (17th October).  A large number of people we spoke to felt that the events marking this day which GCAP organises in partnership with UNMC, represent a significant achievement for GCAP. In 2006, under the banner of ‘Stand Up’ 23.5 million people were registered as having ‘stood up against poverty’. In 2007 43.7 million people took part in the call to ‘Stand Up and Speak out Against Poverty. And in 2008, Stand Up and Take Action against Poverty broke all expectations - a total of 116.9 million, almost 2% of the world’s population, in 131 countries either stood up or took action over a period of 3 days from October 17-19. 
What was new in 2008, were the practical actions that many people and groups undertook under the Stand Up and Take Action against Poverty theme such as cleaning up slums, building schools, planting trees etc. Whilst some informants expressed disappointment in the low turn out and little media coverage in Western Europe and the USA, the events marking World Poverty have nevertheless provided national coalitions, particularly in countries in Asia and Africa, with the means to mobilise a broad range of citizens in solidarity activities, and opened up opportunities for many newly formed coalitions to access decision makers and engage with the media.  Over 90% of the people who participated in Stand Up mobilisations in 2007 and 2008 were from countries in the global South. The photographs uploaded on the Stand Up website attest to the energy, creativity and commitment these events have generated. 
Other positive examples of GCAP’s mobilisations spanning local and global spaces include the G8 meetings held in Germany in 2007 and the FAO meeting in Rome in 2008. A number of people made reference to the G8 meeting in 2007 as being particularly important with mass mobilisation at all levels and coordinated lobbying work:
In 2007 GCAP Peru led on activities in Peru around the G8 Summit when the Jubilee Network, Peru Solidarity Forum, the Episcopal Commission for Social Action (all members of GCAP Peru) organised a forum called ‘How does the G8 affect our lives?’ (2007 Annual Report)
In 2007 all major activities of GCAP Germany built towards the G8 Summit in July. In the months preceding the G8 Summit GCAP Germany organised dozens of small and big events all over the country in order to raise awareness and collect signatures against poverty, including organising a concert in Rostock attended by over 80,000 people. (2007 Annual Report)
In Canada thousands of messages were sent to Prime Minister Harper and to the German Chancellor Merkel. Simultaneously, a send-off event for the Canadian PM was held in 8 Canadian cities on June 2 under the slogan ‘Sound the Alarm: The World Can’t Wait’. (2007 Annual Report)
Whilst it is difficult to verify causality, it is likely that the mass mobilisation of civil society actors and constituency groups across the globe did contribute to a more favourable outcome of the G8 meeting. Some of the gains included the Germans increasing their ODA budget by 750 million Euros, the G8 reconfirming the Gleneagles pledges, and the pledge for an additional $1.8 billion for prevention of mother-to-child transmission of HIV/AIDS. 

During the Food Crisis in 2008 GCAP were able to call on national coalitions to mobilise around the world demanding that world leaders take immediate action. AVAAZ and GCAP presented 340,000 signatures to UN Secretary General Ban Ki Moon and presented civil society demands to world leaders who attended a meeting to discuss the crisis at the FAO in Rome in June 2008. During the food crisis the Feminist Task Force also played a role in ensuring that discussions took into account the gender dimensions of the food crisis. The Feminist Task Force, together with ActionAid helped to prepare a response to the food crisis which was widely distributed and received support from several women’s organisations globally. It was handed to the Prime Minister and the Minister of Development Cooperation of the Netherlands and to the Minister of Development Cooperation of Germany during the UN High Level Forum (HLF) on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) September 23rd-26th 2008, in New York.

Mobilisation work at global level can also reinforce the legitimacy of more local mobilisations and campaign activities. Many coalitions in the Africa region were involved in lobbying their governments to address the food crisis in their country in 2008:

We are putting pressure on the government with regards to importation of rice and the impact of the current crisis on our own farmers. (National Coalition-Africa)
The political context in Kenya in 2008 has been defined by the food crisis, and in the first half of the year, GCAP responded rapidly. During the budget outlook paper in May, GCAP Kenya produced a policy paper which was presented to the economic secretary. Many of the suggestions presented were echoed in the budget speech. (Kenya One Page outline 2008)
3.4 Looking in more depth – the achievements of the National coalitions 

In this section we focus on the national coalitions. This section draws from the interviews, the GCAP Annual Reports, and the synthesis report and overviews gathered by GCAP coalitions and written up by the GCAP interns. Whilst we cannot corroborate the key achievements claimed by the informants we talked to we can at least offer some impressions of general characteristics of the GCAP coalitions and some examples of achievement. 

Since 2006, there has been a much greater focus on building national coalitions and in particular a much greater emphasis on building participation from civil society in the global South. The process of building a global campaign based on national coalitions and networks is ‘very much a process in the making and varies by region and country depending on the political environment, the existence or strength of NGOs and existing coalitions and networks’ (GCAP Annual Report 2007).

According to the GCAP secretariat the number of national coalitions has risen from 15 in 2005 to 115 in 2008. Although not all of these coalitions are active, it is a significant number in terms of global outreach (see list of countries below).

	GCAP coalition countries

	Africa (35)

Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana,

Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Congo

Cote d'Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia

South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania,
Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia

Zimbabwe
	Europe (33)

Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Bosnia Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Georgia, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg

Malta, Netherlands, Northern Ireland, Ireland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Scotland, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom

	Latin America & the Caribbean (18)

Argentina, Barbados, Bolivia, Brasil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador,El Salvador, Honduras, México, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Republica Dominicana, Suriname, Uruguay
	Asia (18)

Afghanistan, Australia, Bangladesh

China, Fiji, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mongolia, Nepal, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines

Singapore, South Korea, Sri Lanka

Vietnam

	North America (2)

Canada, United States


	Middle East (9)

Algeria, Bahrain, Jordan, Palestine, Yemen, Sudan, Egypt, Tunisia, UAE


A number of national coalitions receive direct support from international NGOs such as Oxfam GB, Oxfam Novib, ActionAid International and Trocaire. GCAP’s other main funder is the United Nations Millennium Campaign (UNMC) who directly support coalitions in 25 countries. However, a good many national coalitions run on a voluntary basis or receive funds from coalition members. 
All coalitions appoint a national coordinator to lead on coalition building and coordination. In some cases individuals have been paid specifically to be GCAP coordinators funded for example by the UNMC or Oxfam; in other cases the work is voluntary or incorporated into an existing job:

What is different here is that our organisation is a grass roots civil society organisation and we were aware motivated and encouraged to set up. Then when we started up we linked into GCAP. If we’d started to wait for the Oxfams it would never have happened. (National Coalition- Asia)
National Coalitions are free to mobilize on any political priority that falls within the agreed mandate set out in the Montevideo Declaration. Beyond signing up to the Montevideo Declaration, there are as yet no formal no formal criteria or accountability mechanisms for national coalitions. However the Montevideo Declaration does set out broad principles for national coalitions. For example, national coalitions are expected to  play a key role in developing policy messages that reflect local contexts; ensure that activities are designed around the priorities and demands that are closest to the people; encourage and provide space for other civil society sectors, grassroots organizations and local groups particularly women, children and youth and marginalized groups to play larger roles in the campaign; to share experiences, knowledge and information within countries and across the GCAP alliance in support of global and regional linkages; to define and develop regional priorities and promote joint action and strategies that will complement and support the global and national policy objectives of the campaign.
In the present transition phase of GCAP the agreement at Global Council level is to formalise these principles into a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the Global Council, to be signed by all GCAP coalitions and constituency groups except where there is a good reason such as security or legal considerations for the Global Council to waver this agreement. The newly established Learning and Accountability will lead on developing the MoU in 2009
.
Identity and rootedness

National coalitions are expected to develop ‘policy messages that reflect local contexts
’. This is an important building block for linking local realities to national, regional and global campaigning. Indeed the credibility of a national coalition often depends on a variety of stakeholders seeing it as a locally owned entity responding to locally generated issues, whilst connecting these to, and influencing global policy and processes. 

Many GCAP coalitions operate under their own names, with their own agendas and specific objectives. For some coalitions, notably those based in Africa, South Asia and Eastern Europe, the MDG framework provides a broad platform for tackling issues of poverty and inequality that are pertinent to the local context. In some instances this involves focusing on one or several of the goals, for example Georgia focuses on health specific social policies like maternal health care, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Russia focus on primary health care, and in China, HIV&AIDS. In Ghana, the GCAP coalition has set up national coalition platforms for each of the Millennium Development Goals. 

A number of national coalitions, such as India, Russia and Colombia, have found framing the discussions around the framework of MDGs conducive to engaging with decision makers and leaders on issues that address issues of rights and power. For example the India coalition work, which has a special focus on the Right to Livelihood, Health and Education, aims to ensure ‘that the concerns and aspirations of Dalits, Adivasis, Nomadic Tribes, Women, Children, Youth and the Differently Able are mainstreamed across programs, policies and development goals of the central and state governments’
. In Russia, a key focus has been on addressing the rights of people living with disabilities. 

However some coalitions, particularly in Latin American countries, have been critical of building their campaign actions around the MDGs and stress the necessity of going beyond them, to address structural inequalities of power and resources, which are considered the roots of poverty. Here national coalitions may work on issues that have a particular relevance to local contexts, beyond the MDGs. For example, since 2006 GCAP El Salvador has established the ‘fight against corruption and tax evasion’ as the main axis of their work:

They considered these issues as ‘significant steps in the struggle against poverty: solving them would contribute to improve social investment in areas like health, education and others. Another reason for the decision was that there was not an organization in the country focusing on this problem. (GCAP El Salvador case study 2008)
In the Middle East Region the focus on peace and security is a high priority:

Participants in GCAP coalitions in the Arab region perceive high importance in the centrality of the security and peace issues and its interrelation with the other subjects. (The Hague meeting transcript notes 2008)
Other issues of focus include small-arms proliferation in the Seychelles, agrarian reform, racism and violence in Brazil, youth unemployment in Serbia, the food crisis in Ghana and Kenya, and specific work around the Free Trade Agreement and neo-liberal policies in Ecuador, Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Brazil. 

A number of coalitions have chosen to focus in the first instance, on awareness raising and attitudinal change through outreach work and media and public awareness campaigns that target a broad range of actors, including decision-makers. For example One Singapore, has managed to frame the debate around poverty in a way that has garnered the support of the media and local celebrities and has encouraged ‘people who are passionate about making a change to work within the system’
. This type of approach can often provide an entry point for raising wider issues. For example, One Singapore have now began to address local issues of poverty by focusing on migrant issues and are working to sensitise members of parliament on these issues so that they can raise them in parliament and during policy debates. 

Representation

Whilst many coalitions claim to be broad based and representative, the question of who actively participates in the national coalitions and whose voices count are difficult to determine from existing reports. The Accountability and Learning report of 2008, which reviewed over 83 reports submitted by national coalition supported by Oxfam Novib, did suggest that some organizational structures developed by coalitions are highly participatory, and promote the inclusion and views of different actors in decision-making and in the construction of common agendas. However, it was difficult to corroborate this claim from the documents that we reviewed.
GCAP-El Salvador has managed to sustain a group of organizations, networks and movements with a shared political vision and the capacity of working together as a team, who recognise and manage differences through dialogue processes. There are currently 15 organizations actively participating in the general assemblies. A support committee also meets every two weeks. The coalition includes networks representing different groups, interests and topics. For example, health, education, environment, children, consumption, protection and promotion of human rights, development, religious-based groups, young students, grass-roots organizations, trade unions and mixed initiatives opposing free trade and neoliberal policies, among others. The incorporation of people who live with poverty, discrimination and vulnerability in the work of the coalition is basically through direct representation of their own movements and organizations (for example movements of grass roots organizations like La Mesa Ciudadana) and through indirect representation via different NGOs [who] work in direct contact with this population, (for example CRIPDES, who work with people who were displaced in time of war and came back to face difficult life conditions). The voices, concerns and necessities of these populations are translated by GCAP-ES to media and within debates at the national level. The fact that many organizations work in communities allows the information to go two ways. Processes of training with the direct participation of people have been also developed.  GCAP El Salvador case study 2008 

Building from the base
National coalitions are expected to ensure activities are ‘designed around the priorities and demands that are closest to the people
’ and that ‘encourage and provide space for other civil society sectors, grass roots organisations and local groups, particularly women, children and youth and marginalised.’ Again this links to the issue of representation and is another key factor in building the legitimacy of national coalitions. Whilst mass mobilisation and outreach activities have certainly engaged broad constituency groups within countries, it is still hard to gauge to what extent these activities are building a stronger base from which national coalitions can carry out their influencing and advocacy work. For many newly formed coalitions it may indeed be too soon to judge.

In countries where civil society organising has a longer history and where coalitions have been working for a number of years in building pro poor constituencies, there are certainly examples of strategies that are supporting leadership of marginalised groups within the movement. For example:

In Canada, new alliances and collaboration under the GCAP banner have begun to address ‘aboriginal political issues where largely aboriginal organisations and peoples are mobilising, within their communities.’ (The Hague Meeting Transcript Notes 2008)
In Senegal and Malawi, GCAP has supported and strengthened the capacity of local organisations by lobbying for the participation of CSOs, and provided platforms for interaction and negotiation with decision makers. (GCAP Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008)
In El Salvador different groups and communities through the country have engaged with the campaign, through training, communication and mobilization activities. This is considered very important as part of the process of building capacities and empowerment of the people at local level to engage. (GCAP El Salvador Case study 2008)
In 2007 the India coalition facilitated over 400 women from 20 states to present their experiences before a jury of eight persons comprising of academics, political thinkers and social activists. The voices were of women who are on the margins of society, in particular from Dalit, Adivasis, Muslim women, Women with Disabilities and from Nomadic Tribes, who are excluded and discriminated both by society as well as within their own communities thus bearing double-treble burdens. (Annual Report 2007)
GCAP-Philippines is comprised of a wide range of organizations representing various streams and sectors from the Philippine social movement and broad civil society. Their key achievement has been in terms of building a pro poor constituency of the poor and those who support the poor. One of their key successes during 2007 was to develop a policy paper on poverty and equality issues, to highlight the real picture of poverty and inequality in the Philippines and challenge the official government statistics which mask the true picture of poverty in the country. Part of their research work involved a poverty mapping which involved voices and perspectives of people living in poverty, particularly indigenous groups and internally placed people, known at the ‘invisible sectors’ in the Philippines. An ad agency supported the coalition to get their message across to the public at large. They also got free commercials on TV to publicise the findings. [GCAP Informant]

There are indications that a number of coalitions are actively making efforts to build local networks and develop other forms of local organizing, for example in Kenya, the focus is on supporting regional activities within Kenya. The coalition in Canada works through a broad network of local groups. 44 local groups are now active, covering 60 federal ridings. The Singapore coalition, in addition to the membership also has sub chapters, including a school chapter, who are represented on the executive committee of One Singapore. 
Other coalitions are concentrating on building the capacity of their members to engage on issues of poverty, gender and rights at local level. In Ghana for instance, GCAP’s work through faith based organisations involves first working with the leadership of the church institutes to ensure they are able to engage effectively on issues of poverty with their local constituents: 

The local councils of churches need more education. We have 200 local church councils in Ghana ...if we get them well involved on MDGs so that the message is getting to the grass roots, then they will have a great potential. But they need to understand what the issues are so they can talk with passion and really get their messages heard... So at the moment we are planning training for all heads of churches and then all religious organisations. (National Coalition – Africa).

Influencing policy change
Most national coalitions aim to influence governmental decisions and policies, though they may adopt different approaches and not all of them incorporate direct actions targeting the government. Inevitably it is difficult to establish causality or attribute policy change to one set of actors or set of circumstances, but as one interviewee stated: ‘every voice counts’. 
Research is seen as an important component in the work of some coalitions, both to deepen the knowledge base around the issues they are working on but also to ensure that mobilisation and lobbying work is well grounded in its analysis of the impact and implications of suggested policy changes
.
Through a combination of lobbying, developing ‘sound research’ and mobilisation activities, coalition members in Palestine were able to get access to policy spaces. Many coalition members are very new to lobbying activities. In general members of the coalition saw ‘something moving’ on the side of the politicians. One outcome is a promise from the ministry of labour officials to adopt the plan for an unemployment fund proposed by the coalition. (GCAP Palestine update PPT 2008)
In Russia research was commissioned in 2007 to identify the issues faced by the poor and vulnerable people in accessing health care. The research pulled together a comprehensive in-depth problem analysis of the problem and made a number of key recommendations, on improving access to health care for poor and marginalized people, which was then submitted to the members of the health care reform committee of the Russian Duma (parliament) and the Minister of Health. In part, this research has contributed to the recent reforms in health care and social protection, particularly on the rights of disabled people. (Russia One Page Outline draft 2008)
A number of coalitions are engaging with governmental representatives and officials in debates, roundtable forums and dialogue processes. These processes aim to inform and directly influence government policy and practice on a whole range of issues including, trade, debt, social exclusion etc. 
A number of coalitions affiliated to GCAP are also beginning to see the efforts of long term campaigning bear fruit and acknowledge the significance of being part of a global alliance in strengthening their case:


After 3 years of campaigning in Canada, civil society actors managed to get the government of Canada to finally introduce the Better Aid Bill. This requires Canadian aid to focus on poverty reduction and that civil society is consulted both in Canada and in recipient countries, and a full report must be given to parliament on all these activities. ‘That would not have happened without being part of a global campaign as well’. (2007 Annual Report)
According to GCAP sources
, the growth of the movement has led to GCAP playing a ‘noticeable role’ in a number of policy changes including:
· In Burkina Faso activities for the rights of children and against their trafficking for domestic and sexual slavery were achieved, and in Nigeria budget tracking of local and national government spending led to increased political accountability. 

· In Bolivia the GCAP movement achieved more transparency and spending on health and - In Colombia the GCAP National Coalition is successfully challenging the commercialisation of water, power and phone services.

· In India the coalition Wada No Todo Abhiyan along with range of other partners influenced the budget process and got new legislation passed ensuring 9% of GDP for education and health. 

· In Nepal the land rights demand from the coalition is at a stage where government and civil society groups are having dialogue of the new legislation that will be tabled in the parliament soon.

· In European countries agricultural policies are slowly shifting, and aid spending is increasing, as is the case in other western countries such as Canada, USA, Australia and New Zealand.  

Use of media and communications

A great deal of GCAP’s work has sought to engage the media on poverty and justice issues. Indeed, GCAP global has invested a significant amount of their resources in developing tools and training programmes to improve local and regional level GCAP communication and media relations work. The success of this work has depended on the nature and openness of local media but there are many creative examples. Coalitions have used a range of approaches including SMS texts, theatre, music events etc in supporting mobilisation and policy and advocacy activities. In some instances media and communication companies in country have provided their services for free, for example in Singapore, coalition supporters have given free webspace and provided publicity materials for the Stand Up events. The direct involvement of communication professionals as activists in GCAP campaigns is seen as a significant resource. In some countries, GCAP coalitions have become the information hub for journalists who are seeking to find out more about poverty policy issues:
One change I’ve noticed between 2006 and now is that we’ve become more of an information hub for journalists and event organisers to come to if they are looking for comments and speakers on these issues. (National coalition –Asia)
In Africa, community based media and communications channels such as community newspapers and theatre seem to be effective channels for raising issues of poverty and government accountability at grass roots level. 

Section 4: Current functions and structures
4.1 The Global Secretariat

Since 2007, the overall coordination of global mobilisation, outreach and communication activities and general support to the Global Council has been carried out by a small support team based in GCAP’s global secretariat. The support team consists of four full time employees, three of whom are based in Johannesburg and one based in Spain. There is also one full time person seconded by Oxfam GB and based at their headquarters in Oxford, who is responsible for mobilisation and outreach. There are also a number of interns who support the work of the global secretariat, three in Johannesburg and one based in England, and two working on GCAP national reports within Oxfam Novib.

There is no question that the output of the support team, given its small size is substantial. Since 2006, the IFT support team has established close linkages and communications with more than 100 national coalitions. This has contributed to GCAP campaign events being organized in as many as 130 countries on 17th October 2008.  The support team play a key role in providing technical support to the Global council, regional representatives and other task groups and focal groups in the regions (Asia, Africa, Latin America and Caribbean, Arab world, Europe, North America and Oceania). This includes organizing teleconferences, list serves, data bases etc.  Technical support in support of mobilisation and outreach activities includes producing and disseminating guidance documents, media toolkits, outreach materials to national coalitions and GCAP constituency groups are greatly appreciated:

In the last year the GCAP secretariat has been very supportive. I often consult with them. They are always responsive to my queries and have provided advice on media/press releases, papers etc. This is incredibly valuable. The linkages to the global are also key. They are able to play a role to facilitate the linkages from the village to the global. 

GCAP has got better over the last year by providing resources like talking points. The first year was not very good, the second year was good in terms of video and banners and this year has improved in terms of providing and sharing materials and talking points. There is still room for improvement but that is the same with any organisation. (GCAP-Asia)

GCAP comprises a wealth of different philosophies and means of interventions and campaigning. There are many divides within civil society as a whole and these are likewise reflected in GCAP. This has required at times extremely delicate management of tensions between, donor agencies and recipient agencies; local organizations and international NGOs; political activists and media/public relations specialists; Southern groups and Northern groups; and, social movements and charities. As a result, the secretariat has had to play the constant and sensitive role of impartial mediator and moderator. Interviews in New York found that informants felt ‘this structure has brought better organization to the network’ and had helped to balance the tension between mobilisation and policy work. Overall the secretariat was ‘highly commended on their commitment, enthusiasm and inclusiveness’. 
However concerns were expressed about how strategic the secretariat was being in the use of its time and resources and the extent to which it is able to communicate effectively with all parts of GCAP
. An overriding constraint to the Secretariat has been the set of demands made on the team in the absence of strategy
. The Secretariat has had to react to demands rather than strategically focused time and resources on supporting national coalitions or regional workers
.
[the secretariat] doesn’t have the time to lift its head up as it is just onwards all the time…[they need] to either pull back or have the capacity to do that work to manage those relationships more strategically. (GCAP Global)

At the moment we just look 2 weeks ahead... If my experience is anything to go by we’re just fire fighting rather than taking stock (GCAP Global)

4.2 Regional secretariats

After the Beirut meeting in 2006, regional secretariats and focal points were established in Asia, Africa, Latin America, Europe and North America and the Middle East and North Africa to support national coalitions and ensure that global policy platforms are fed by national and regional contexts, and constituency groups. The regional secretariats are managed by the national coalitions in their region. Each regional secretariat has a regional council which provides strategic direction and political guidance to the secretariat. Regional council members include elected representatives from national coalitions as well as other strategic players with knowledge and experience of the political context within the region. 

The regional secretariats are expected to develop their own strategic plans and fundraise to sustain their mobilization and advocacy efforts. In some cases, regional secretariats are hosted by existing regional bodies such as ANCEFA in Africa, Concord in Europe and AAND an umbrella civil society organisation based in Beirut
. Other regional secretariats are based in national coalition offices either permanently as is the case of the North America secretariat based at MPH Canada, or on a rotating basis such as the Latin America secretariat, currently hosted by the GCAP coalition in Chile. 

Whilst it has been beyond the scope of this review to give an overall assessment of achievements of each of the regions a number of people we spoke to did say how much they appreciated the opportunity to connect to other countries in the region:

In the past some of the good things that have come out have been from the coalitions and regions eg the ODA forum in Asia that SENCA (South-East, North and Central Asia) organised, S Asia did a media and civil society event that I went to. There was a youth conference in India which some of our younger members went to. (National Coalition –Asia Region)

What is most appreciated about the regional coalition is the possibility of connection among the countries in the regions and of learning from each other’s experiences.... The agreement of broader common agendas has also been very important.  For example: the emphasis on inequality. In the region some countries are not considered ‘poor’ according to macroeconomic indicators, but majority of the people suffer poverty due to unequal distribution of resources. (GCAP El Salvador Case Study 2008)

At the recent regional meeting I attended in Africa, many of the national coalitions were offering to provide funds to the Africa regional secretariat in recognition of the valued support and added value the region plays in supporting the work that they do in their own countries as well as providing the space and opportunity to share experiences. (GCAP Global Informant)

Increasingly national coalitions are recognising the added value derived from being part of a wider alliance of civil society actors at the regional level in their advocacy and influencing work:

In Berlin (2006), GCAP Europe participants noted positive political progress in the alliance within Europe in: using joint policy positions, especially on aid; being strong on 0.7 / ODA levels and good on influencing agenda and decision makers. (GCAP Europe Strategy Framework 2008-2010)

Coalitions in the Arab region perceive that linking grassroots tools with advocacy and lobbying at the global policy-making processes and institutions is of high importance. The involved organizations from the Arab region also see in the GCAP processes an arena for linking the specific challenges of the Arab region with the global fight against poverty. (GCAP Arab region proposed strategic directions 2008-2009)

At the regional level, outreach work to a broad range of constituency groups and networks is in some cases supporting new forms of alliances. For example GCAP coalitions and supporting organisations in South Asia, SE and Central Asia were able to coalesce around a number of international events that have taken place in the region since 2006. Of particular significance were the civil society meetings in Batam, Indonesia running parallel to the meeting of the IMF and the World Bank in Singapore and the G20 meeting in Australia in 2006 the UN Climate meeting in Bali in 2007. 

There have been some issues that needed to be addressed at the regional level, for example the questions of the Asia Development Bank and ODA in the region. There have been very few but some examples of good practice. For example we organised the poverty and debt tribunals as a parallel process to Singapore, which brought together a broad range of actors from civil society and social movements. Being part of that process helped to establish GCAP as a legitimate player. Where Jubilee South provided policy positions GCAP helped to bring a human face to the whole notion of debt and which also got media coverage. (GCAP Informant)

In the America region, the regional secretariat is helping to form links between faith based groups and alliances based in North America and Southern America by linking these networks to global events that address poverty issues, thus supporting many of these groups to link domestic poverty concerns to global processes.  In the Arab region, the regional secretariat has helped coalitions to work together to elaborate a common statement on women’s conditions in the Arab region. The Arab regional secretariat has also helped linked national coalitions to the work on the aid effectiveness both regionally and globally. Of particular significance was the coordinated work carried out regionally in influencing government and regional institutions such as the Islamic Development Bank in the lead up to the Accra Forum and the High Level meeting in New York in 2008
. In Europe, GCAP is helping to build a highly visible pan European framework of mobilisation for specific initiatives across Europe and as well as supporting the re-emergence and strengthening of national coalitions in several across Europe especially in New Member States and EU Neighbouring countries
.
However, regional secretariats still have a long way to go in translating global policy priorities to regional contexts
. Whilst GCAP SENCA, the Arab and European regions have to a certain extent linked up with other regional platforms and coalitions to engage in regionally specific policy processes, overall activities in most regions seem to be limited to information exchange rather than focused policy work.
 It has been flagged that there are issues about leadership, capacity, roles and resources at the regional level:

There are not a lot of leaders to take forward leadership at the regional level… The dynamics between and among the countries is also difficult. (GCAP Informant)

The challenge that some of the regions have faced is adequate resources to play the role expected of them:

I think part of the reason it is difficult and complex is the issue of linkages and engaging different stakeholders in a broad way and playing a convening, facilitation role. Because the secretariat is small, it is important to have a regional presence but the regions haven’t received adequate resourcing and funding and as a result they are given a broad remit but with no resources. (GCAP Global Informant)

The Africa region secretariat for example has only recently employed a second staff member. The secretariat, based in host organisation ANCEFA in Senegal, is expected to cover 35 countries in the Africa region, work in multiple languages and time zones and with poor communication access.  It’s not surprising that the regional secretariats cited as being stronger are those that have had sufficient funds, staff or volunteers and access to good communication technology. 
Section 5: GCAP global finances
Because of the relative autonomy and diversity of GCAP coalitions, regional functions and constituency groups it is not possible to give an overall picture of the cost effectiveness and efficiency of GCAP at the various levels. What we can present is an overview of the funding and expenditure of GCAP at the global level based on the information that was provided by the GCAP secretariat
. 
5.1 Funding sources 
In 2008, GCAP’s principle sources of funding for global level outreach, mobilisation and communication work has come from the original founding donors group: namely Oxfam GB, Oxfam Novib, ActionAid International and UNMC. Additional sources of funds came from Amnesty International, Trocaire and African Monitor. 
Over the three year period GCAP has received a total of approximately US $ 2.6 million from these funding sources. [See table below]. This amount also includes support towards the costs of the global secretariat and the costs of holding the global assembly meeting at Montevideo in 2007. The GCAP secretariat and support team is also substantially subsidised by CIVICUS in terms of financial and administrative support from the host organisation. 

	Income sources:
	Total income received
	

	Principle funding sources
	2006US$
	2007US$
	2008 US$ 
	Principle activities  

Outreach, External communications etc

	Oxfam Novib
	210,000
	195,000
	312,475
	*Mobilisation, outreach, and Communications (internal and external)

	Oxfam GB
	320,000
	320,000
	310,000
	HR, Staff, and consultancy costs

	UNMC
	120,000
	70,000
	80,000
	**Mobilisation

	ActionAid Intl
	155,000
	71,000
	40,000
	 

	Trocaire
	0
	54,800
	23,210
	 

	Amnesty Intl
	0
	0
	16,000
	 

	Africa Monitor
	0
	0
	30,000
	 

	Other sources
	20000
	68,500
	 
	 

	Total
	825,000
	936700***
	865,000
	 

	* includes costs for 2008 evaluation

	** Includes 10k US$ from UNMC NY

	*** Note: Includes costs for the Global Assembly in Montevideo 2007 



Many of these same donors have also supported GCAP at other levels. United Nations Millennium Campaign (UNMC) who directly support coalitions in 25 countries and a number of national coalitions receive direct support from international NGOs such as Oxfam GB and Oxfam Novib.  A recent synthesis report put together by interns for Oxfam Novib, based on project documents and proposals received from GCAP coalitions show that Oxfam Novib support to coalitions reached at least 42-56 countries between 2006-2007. 
A communiqué from the funders group sent to national and regional coordinators in early 2008 also indicates a shift amongst these donors with regards to their support to GCAP coalitions. For example, Oxfam Novib has decided to focus on a limited number of priority countries, many of whom are ‘already regular, strategic partners of Oxfam Novib regional bureaus’ and who therefore already receive funds for their ‘total programmes’. Likewise, Oxfam GB and ActionAid International say they will support GCAP via their ‘GCAP related work through their national and regional offices’. As each of the donor organisations have their own regional/country priorities it has meant that some coalitions, notably in countries in the Middle East and Latin America regions, have for the most part received very little from these donors.
5.2 Expenditure

GCAP’s expenditure at global level covers mainly expenditure for outreach and mobilisation work, including some support to national coalitions, external and internal communications, including the website and media outreach work and staff costs for the Global Secretariat support team.  By far the biggest expenditure is on mobilisation and communications work.  The table below illustrates trends in expenditure in these areas over the period
.

	GCAP Global Expenditure

	Item
	Amount (US$) 2006
	Amount (US$) 2007
	Amount (US$) 2008

	
	(Actual expenditure)
	(Actual expenditure)
	(Actual expenditures till Nov 30)

	Outreach
	35550
	92662
	8513

	
	
	
	

	External Communications

including website and media
	34099
	179924
	83603

	
	
	
	

	Mobilisation for White Band Day/Month
	254696
	120119
	44460

	Future Structure & OD
	 
	29917
	48321

	Internal Communications & IFT support
	256798
	34255
	76087

	Other Meetings eg (Global meeting/ workshops)
	 
	256336
	 

	Staff Cost
	 
	299575
	225544

	Other support costs
	57696
	124824
	59409

	Evaluation
	21500
	0
	53026

	Overall Total 
	660339
	1137612
	598963


Section 6: Key Challenges and Issues
6.1. Introduction

GCAP faces a range of challenges. Some of these are directly linked to the current transition phase of moving from a short campaign push to building GCAP for the longer term, and many, if not most, are recognised by GCAP stakeholders. In some cases there are already moves in place to address them. 

It should be noted that many of those inside or close to GCAP were particularly critical – often reflecting how much they care about the future of GCAP. Comments should be read in this light:

‘There is a need to have GCAP. I don’t want to sound negative – it has provided an important space for many people. My comments are made in the hope that we can make it better’ (GCAP Informant)
However a number of others, who have supported GCAP in the past, suggested they were less inclined to do so in the future. Whilst it is inevitable that any decisions GCAP makes will displease some supporters, and potentially even lose others, the consistency of some of the interview feedback on particular issues has to be a concern. This section summarises the major challenges GCAP currently faces.

6.2. External facing issues: politics, positioning and strategies

Politics: What is the analysis?

GCAP brings together a range of constituencies that haven’t necessarily worked together in the past. This means that policy debates and analysis can be challenging and GCAP has had to balance the tension of keeping political analysis wide enough to appeal to a broad constituency, whilst ensuring it has sufficient analysis, depth and content to be meaningful. Some felt GCAP had done this successfully:

You can’t get any precise than ‘Lets Stop Poverty’ (GCAP Global)
Its biggest strength is a shared vision for where it is going as a movement and this is really quite an accomplishment. (GCAP Global)
But others suggested that there is a tendency to ensure that all agendas and particular interests are covered, meaning that GCAP’s policy platform and position shifts depending on who has attended a particular meeting, and individuals who may have no clear mandate. And from most informants, in all areas of the world, we were getting a consistent message that the lack of policy clarity of GCAP at a global level is having negative repercussions:

There are no clear policy statements that would help to align the alliance behind the call. We would have a much bigger impact if we were clear about what it is we want to achieve beyond the mother and apple pie statements. (GCAP Informant)
A strong coalition has to excite you – there has to be something that brings people together, energises them to come together to work towards change….A strong coalition has to have shared goals...[There is a need] to be clear on what GCAP is trying to achieve. (National Coalition-Africa) 

Some recognised that it wasn’t necessarily essential for all stakeholders to agree with each other, but were clear that it was important to find the space for political discussions:

There has been no time for political/content discussions. We don’t have to really all agree, but we do need to know what other people and organisations are thinking and doing. We need to understand different strategies so we can build something and work together. This process didn’t happen. (National Coalition-Latin America)
Of course it is very difficult and expensive to get the various GCAP stakeholders together in one place. But we received considerable feedback that people felt important processes were rushed and that the need for substantive policy discussions was either ignored or was relegated to being discussed in special interest groups:

We couldn’t clinch the whole deal we could have secured some tentative unities instead we had open questions and ended up building lots of ad hoc committees after the fact to address these issues. (GCAP Informant)
The message coming through clearly is that many GCAP stakeholders want GCAP to be much clearer and bolder on its political analysis, to bring in new perspectives and angles:

I do think the Montevideo Declaration is significant and substantive. It is pretty deep and I’m proud of it. But it is also largely informed because around the table there were activists with experience. What we tend to do is to repeat the arguments of others on these questions but what new analysis are we bringing in relation to policy and inequality? So we have a standard line on climate change, trade etc but these are articulated by other groups. That’s how it’s been. What new value added are we bringing to the table? (GCAP Informant)
The political space needs to be resurrected – there is a need to critically look at this – to bring in new blood – to be reinvigorated. If not then I’m afraid it will be business as usual - the very thing that they accuse others of. (GCAP Informant) 

Some informants were also clear that they believed clearer politics should then inform who GCAP is prepared to ‘partner’ with. These concerns have also been debated and discussed on numerous occasions during IFT teleconference meetings and some attempts have been made to develop clearer criteria and guidance on this
:

I question the Club of Madrid [connection] with GCAP – this happened in early 2008. But LAC wouldn’t be that happy with the Club of Madrid [being associated with GCAP]. One of our former presidents who allowed legislation that those who committed human rights violations don’t have to go to court [is a member]…. GCAP talks about being a loose alliance but also need to question who we want to be associated with. (GCAP Global)
Identity: what is GCAP?

The 2006 evaluation of GCAP raised a number of critical issues. What came out clearly in that evaluation was the great deal of ambiguity amongst the various stakeholders about the future of GCAP: Whether GCAP was organised to be a one year campaign or a long-term coalition building effort, whether its focus was to be primarily on pushing northern governments to meet commitments or the accountability of southern governments. 

It is clear that for some informants this ambiguity has not been resolved, despite the agreement to continue until 2015, and the broad endorsement for Montevideo Declaration. We heard a range of perspectives both on what GCAP was initially set up to do, and on what it is now. For some GCAP was originally set up to focus on the accountability of southern governments towards their own citizens. For others it is about global issues of trade, aid and debt. There were two issues of possible concern here. One is the lack of shared vision on what GCAP is for, and the other is a concern about how agendas within GCAP evolve:

The original conception was that it would be a southern led global campaign. As usual, as northern individuals and organisations are the most powerful, the rich countries end up dominating everything. Through MPH and other campaigning efforts they have generally been able to push their own agendas. Even in GCAP [this has happened] despite efforts to resist. Northern NGOs tend to campaign about aid and trade which has tended to dominate the international work of GCAP. It started with the intention to be a campaign focused on accountability of southern governments. (GCAP Informant)
It is a media campaign, created and supported by the agencies (international development agencies, NOVIB and founders, UNDP, national partnership development organisations e.g. GTZ, DFID)…I think GCAP is more [of an] official campaign not a civil campaign. (GCAP Informant)
Whilst most talked about GCAP in terms of a campaign, others talked of it as a movement. Depending on ones viewpoint this had considerable implications for strategy:

I am very critical. I think a campaign normally needs to grow and die. People forget that a campaign is different to a movement. In a campaign you identify the issue, work with it, then after a period close the campaign and begin with other issues. I think GCAP is at an end as neo-liberalism is at a different moment. (GCAP Informant)
We need to develop a clear identity as a global movement fighting poverty and inequality…. The original GCAP was designed for a 1 year campaign. We need to really revisit what GCAP is about if we are going to carry on until 2015. (National Coalition-Africa)
In particular a small number of respondents expressed their confusion about the relationship between GCAP and the UN Millennium Campaign, again an issue flagged up in the 2006 evaluation. Whilst this is an issue which has been clarified formally in the Global Assembly in Montevideo and at Global Council level, the issue continues to emerge. Some felt the link with the MDGs (which was agreed to in the Montevideo Declaration) is driving the strategic decision making within GCAP rather than issues being thought through independently:
Focusing on the MDGs led to the decision to continue to 2015 and in a way that is also problematic…On the one side MDGs have more or less determined activities of GCAP particularly Stand Up events while at same time you have GCAP members who go much beyond the MDGs and are in fact critical of MDGs and see it as a restrictive framework. (GCAP Global)
UNMC also works with private sector government etc. Many of these actors are not seen as actors to be engaged with [by some members of GCAP] so that contradictions arise on how much co-branding takes place at events etc. In the current context some of the old issues will get magnified. UNMC was part of setting up GCAP but tensions have existed and have not gone away. (GCAP Informant)

Strategies

The ‘Stand Up’ campaigns were frequently mentioned by both those interviewed by the consultants and those interviewed in New York by the independent researchers. It is clear these have been phenomenally successful with regards to the number of people who have taken part. Those interviewed in New York, before the 2008 Stand Up events all felt that the campaigns were important given their focus on poverty. However questions were raised regarding how the campaigns reached out to people; how much information was included and whether it was appropriate to the message; and how to be effective so people can better absorb and use the information to impact poverty. Feedback suggested that the ‘Stand Up and Take Action’ call was vague about what form of action it wanted people to take
. 

It is fair to say, that there are mixed feelings from many GCAP respondents about the Stand Up events. A number of respondents felt that the key beneficiary of Stand Up has been the UN Millennium Campaign. Others feel that although the Stand Up events have succeeded in mobilising the public and put poverty under the spotlight, much more needs to be done to build on the public attention raised to shift attitudes and behaviours. Some are concerned that there is a danger that it becomes just a feel good event rather than making any substantive difference to peoples’ attitudes or understanding of poverty:
There are still a significant number who don’t quite understand why it matters. (National Coalition-Africa)
A number of people we interviewed showed considerable disquiet about the emphasis on numbers and whether these meant anything if those concerned didn’t know why they were taking part:

‘There are problems focusing on numbers that are empty of content – GCAP has to be more than people just standing up. This has brought difficulties to GCAP. The reality is you have coalitions that are active and those that are not active any more, especially social movements. (GCAP Global)
To maintain a campaign until 2015 is not very sustainable. Energies ebb and flow. The campaign needs to be clear about what it is that it is trying to achieve. Stand Up alone is not what the campaign is about. There are many people … who Stand Up and haven’t a clue what it’s all about. (National Coalition-Africa)
Mobilisation was broadly accepted as a key role for GCAP, but for some informants mobilisation meant some form of conscientisation as to the root causes of poverty, not just getting people to express a dislike of poverty. Some went as far as suggesting that GCAP has turned into an events management organisation:

GCAP is not supposed to be an event management outfit but has ended up being like that. It started as a Call not a Campaign. So [people] get together on the day of the Call. So everyone turns up on 17th then goes away on 18th. So then no-one is about other than one or two who hang around teleconferences. (GCAP Informant)
Others are concerned about cooption. A number of GCAP informants expressed their discomfort at seeing leaders and people in power standing up who are known to have violated human rights, and who are quite clearly not accountable to people living in poverty
. There was particular disquiet expressed where Stand Up had become so broad and uncontroversial that the unaccountable leadership it was meant to be holding to account felt quite comfortable in laying claim to the ownership of activities:

I noticed [on] UNMC website that this time they announced that Heads of State Stood Up and mentioned our president’s name. This makes me sad and because it’s quite clear that this government is anything but anti poverty. …. If it’s going to be as hollow as this no I don’t. [think stand up should be continued] (GCAP Informant)
Overall there was a real feeling among many of those interviewed that the focus on Stand Up needed to be rethought:

GCAP is stuck with a model that says as long as we get 43 million to Stand Up, then xx million to stand up – it is a very one trick pony. It needs a bigger repertoire of strategies and tools. This reaches diminishing returns pretty quickly. (GCAP Informant)
[There is no] clear strategy. I think GCAP has the potential to be a powerful alliance. It has the mandate and numbers and good hard working people on the ground who can make it happen. Indeed there are really some wonderful national coalitions doing their best. At the global level there has been an absence of leadership. (GCAP Informant)
Preliminary findings from a recent survey sent to 30 GCAP coalition coordinators regarding the 2008 Stand Up and Take Action event suggests that whilst mobilisation and outreach to a broader public is seen as good think, it also indicate that mobilisation activities are only effective when informed by sound research, linked to local issues and context and advocacy demands at local, national and global level. When these elements are in place, access to policy spaces in combination with public mobilisation can lead to influencing change. 
There was a strong message coming through from some informants that in the future strategies should follow what GCAP is trying to achieve:

First GCAP needs to rethink its background, its analysis of the causes of poverty and inequality... With this analysis it is possible to identify which kind of action is necessary. To rebuild your analysis of the campaign, the political background is very difficult but is totally necessary. I am afraid that we will continue making actions, mobilising some kind of people only to sensitise but without any clear orientation to fight against the real issues that are creating poverty. I think it is maybe necessary to reduce participation in GCAP, to kill and create a new one. To lose some kind of support, that the GCAP have now to create better focus and more clear messages, more clear analysis. Then to recreate a new alliance around this vision. (GCAP Informant)
We don’t have to do it [Stand up] again. Let us first be clear what it is we want to stay and then the activities we create afterwards. (GCAP Informant)
One key question that GCAP needs to engage with for the future is the extent to which it sees its role as mobilisation to support the policy work done by others or linking mobilisation directly with policy work:

We can certainly mobilise people but we don’t have enough push at international level to capitalise on this mobilisation... For me the biggest issue is to translate the huge numbers into actual discussions at a policy level. (GCAP Global)
The main issue is the need to be clearer on what GCAP is trying to do. When it started off it was more clear. The purpose of GCAP was to do mass mobilisation, not policy work. Others are doing policy work in any case. The issue is implementation. The reason governments don’t implement is that there is not enough push from citizens. But it is always an issue that as you mobilise you need policy clarity. Folks working on policy were meant to be helping GCAP. That link has always been weak. (GCAP Informant)
Questions were raised around other activities such as the Poverty Hearings and the ‘In My Name’ campaign as to whether they were the most effective use of resources, whether they reached out beyond the converted and whether such approaches are leading to the disengagement of social movements: 

Some felt that the testimonies at the Poverty Hearings were sensationalized and not particularly effective given the audience, in effect they were preaching to the converted. Another area identified for improvement was that cost/benefit analysis should be employed in identifying interventions. The example of the ‘In My Name’ campaign was given. It was questionable what they were trying to achieve and how decisions were made. Given the scarcity of investment in current web and information sharing perhaps this is not the best use of resources. A few respondents questioned what the cost of this type of event is and whether the returns are worthwhile. (GCAP Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008)

You have to ask yourself why the number of social movements are not so active now… It has to do with different concepts with how you fight poverty. In last few years GCAP has prioritised media. (GCAP Global)
A clear message coming through from the interviews we conducted is a sense that GCAP needs to rethink its politics and then to re-examine its strategies to ensure it is making best use of its limited resources to achieve an impact. It also needs to find new, innovative ways of campaigning. Again there are mixed messages coming through about how to do this:

Another sentiment growing for people who have been campaigning for last 25 years – post 1968 generation - is frustration with tried and tested models, ---- what another petition, march, sit in, stand in? Growing impatience with those modes of protest and a reaching out for what do we have to do differently. I hear more and more of it in the circles I move in. (GCAP Informant)
They need to change from one publicity campaign, one traditional campaign of one day for the media... But also to create real articulations and links between the social movements and civil society in the south into spending more energy and money in creating a space for this bridge between civil society and social movements. Not to spend all of their money on one day in year... Not a top down campaign. But to grow, create more space for intermediate networks. (GCAP Informant)
The original conception of GCAP was to take the agenda to those not converted. But it ended up with the same people who are converted, the people who sit in seminars and workshops. To do this we need to change the language. So then there is the whole debate about how to do it, people are worried about it being dumbed down, (it’s) development puritanism. (GCAP Informant).
6.3 Internal facing issues: power, politics, and approach within GCAP

Structures

Since the Montevideo Meeting in 2007 GCAP has been going through a big transition with regards to its structures, with the set up of the Global Foundation and Foundation Board. Not surprisingly these changes are quite controversial and caused some concerns among GCAP stakeholders. 

The balance to strike between establishing formal structures and remaining as a loose alliance is a difficult one. Most informants are tending towards wanting to formalise light structures, but are feeling that these are as yet nascent and not yet operating to their full potential. 

We are like a big patchwork with great holes in it – we haven’t quite got it sewn together. (GCAP Global)
There are some benefits of central coordination. It needs a bit more structure and a little bit more of the right systems in place and enough coordination at central level to be effective. And it needs to have a strategy. It is more about balancing structure and still remaining flexible....What we have to recognise is that we need some structures in place but not so restrictive that it doesn’t allow for flexibility at national level. What has been successful is the flexibility to react to national circumstances. If you have too much control they can’t react to what is important for them. To provide a global platform for the national to link into is of important value. But we need to be better at doing this more strategically. (GCAP Global)
You do need some basic minimal structures. The problem is that competition does come in at times. Organisations have their own agendas, ideas – it is challenging to work together and sustain that fight. (GCAP Global)
Some saw these central structures as perhaps a transition stage in themselves with the hope that in the future they will become less necessary in the future:

I would like to see GCAP as a positive virus. Something that has a life of its own, a certain momentum that is unstoppable, that permeates across barriers of national borders and geography. That doesn’t depend on central structures and funding to survive and thrive. This doesn’t describe GCAP currently, it has made progress in that direction but is not there yet. Currently? More like a spider – has many arms, legs, tentacles, but is still dependent on central head to pull together. (GCAP Informant)
Making decisions about structure has been challenging. Discussions about structure in Beirut in May 2006 were tense and dominated the discussions in Montevideo in 2007.The fault lines of the tension lay between those who believe GCAP’s strength lay in ‘its diversity, spontaneity, political strength and leadership, dynamism and flexibility and that legal registration would work against maintaining this very strength
’ and those that believed that light formalised structures were required for practical purposes.

Despite the extensive 18 month consultation with national coalitions and constituency groups regarding the structure
 after the Montevideo Conference a number of respondents we spoke to felt that there were alternatives to this model that hadn’t been fully explored:

I think there are many alternatives. I don’t understand why we couldn’t use the many networks that already exist, that already work in the areas that GCAP wants to work like trade and debt. If these networks were reinforced and could work together they already have methodology, they have a political identity. So it would be much easier. In moments where you need some extra effort you could do as did in 2005 – mobilise all these networks and others we have and have a huge action again. I think that would work better. (National Coalition-Latin America)

I am really conflicted about that. I think the mission should have been to see the agenda into existing structures rather than create a new structure. But given where it is now I think there is need for an organisation. (GCAP Informant)

For some there is disappointment that GCAP has fallen into traditional modes of organisation that the Montevideo meeting had expressly wanted to avoid:

‘what was not agreed [at Montevideo] was the institutionalisation of GCAP to register to have a board ... that was a big debate that even led to some people leaving – the feeling was are we becoming a foundation – yet the original intention was that this was supposed to be a loose movement’. (GCAP Global)

This was seen as fundamentally shifting the identity of GCAP away from being a broad based movement and there are concerns expressed that this is being driven by GCAP donors rather than from the grassroots of GCAP:

You have GCAP now setting a foundation a demand from the donors i.e. their legitimacy institutionalised but that has repercussions on the social movement identity which is more aligned to the politics. The risk is that once you begin to introduce structures and formalise the legitimacy you are in danger of heading towards more structural ways of engagement which is a dilemma GCAP is going through at this stage. (GCAP Informant)

Whilst we recognise that many of GCAP’s constituents and supporters have endorsed the decisions taken about the current structure it is still worth flagging up the concerns expressed by some about the risks and potential implications of the model chosen:

· That GCAP will become an NGO in its own right with the accompanying organisational dynamics, along with the possibility of being seen as a competitor by those that should be part of GCAP:

I think they need to constantly evaluate what role they need to play vis a vis the campaign. In reality that seldom happens, in reality such organisations grow and become monsters and then have a self preservation agenda. (GCAP Informant)

As GCAP becomes more formalised,.. and starts getting more like an independent legitimate NGO space, there is a possibility of that running into conflict with other INGOs in terms of visibility and space….. With a loose coalition this does not become problematic but if it is more formal, institutional then the ‘ego of logos’ becomes stronger. (GCAP Informant)

· That it will become bureaucratic inflexible and expensive:

Now if you build an organisation you will have something expensive, heavy, and not so flexible – if you have a council everyone wants to be in it – you start with all these disputes. You are building something much heavier. (National Coalition-Latin America)

I think GCAP has created a bureaucratic space in the international development arena. It is one option but in terms of mobilisation of social movements and NGOs I don’t believe that GCAP could be the space that congregates these actors. (GCAP Informant)

There were also concerns expressed that attention to the global structures and systems has taken attention away from focus on the foundations of GCAP: its politics and grassroots mobilisation
:
The whole obsession is to create the super structure. If you think about time spent at the global council discussing issues [of policy and content] it is very dismal. Look through the minutes – the discussion are mostly about structure... There are no substantive issues or quality time to discuss what is important. (GCAP Global)

Governance

Though the work to develop the structures of GCAP has also focused on governance issues, governance challenges and tensions have not yet been resolved. Decision-making within GCAP is perceived by some as not genuinely transparent or accountable. A small number of stakeholders feel that decisions have not been made democratically and that it is organizations with funds that have ended up been the primary decision makers – often through default - as these are the ones that are able to engage on a consistent basis in working groups or committees. Indeed a number of members on the Global Council recognise this challenge:

We have all really struggled to do the job at hand, and it has ended up falling on one or two people. It underlines the need again for all members of the global council to engage in these processes, so it doesn’t fall on a small group of people. This is such an important issue.  (Update from the Strategic Directions Group, Global Council teleconference minutes, 18 September 2008)

Leadership

Time and time again the issue of leadership at every level came up. This was not in terms of a critique of any individual person, but more a question of the system and ethos of how leadership does or doesn’t work within GCAP as a whole. In the past, at the global level, there has been no clear mandated leadership role within GCAP leaving the de facto leadership (Kumi Naidoo in the first years) in a very difficult position. This has been partially remedied by mandating 3 co-chairs to the Global Council during the transition period. 

However there is on-going critique of the process by which leaders at every level are selected (or self-selected), and the factors underlying who is likely to end up in leadership positions. Whilst there was a formal process for the selection of the current members present in the Global Council a number of people commented about how the same people tended to end up at telephone conferences and in mandated leadership positions, yet these are not necessarily those doing the real mobilisation work on the ground:

There is a big disjuncture from those who do the work on the ground and those who represent GCAP. This disjuncture gets multiplied at every level…. It is a very small bunch of people who hang around the global space…. Within GCAP the group who spend most time on GCAP at regional and international level is global NGOs. They are a very small subset of what should make up GCAP…. We are trying, but we are on new uncharted territory. We have looked at other examples. There are not many. We are breaking new ground (and) learning as we go along. (GCAP Informant)
Who are the most active vocal members– the leading roles? That has been one of the criticisms of GCAP and the coalition – inevitably the most willing and representatives who are most interested are likely to get their voices heard. The biggest problems we’ve had is in engaging with the South, African, Latin America – for all sorts of technical reasons – translations are slow, poor telephone lines, technically quite different, different time zones etc.  (GCAP Global)
GCAP claims its legitimacy from the number of people it mobilises around the world. If the global level leadership is perceived to be co-opted by just a few people who are not mandated through a transparent process it risks undermining its perceived legitimacy. The same is possible if it is always the same small group of people who represent GCAP within global policy spaces. The achievements highlighted in Section 3 clearly show the added value of connecting constituents and voices at all levels in policy and influencing processes. GCAP might want to examine whether there are additional modes of encouraging leadership that will broaden facilitative leadership at all levels and make better use of the wide range of people within GCAP who are knowledgeable on issues, understand the dynamics of conflict and how to transform relations, who can define a vision and articulate aims and build trust. 

Leadership is also needed to facilitate global processes within GCAP to prioritise what are the key issues for debate, ensure focus on substantive issues and make sure that mandated groups make some of the hard decisions that are currently being avoided. 

Power

Key concerns of the 2006 evaluation included who was driving GCAP and charges ‘of a northern and donor driven agenda’, and that its positions were not sufficiently progressive or responsive to southern issues and lacked southern representation and participation. The recommendation was for much stronger participation of civil society from the global south to be included in agenda setting. Whilst GCAP is proud to quote the fact that approximately 90% of mobilisation activities since 2005 are now taking place in the global south it doesn’t appear to have been able to effectively break away from the wider power dynamics within which it operates. Framing is widely recognised in social movement literature as a critical factor for determining the legitimacy of a campaign and the ability to define the frame is a source of power
. Yet many national coalitions or organisations are prevented from full engagement by resource constraints. By default, those that have resources are in danger of driving the agenda. 
A number of respondents commented on the extent to which they felt that INGOs or UNDP were actually shaping the debate. In Kenya, for example, the strong presence of donor agencies in the campaign was criticized as undermining the presence of local organizations, creating other movements that keep a distance to GCAP
. 
Language differences have further compounded unequal power dynamics:

Some processes of consultation are made in a very fast way and the global instances expect an immediate response. The problem is deepened because of the language and the lack of time (participants in coalitions are not there fulltime for GCAP). The little time does not allow an adequate consultation to organizations. For these reasons sometimes they are excluded from the possibility of participating in decisions which consequently are taken based on the opinion of few. The fact that the coalition does not give a response in the expected time does not mean that they are not interested in participating. Rushed processes of consultation do not help to democratic decision-making. More consultation with a reasonable time is required. (El Salvador Case Study 2008)   
Trust

One of the key achievements of GCAP has been to get organisations, constituencies and people working together who hadn’t done so before. The challenge in doing this is immense. People are coming from very different modes of thinking about social action and organisation and are not necessarily very open to or trustful of other perspectives. A number of respondents felt that trust between different constituencies is growing:
Trust has been built up across boundaries, people who didn’t know each other. That has been a movement in the right direction but much more work to be done to develop trust. (GCAP Global)
However there is still a distance to go with some feeling they need to hold back on expressing their opinions or positions. For example the case study on El Salvador found that there ‘is certain concern about the risk of being excluded for expressing clear critical positions as a region.’ 
National Coalitions 
It is clear that there is enormous enthusiasm and dedication among many of those engaged in GCAP at country level, this comes through the limited telephone conversations and also the preliminary findings from a recent survey feedback of GCAP coalition members on Stand Up 2008. The local context does influence the level of commitment and the extent of participation.

Most of what we know is anecdotal. Some are broad based, some inclusive, some have very strong media pressure, some mobilise a lot. Some we can see a difference. (GCAP Global)
However the decision to extend GCAP until 2015 does have enormous implications that many are still grappling with: 

If it is something you do for a year then you do an extra effort and do it, but now in the way things are now not even that we could do. If people want GCAP to go until 2015 we cannot improvise we really have to build something in countries. (National Coalition-Latin America)
To maintain a campaign until 2015 is not very sustainable. Energies ebb and flow. (National Coalition-Africa)
However, perhaps more seriously, there were doubts that some national coalitions actually want to reach out to develop an inclusive movement, but preferred to act as ‘gatekeepers’. This concern came up many times and is obviously a key concern of people as it puts the credibility and legitimacy of GCAP in considerable risk:

Where we have a problem is when a GCAP coalition is co-opted …. and leads to something not necessarily participatory. (GCAP Global)
Some coalitions are just the usual suspects and that has happened in many countries. The career coalitionists who pop up time and time again. Which has stifled the open process of coalition building. It’s a club mentality rather than a coalition ... Many national coalitions look like sham coalitions they don’t have the voice other than GCAP conference calls… If you have an elaborate super structure without a broad base then there is a serious risk. (GCAP Informant)
Some coalitions are very active, where other coalitions are in name but are being captured by a single organisation that treats GCAP as their private property….It has humongous reputational risk. We want the identity of GCAP to be owned but we also have a responsibility to ensure risk management and able to manage. When you have an ultra loose arrangement it makes it more difficult. (GCAP Global)
The general feedback we were getting that the issue of non representative national coalitions is considered to be a serious issue by many both within and outside the coalition, but that GCAP has not yet found the political will or means to address it. 

The overwhelming consensus was that GCAP needs to prioritise the building of strong and accountable national coalitions. There was however much less clarity on how this should be done. Whilst the secretariat is trying to support national coalitions ‘in a more holistic way’ they also say that they do ‘not have a clear idea of what this means or how we would do it.’ Others suggested that this issue was avoided in broader GCAP discussions:

[You] hardly find a serious discussion on corrective measures, certification of national coalitions or the quality of coalitions. There are some obsessed in being politically correct but not sharp and to be honest it is politically incorrect to not address some of these issues…. GCAP knows who are the ones doing well [in some countries] what they are doing with limited resource is amazing work and needs support....While you have many coalitions getting funding which are useless. (GCAP Informant)
When difficult issues such as this are raised some informants suggested they tended to be given to working groups to deal with, but the participation of southern groups in these is recognised to be hampered by issues of technology and language.

Furthermore the governance structure as yet is not allowing GCAP to deal with difficult issues of accountability and probity:

The problem at the moment is knowing what to do when quite obviously something is not functioning. Money has gone out and there is very little to say or no idea what is going on. Then nobody dares to go beyond. (GCAP Global)

To date there has not been any independent review or audit of GCAP coalitions. It was recognised that GCAP is planning a self-evaluation learning process in 2009, but there was some scepticism as to whether this would help:

This is not going to address these issues. Coalitions are not going to say they are weak or not functioning. (GCAP Informant)
Others were calling for more mutual or peer accountability to hold national coalitions accountable to certain core principles such as inclusivity:

I think it would be good for GCAP to have an externally validated process of who is GCAP and who is not? What are people doing on the ground? It is hard to tell from workshops. (GCAP Informant)

It is evident that GCAP needs some clear principles for those using the logo, along with some simple, light and transparent means to hold people and organisations accountable to those principles.

Who is involved – outreach to constituency groups
Whilst the problems of representation and accountability in global coalitions have been the subject of on-going debates, GCAP has attempted to convene an anti-poverty alliance that is broad based. However some would argue that achievement in this area has been mixed, with different degrees of participation among organizations working on the same or related issues.
Again given the scope of the review it was difficult to get a real sense of how well the constituency groups are functioning, but the main feedback received is that in most informants’ opinion they are not meeting their potential. Though GCAP has done well in reaching out to a wide constituency there are still some gaps in who is involved. There is a general sense that some of the key constituency groups have backed off, not a great sense that trade unions are involved, or that GCAP is necessarily engaging effectively with new constituencies such as youth groups:
There are massive organisations like the scouts and girl guides and other movements and we are working with the usual suspects. Not the student organisations or disabled. We need to do more mapping to think how to engage with others. I think there are efforts to broaden range of organisations. But through convenience we work with those who are better resourced, located. Sometimes we’ll end up with Oxfam and [other] NGOs and need to make more effort to keep it broad. (GCAP Global)
The New York interviews in October 2008 found that GCAP is little known outside those directly involved and suggested that at times in global forums GCAP is organising events that ‘preach to the converted’. 

There are also some considerable regional gaps. In particular, though there is some strong NGO policy work, there is little mobilisation in Europe or the USA:

The richer countries are not on board on this. Which is a real worry. (GCAP Global)

In some countries, particularly in the Africa region, GCAP is successfully getting faith based organizations involved which has a huge potential for outreach. However at the national level a number of informants were concerned that in many countries the people most active in GCAP are NGOs in capitals without a grassroots base:

There is a slightly odd situation with GCAP. Its original purpose was mobilisation, but the people in it now are the people who can do more analytical work, development NGOs, city based and who run projects. (GCAP Informant)
Others pointed out that even policy oriented NGOs are not always included:

In Ghana the Third World Network and ISODEC don’t take part in GCAP. Yet ISODEC will do budget monitoring and GCAP talks about increased budgets, but doesn’t link with the people doing budget monitoring. (GCAP Informant)
Communications
Communication between the different parts of GCAP has been, and continues to be, a challenge. Informants commented on the regional dynamics, often underpinned by issues of language, time differences, access to communication technologies and other resources, which meant that global discussions were often dominated by INGOs:

Everything is in English and when the translations come decisions have been almost made ...It is difficult, many people who are active in social movements don’t speak English. (GCAP Global)
I think the teleconference model is impractical and difficult. We have instituted rules to say if there is not enough representation linking into calls then they won’t happen. (GCAP Global)
There has not been proper communication between levels. There is a gap between national/regional and global levels and sometimes it is difficult to find the links. GCAP global should give more attention to the national processes. (El Salvador Case Study 2008)
The secretariat has had to manage a whole range of initiatives and tasks which with its limited staff has been an enormous challenge. Some respondents mentioned that the GCAP Secretariat must do a better job of information sharing, such as policy papers that might influence strategies and campaigns, or explaining about the evaluation:

Giving clear explanations about global initiatives in which they are expected to be involved (like the current evaluation). (El Salvador Case Study 2008)
GCAP can provide assistance in ways of doing internal assessment or questions that we can be asking but not in a way that is imposing. (National Coalition-Asia)
It was commented that GCAP needs a massive investment in information technology. So far there has been very little investment in the website, yet it is expected to be the main portal for a great deal of linking between different countries and constituencies. This is also linked to the brand and identity:

The website (whiteband) doesn’t provide a space for online collaboration within the coalition. Planning happens via telecalls, emails etc. Of course one tool wouldn’t sort all the problems due to variances in technology but it would definitely help internal communication – a place for minutes, agendas - etc that all members would have access to. (GCAP Global)
(The website) should be show casing the work of coalitions with the objective of getting more people to link them or partners to find out more and publicise their work. (GCAP Global)
Resources, funding & finance

People are GCAP’s greatest resource. It has overwhelmingly run on the spirit of volunteerism with a small secretariat and some paid coordinators in some countries. However at every level the feedback we were getting is that people feel tired, overwhelmed by different priorities and are not necessarily prioritising GCAP or putting in their own resources:

Without money here in xxx I don’t think that one organisation would continue action on GCAP. Now the engagement is one where they only think about funding. People don’t feel part of a strong group fighting for something right. GCAP is an external agenda, external campaign. People don’t feel they own GCAP. …Without this money the campaign is not supported by the social movements and southern organisations. CSOs are not putting their own resources in this campaign. This is because the people don’t feel well with this. Without this engagement of people from the base I think in future it could be more bureaucratic or without strong result.(GCAP Informant)

The whole question of funding is therefore problematic. Many respondents felt that funding procedures are not very transparent. Though the resources going into the national level are actually quite small they are at times causing problems between organisations with a number of tensions and frictions within coalitions as to which organisations receive funds. Funding has complex implications in coalition building processes, especially when they are just starting and not yet clear about common ends. The issue of funding is particularly pertinent to the way in which national coordinators and regional focal points can work.
Some informants felt that it was important to map out more clearly what GCAP is trying to do in a country in comparison with what others are doing, to make better linkages with existing initiatives and ensure any national coalition is truly broad based and not captured:

Because of the financial incentives in getting involved in GCAP it distorts things. It is not a big amount e.g. $20 000 per country. But have ended up with a whole bunch of gatekeepers who write proposals and the money ends up going to one organisation when it is meant to be a coalition. It creates tensions with others who say we don’t see the money. Some of this we need to iron out. There is a need to make sure the organisations hosting GCAP doesn’t become GCAP. Other campaigns have faced the same challenges. It is not unique. (GCAP Informant)

Some of the organisations joined GCAP as they saw it as a way of making new money this is disappointing. Also UNMC this year used a different type of funding, they gave 6K to the network but at the same time they selected to fund some of our network members directly. Some of these network members are getting more money than the whole network. One organisation got 10K another CBO got 4K that then becomes challenging to me as coordinator. What has happened as a result: It makes it more challenging in terms of unified coordination. Especially when funds are limited for the whole network and yet you have some network members who are specific funding for campaigns whilst others are looking to GCAP to coordinate. (National Coalition - Africa)

In other cases lack of funding was cited as more of an issue than the tensions caused by funding:

But just 2 or 3 countries have received some money to have some activities. The others have no resources at all from GCAP so it is quite precarious. (GCAP Global) 

The issue of funding is a perennial problem. Without finances it makes it very difficult to look to the long term. The tendency is then to be more reactive and events driven rather than strategic. Lack of resources certainly affects planning. (National Coalition-Africa)

There is a concern about the financial sustainability of the global effort (the perception is that probably the global level is having the same problem as the national and regional ones). (El Salvador Case Study 2008) 

If you want this thing to work inside the countries and regions we need some resources to do this. It is not possible to do this with the resources we have. …We need resources dedicated to GCAP tasks, without it we cannot do much. You cannot mobilise [volunteers if you] don’t have people to follow up. Or if the government reacts you have to go there, need to set an agenda, have a dialogue. We do not have people to do this. (National Coalition-Latin America)

GCAP does need to consider how it will fund its work in the future. To date GCAP has been a ‘special case’ for existing donors. However, there is a strong feeling, both on the part of donors as well as within GCAP, that the current system is not sustainable, and that it is imperative for GCAP’s future to diversify sources of funding.
Section 7: Conclusions and recommendations for moving forwards

7.1 Overall conclusions

GCAP’s work has contributed to broadening the debate and actions around poverty in the localities where GCAP has worked. Indeed the global strength of GCAP lies in the consolidation of many voices and in capitalising on this strength at critical moments. By far its biggest achievement is in mobilising millions of people in advocating against poverty and injustice, thus pushing for issues of poverty and injustice to remain visible and on the agenda of decision makers and amongst a broad range of publics across the globe. In referring to the events in 2005 and the Stand Up campaign some of those interviewed in New York stated: ‘If GCAP had not been there the outcome would have been much worse in terms of debt reduction and access to development assistance.’

With its access and global outreach, GCAP can provide opportunities and credibility for civil society organizations to engage in local and national policy forums. A lot of coalitions are in GCAP because they want to bring their voice to the global level and simultaneously bring awareness to the national context of how the global level impacts them. These efforts are deepening some peoples understanding of poverty and injustice as a global issue and opening up new spaces and opportunities for influencing and challenging those in power to be more accountable. At the international level, representatives of GCAP say they are increasingly being invited to policy making platforms that have in the past been closed spaces to civil society organisations. When used strategically, these provide important opportunities for lobbying and influencing.

GCAP generates considerable commitment amongst many of its stakeholders, and indeed there is a great deal to be proud of and to build on. However it gives a sense of being at a very fragile moment with the future unclear:

GCAP is still fragile and I’m convinced we need a democracy at global level. ..You have to have the conflicts as that is how you learn to work together. (GCAP Global)

There are gaps between GCAP’s present capacity and its future vision and aspirations. Whilst GCAP is experimenting with forms of organisation at global level and acknowledges that what they are trying to achieve is to a certain extent charting new territory, there is a consistent concern coming from some informants that in many ways it is building on systems of organisational management that draw heavily from the INGO sphere that many do not feel is appropriate. This is leading to the disengagement of some.  There are also considerable issues about the sustainability of the structures that GCAP is currently setting up given GCAP’s lack of long-term committed funding. 
The challenge for GCAP in moving forwards is whether it is able to create a dynamic vision that inspires civil society organisations and constituents of all types from around the world to get involved.  Some suggested that the current financial crisis could create opportunities for GCAP to find a position that would bring people together and insert new energy and politics.
I think that now is a good moment for confluence around a re-evaluation of the causes of poverty. I think it is a good moment for the people coordinating GCAP to propose 5 or 6 main causes that could be identified to debate with different regions about different realities of different countries. (GCAP Informant)

I’d like to see GCAP do a strategic assessment on what will be the main poverty issues in the next 3-5 years and come up with 1 or 2 policy imperatives and recommendations that could be the main messages for the next few years. Based on an insightful study from poor and excluded people. That hasn’t really happened at a global level… Because of the financial meltdown there is bound to be cuts in social spending. That is one thing we can unite on how to defend spending on basic health and education – that’s very concrete and something that can unite allies etc. But I don’t know if this discussion is taking place amongst IFT. (GCAP Informant)

Whilst GCAP has had some success at opening up spaces for civil society engagement in policy processes, at the same time the legitimacy of civil society organisations to occupy this space is being challenged at both national and international levels. There is a huge risk that GCAP is putting itself into a vulnerable position by making claims about it’s base that are open to attack. Because of the high profile of GCAP the potential implications go far beyond GCAP itself.

Coalitions symbolise hope for change that is why so you’re innately aware that you are powerful but that you are so much more powerful as part of a larger coalition for change. That is why coalitions need to be nurtured but also held to account. The danger is that one can risk crisis if there is no oversight. Rebuilding hope is a long process – it is a different kind of a ball game. Many coalitions do build hope but if not conscious of keeping it alive and engagement of all individuals and constituents engaged in the process it becomes a disaster. I have seen that. (GCAP Informant)

It is essential for GCAP to address the issues of legitimacy and inclusiveness at national level and whose voice counts in the end at the global level. A lot of goodwill towards GCAP exists but there was some also some disillusionment among a considerable number of informants. It should be noted that we have only talked to fellow travellers and friends. It might be that critique from others would be much harsher. 
7.2 Moving forwards

The terms of reference for the review ask for a list of recommendations for future planning. Our normal way of working would be to share and discuss preliminary findings with the client before developing such recommendations. Unfortunately this was not possible which makes it much more difficult to develop appropriate ones. We therefore hope that this document and suggested recommendations we set out below can be used in the first place as a lens through which GCAP can advance its discussions on future planning, accountability and learning processes and to hopefully assist it in addressing some of the more fundamental issues facing the alliance.
Recommendation 1: Policy and strategy

To date GCAP has lived with a level of ambiguity that allows it to engage a broad constituency that have not worked together in the past. However whilst the tensions within this could be balanced for the original short time frame, the decision to maintain GCAP up until 2015 has massive implications that go beyond issues of structure and governance. The clear message that is coming through from the interviews is that there needs to be more clarity on the political analysis underpinning GCAP. Without this there is a real danger that:

· Messages are co-opted e.g. away from difficult issues of power, inequality and accountability towards non-controversial ‘poverty is a bad thing’ with less focus on structural causes of poverty and inequality and more focus on increased aid or the need for individuals to work to lift themselves out of poverty.

· Mobilisation without conscientisation becomes an ‘event’ and GCAP deteriorates into an events manager, in the process losing its links with social movements and others.

· The agendas of the more powerful within GCAP (those with resources, easy access to communications, who work in English) inadvertently take over as oppose to the issues put forwards by southern civil society and social movements. 

Strategies then need to be linked to this political analysis. This is not to imply that strategies need to be set centrally, but GCAP does need to be much clearer about:

· Its identity: Is it a call, a coalition, a campaign, or a social movement. What are the implications of this for the way it works?

· What is GCAP trying to achieve? Is it focussing on mobilisation and letting others do the policy dialogue? Or is it focussing on policy dialogue or both? 

· What are its links and relationship with the UN Millennium Campaign?

Though there have been some discussions on these topics, in our view GCAP has not adequately worked through these tensions in its recent strategic planning process. It is inevitable that these debates are difficult within an entity such as GCAP and there is the likelihood that having them will lead some to disengage, but it has to be realised that not discussing these issues is already leading some to disengage, sometimes by choice, at other times because other alliances or coalitions appear to be more relevant and important and they don’t have the resources and energy to engage in everything. There is no neutral position.  
We would suggest that the strategy is revisited at the next Global Assembly. In the interim period we suggest that the Global Council develops a clear process for facilitating discussions amongst coalitions, constituency groups and GCAP supporters and allies on the fundamental questions we set out above. The outcomes of these discussions should be presented at the next Global Assembly.   
Recommendation 2: Protocols and non negotiables 

In the immediate future GCAP does need to develop a range of protocols and non negotiables to support it in moving forward. These include:

· Who GCAP chooses to partner with and accept funding from. Much greater attention needs to be paid to developing criteria and decision making procedures to support GCAP in deciding who it should ‘partner’ with and seek funding from. Whilst we recognise that this has been debated and discussed by the IFT and Global Council, discussions and decisions need to be more transparent and open to scrutiny by the broader alliance.

· Clarity on core values and non negotiables. Alliances and coalitions work best when values and non-negotiables are clear as these can go a long way towards building a shared vision and trust amongst alliance members. We suggest GCAP should, in the first instance, set out its core values and articulate what its non negotiables are for national coalitions and for those who choose to ally themselves with GCAP. To a certain extent some of these are already implicit in the Montevideo Declaration but are less clear in the approved strategic plan.   
· Criteria for becoming a National Coalition. In addition to clear values and non negotiables GCAP does need to develop a set of clear criteria to distinguish between those entitled to call themselves a GCAP national coalition and other individuals or organisations that support GCAP actions.  
Recommendation 3: Governance, decision making and leadership
Decision making within GCAP is perceived by some as not genuinely transparent or accountable and that organisations with funds have ended up being the primary decision makers. We recommend that the GCPA review its current model of decision making to examine whether there are additional modes of encouraging leadership that will broaden facilitative leadership at all levels. This might include looking at how it might further devolve decisions to task groups, coalitions, the regions and constituency groups and how to make better use of the wide range of people and allies within GCAP. 

According to the 2008 New York evaluation decisions taken by the leadership did not seem to filter down through the organization and its affiliates. Thus improving communication and information sharing has to also be addressed. We recommend that GCAP develop a clear communication strategy to ensure that decision making is transparent at that all stakeholders have access to the minutes, discussions and decisions of Global Council and working group/task force meetings and teleconferences. 
Recommendation 4: GCAP Whiteband Website  

We recommend much greater investment in the GCAP Whiteband website.  GCAP should revisit the recommendations from the 2006 website evaluation, many of which are still valid. However, GCAP do need to decide on the target audience for the website: whether it should be developed for on-line campaigning purposes or more oriented to on line sharing, show casing the work of coalitions, constituencies, linkages etc. Both have implications in terms of resource investment. Whilst we do not claim to be specialists in this area, in our view we would favour the latter rather than the former.

Recommendation 5: Accountability and learning

We recommend that systems for accountability and learning need to be developed that are light and flexible. Alliances operate through facilitation and cooperation around activities rather than executing projects. Therefore procedures for command and control, common to INGOs, government bodies etc, are not appropriate and very rarely work.  In our view, GCAP should be encouraging accountability and learning processes that are aligned to GCAP’s values and purpose and that emphasise principles of mutual accountability and critical reflection and learning.  
In the box below we offer some specific suggestions for the Learning and Accountability Group to consider.
GCAP Global Functions

The Global Council: We recommend that more time needs to be built into Global Council processes to support members in critical reflection processes. For example there was little evidence from the minutes we reviewed that the global council have had an opportunity to engage with this review process or the findings that came out of the stakeholder evaluation in New York 2008.  In particular we recommend:
1. The learning and accountability group to present the findings of this GCAP evaluation to the Global Council and facilitate a response to accompany the evaluation report. 

2. Annual Review
We would also suggest that on an annual basis the Global Council meet and undertake a review of:

· GCAP’s strategic directions and how the alliance is functioning (including outreach and mobilisation, coalition building, constituency groups, allies and strategic partners, synergies with other networks, alliances, who is engaging with GCAP who is dropping out or disengaging and the added value of GCAP)

· performance of the leadership (whether they are fostering facilitative leadership, fostering and building relationships and trust, the extent to which leadership are engaging with and encouraging those in GCAP who are knowledgeable on issues to contribute and participate at various levels and in difference forums etc how differences are being managed, including power differences) 
· the performance of the council, task forces, the secretariat global and regional - constituency groups (including challenges and issues)
· whether resources are being used effectively and strategically (and the extent  to which resources, technical assistance, information has been leveraged through linkages, through mass action, joint advocacy etc.)
· risk factors and changes in external context 
· lessons learnt and changes and follow up actions required
We would also recommend the Global Council invite a small number of critical peers to join the face to face review meeting. These may be representatives from within the GCAP alliance (who are not Global Council Members) or individuals who could provide GCAP with interesting and new insights.  

GCAP Support Team and Regional Secretariats: The current support team are constantly stretched and find themselves reacting to too many agendas and competing priorities. We would suggest:

1. Quarterly review 
The support team, and regional focal people should build in time to reflect on their work at least on a quarterly basis or after a key event such as Stand Up. This can be done either face to face in team meetings [for staff who are based in one location] and/or via teleconference/skype link up. 
Team retreats/teleconferences of this kind could allow the team space to share issues, think strategically about their work (including key events, mobilisations etc), and the work of the coalitions/allies etc and whether they are using their resources (time and people) in a strategic and efficient way.

GCAP task force and mobilisation teams should also be building in review and learning processes during the height of a campaign initiative. These meetings should enable team members to reflect on their plans and actions, ask questions about their work and any contextual changes, political positioning etc, share lessons and challenges, review budgets and variances and adjust on-going plans.

2. Annual review
The support team and regional focal people should be encouraged to carry out a review and reflection on an annual basis and encourage stakeholder input either by email, or face to face to feed into this process.  The findings from the annual review should feed into the Global Council review process.
3. Outreach and mobilisation/events
The questionnaire already produced as part of this review process can be adapted and developed for future events and actions drawing on lessons from its pilot
. We would however recommend that future questionnaires for GCAP events and actions include a section for coalitions, allies and supporters of GCAP to feedback on the GCAP support (i.e. support from the Secretariat, region, task force or working group),, effectiveness and added value. 
The findings from the questionnaires should feed into the support team’s quarterly and/or after event review process 
4. Cost effectiveness
GCAP does need to be transparent and accountable. GCAP should be encouraging coalitions, constituency groups and GCAP functions to review the various costs of their activities and specific events (both in terms of money and effort expended) and to relate these costs to their assessment of what has been achieved and whether the equivalent could have been achieved with less. We are not suggesting complicated cost benefit analysis methodologies; people usually have good ideas about how an equivalent or greater impact could have been achieved with less cost. What we recommend is questions regarding costs and resources be built into regular review processes, and into questionnaires sent to coalitions, constituency groups etc.

5. Indicators
It is difficult to prescribe any one set of generic indicators for GCAP as its work spans very many contexts and agendas. Thinking through the monitoring process and identifying indicators for success is best done while strategies are being developed. A number of organisations have developed frameworks that support them to identify and prioritise essential dimensions of their work at the outset. We include such a framework in Appendix 2. The framework builds on work that a number of people have done to support activist organisations and campaigns to think through broader theories of change, and the different possible aims of policy and advocacy work. Whilst we recognise that GCAP’s policy aims are guided by the national coalitions and network alliances that form GCAP we nevertheless feel it might help support coalition partners, regional platforms and constituency groups to think through the possible dimensions of success that integrates policy shifts along with approaches intended to ensure such changes are both implemented and sustainable.
6. Future reviews
GCAP should consider a much longer lead time for future reviews. Reviews should aim to be inclusive and participatory, and ensure that key stakeholder groups can feed into developing the methodology and key questions. Opportunities should be provided to support processes of peer learning across the Alliance. Invited critical peers and other external stakeholder input should also be encouraged.
7. Linking up with academic institutions – action research
GCAP may want to consider strategic alliances and linkages with academic institutions that are developing theories and research on global governance and civil society processes to seek possibilities for accompanied learning/action research on GCAP’s work.  
8. Documentation
Alliance members need inspiration. It is important that the achievements are documented, shared and celebrated to provide inspiration and lessons for others.  Coalitions and constituency groups should be encouraged to write up their experiences and to share their experiences, reports etc on the Whiteband website or on their own websites.
GCAP coalitions and constituency groups
1. National Coalitions and constituency groups should be encouraged to carry out their own review activities. Many national coalitions and allies have their own systems, and learning processes. GCAP should be encouraging coalitions to share the findings from these processes with the Learning and Accountability Group and on the GCAP website. The emphasis should be on the ‘emergent demand’ from GCAP coalitions and constituency groups for more support in self assessment and accountability, rather than imposing rigid formats and procedures.
2. Sharing tools and templates
The Learning and Accountability Group should review the various tools and templates that have already been developed as part of this review to see how they could be adapted to support national coalitions, constituency groups and GCAP functions and support teams in developing learning and review processes
. We suggest GCAP build on these but also encourage coalitions and GCAP allies to share their approaches for monitoring and evaluating their work either on the Whiteband website or their own websites with a link to the Whiteband website. 
3. Practical exchanges & peer reviews
The GCAP secretariat should support, encourage and identify opportunities for peer learning and reviews between constituencies, coalition members and partners within country and across regions. Funding for these types of exchanges could be built into future funding proposals.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6]
In Eastern Europe one interesting thing is that the civil society movement is fairly recent. To have a campaign against poverty as an umbrella is one way of bringing in many organisations. The government see it as a shared interest so to some extent are more likely to be cooperative and responsive. For example in Russia GCAP partners have managed to get funding for further activities under the GCAP umbrella. (Notes from the review & reflection teleconference with GCAP secretariat staff and GCAP interns 24th November 2008)








Being identified with a global process... gives them more legitimacy in their claims before other actors and the coalition feel supported because they are not alone, there are other people sharing their concerns and sharing the struggle, they feel part of a solidarity network. They also feel proud as some of them have expressed: ‘it contributes to the collective self-esteem and empowerment’; ‘we are quality with global stamp’....It further strengthens them in their political capacities, since GCAP is considered to be a tool for the political and social struggles of the organizations. [El Salvador Case Study 2008]





Women’s Tribunals: voices for change


GCAP’s Feminist Task Force has organised a series of International Women’s Tribunals Against Poverty, highlighting the feminisation of poverty. The tribunals serve to present the testimonies of women on the conditions they face and to put pressure on governments to take action.  For example, the tribunals held in Peru on 17th October 2007, highlighted the situation endured by women living in rural areas. The cases presented included issues arising from lack of official documents, rape of indigenous girls and forced sterilisation and sexual violence and armed conflict. The tribunals made an explicit link between poverty and the violation of human rights. Clear demands were presented to the Peruvian government. These demands are now being followed up with the governments with the support of strong national coalitions who have a long history of engaging on these issues in Peru.


From: Global Call to Action against Poverty, Speaking Out, Programme Insights, Oxfam GB November 2008








The Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP) 2006 month of mobilisation was launched on September 16 to coincide with the IFI Annual Meetings. Several organisations, including GCAP Asia convened the International Peoples Forum (IPF) vs. the IMF and World Bank from September 15 to 17 in Batam, Indonesia to launch the


mobilisation campaign and highlight the harmful impact of World Bank (WB) and International Monetary Fund (IMF) policies on poor countries. Under the slogan of ‘We Must Have a Voice’, GCAP emphasised the role the


IMF and WB play in restricting the ‘voice’ of poor countries in determining their own economic policies, as well as the lack of ‘voice’ that poor countries have in the way


the institutions are governed.


GCAP Annual Report 2006





GCAP coalition in Bangladesh


In 2007, the GCAP coalition in Bangladesh protested against the IMF’s Policy Support Instrument,10 which is supposed to enable the IMF to support low-income countries that do not want - or need - financial assistance, but who might still seek advice, monitoring, and endorsement of their economic policies from the IMF. The protestors believed it had conditionalities attached that would be harmful to the most vulnerable populations. In spite of marches, protests, and petitions, decisions were being made behind closed doors. Finally, civil-society activists successfully took the government to the High Court, preventing them from signing the Policy Support Instrument. In the case of Bangladesh, civil society was speaking out, but because the political decisions were being made in a different space, they were not being heard. Litigation was a way of forcing the government to listen to the voices of poor people. 


From: The Global Call to Action Against Poverty, Speaking Out, Programme Insights, Oxfam GB, Caitlin Blaser, November 2008











� GCAP evaluation Terms of Reference 2008


� GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008


� GCAP evaluation Terms of Reference 2008


� GCAP Strategy 2009-2011


� To encourage people to contribute their views with maximum candour we have preserved the anonymity of the interviewees. However we do categorise the quotes in the following way: GCAP Global (Global Council, Support Team, Working Group, Task Force) GCAP coalition (National coordinators & partners + region) and GCAP Informant (past IFT members and past and present supporting organisations and allies). 


� GCAP Stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, Sept-Oct 2008


� The one page descriptions were prepared in consultation with national coalition coordinators. We have only included quotes from the one page descriptions that have been signed off by the national coalitions.


� In advocacy the ‘attribution question’ (who exactly can claim credit for which result) is always a mute point. Methodically the best way to deal with this is to look for evidence which shows that GCAP (in this case) has contributed to certain results. 


� We were provided with the overall budget and expenditure for the Global Secretariat for 2006-2008. However, there was very little narrative material to draw on to support us in assessing whether resources have been used strategically and effectively. 


� GCAP External Review, Dr. Eva Friedlander, March 2006


� ibid


� ibid


� ibid


� See Appendix 3 for list of Global Council members elected and process by which they were elected.


� Ref: Questions arising from the April’08 consultation on GCAP Global Registration and Hosting Questions.


� Global Council meeting transcript June 2008


� El Salvador Case Study 2008





� The Learning and Accountability Group are tasked during the transition phase to develop clear recommendations for learning and accountability which they will present to the Global Assembly in 2009. This includes developing principles and standards for national coalitions, constituency bodies and other bodies of GCAP.  


� The Montevideo Declaration


� http://www.wadanatodo.net/


� National coalition - Asia


� The Montevideo Declaration


� It was noted by one of GCAP’s global informants that GCAP coalitions and constituencies are able to draw on research from organisations that support GCAP such as the Social Watch network and its annual reports including the Social Capabilities Index and the Gender Index which provide yearly dynamic data on 140 indicators showing improvement or regression on progress towards the millennium goals in all countries in the world (where data is available�).


� GCAP Strategy 2009-2011


� A separate organisational development review of the Global Secretariat is taking place in parallel to this review. The findings will feed into decisions regarding the future hosting of the secretariat and implications for staffing, skills etc


� Summary Report GCAP Meeting, The Hague 2008


� ibid


� Since 2008 the Arab regional secretariat has been hosted by GCAP’s coalition partner in Palestine


� GCAP Arab region draft strategic plan 2008-2009


� GCAP Europe Strategic Framework 2008-10


� The Montevideo Declaration


� ibid 


� To date GCAP/Civicus have not submitted narrative reports to their funders on the budget. It has therefore been difficult to draw any overall analysis and conclusions regarding trends in resources and expenditure from the data alone. 


� Note that the annual contribution from the funders does not match the annual actual expenses. We were told this is due to some carry over from each year.


� Ref: IFT Minutes March/April 2008 discussions regarding GCAP’s involvement with the Club of Madrid. 


� In the feedback discussion on the first draft of the report regarding this point it was pointed out that a menu of more then 50 possible specific actions was set out in the mobilisation guidance sent out to national coalitions and constituency groups by the global mobilisation task force. The approximate 7000 events that took place in October 2008 show that in reality many other forms of actions emerged as well. 





�These concerns have also been expressed by IFT members during teleconference discussions see: IFT minutes March, April 2008


� GCAP Global


� See Section 2 for more details regarding the structure process


� An analysis of the IFT minutes of their telecon meetings revealed that IFT members spent more time talking about structure and governance than anything else between 2007 and 2008. 


� Gaventas and Mayo 2008 forthcoming


� Accountability and Learning Report 2008


� GCAP stakeholder Evaluation Report, Brookins & Shah, October 2008)


� See appendix 2 for a separate document for further suggestions regarding monitoring and learning.


� See Appendix 2 for GCAP Evaluation materials


� See Appendix 2
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