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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   22 ..   MM ee tt hh oo dd oo ll oo gg yy   aa nn dd   AA pp pp rr oo aa cc hh   

E v a l u a t i o n  A p p r o a c h   

The evaluation was guided by the questions in the Terms of Reference (ToR) (Volume III, Appendix 
1). In order to capture the effects of changes made in the GPE during the period under review, the 
evaluation used the 2010 Mid-Term Evaluation of the Fast Track Initiative as a baseline. 1 In 
absence of an agreed upon, utilized results framework for the GPE, the evaluation team adopted a 
theory-driven approach. This involved reviewing GPE relevance and effectiveness in the context 
of its explicit country-level Theory of Change (ToC), as well as in view of its implicit overall Theory 
of Change (Volume III, Appendix 4), which the evaluation team reconstructed based on descriptions 
of the GPE’s objectives and functioning (what GPE is, does, and how) as provided in key documents 
developed during the period under review. This was complemented with information derived from 
interviews with GPE Secretariat staff during the inception phase. 

Applying a theory-based approach also involved comparing the GPE’s governance and 
management structures to those of six other multi-stakeholder initiatives. 

The evaluation process was guided by principles of inclusion and equity. The evaluation made 
efforts to ensure that the stakeholders consulted represented diverse perspectives based on 
gender, ethnicity, geographic locations, and their roles (e.g. as rights holders or duty bearers). 

E v a l u a t i o n  F r a m e w o r k  

Based on the ToR, and in consultation with the Independent Evaluation Committee (IEC), the 
evaluation team developed a matrix of evaluation questions (Volume III, Appendix 3) to guide data 
collection, data analysis and reporting writing. The evaluation questions cover the evaluation 
criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. For each question, sub-questions 
were developed to define the issues and the basis for judgment with greater precision. Indicators 
were developed for each sub-question. 

The evaluation questions were used to assess the effects of changes made since 2010 on GPE 
capacity and performance at global and country levels. They were also used to develop 
standardised interview protocols and survey instruments to ensure consistent collection of data, to 
allow for triangulation of data from different sources, and to assist in the final synthesis of findings 
and recommendations. 

E v a l u a t i o n  M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  P r o c e s s  

The evaluation was commissioned by the GPE Board and managed by an Independent Steering 
Committee (IEC). The IEC worked with the Universalia/R4D evaluation team throughout the 
evaluation (providing guidance, reviewing reports and presentations, providing feedback, and 
resolving challenges). The evaluation process consisted of three phases, as described the sections 
that follow. 

 

                                                 
1 Cambridge Education. Mokoro, Oxford Policy Management (2010). Mid-term evaluation of the EFA Fast 
Track Initiative. Cambridge/Oxford/UK. 

I - Inception 
II - Data collection and 

field visits 
III - Data analysis and 

reporting 
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P h a s e  I  –  I n c e p t i o n  

During the Inception Phase the evaluation team met with the IEC to clarify the evaluation purpose, 
objectives and methodology, and conducted interviews with 18 GPE stakeholders to obtain their 
views on how the evaluation could add most value to the GPE. All persons interviewed were asked 
to suggest names of key persons who should be consulted during the evaluation. The list was 
updated over the course of the evaluation as new informants were identified.  

The evaluation team reviewed a number of key GPE documents to identify the types of information 
available for the evaluation and to inform a preliminary selection of 18 countries to be included in a 
more in-depth review (see below). The team contacted the leads within the GPE Secretariat 
responsible for the tentatively selected countries to explore the feasibility of in-country or virtual 
site visits, and to outline expectations and support requirements during the data collection phase. 

A draft Inception Report was submitted to the IEC on 18 August 2014. The report was reviewed by 
IEC members and the core Evaluation Team at a workshop held in Washington D.C. from 3 -5 
September 2014. A List of Revisions to the Inception Report and Work Plan was submitted to the 
IEC on 18 September and was approved the following week  

P h a s e  I I  –  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n   

O v e r v i e w  

Data collection took place between September 2014 and April 2015. The evaluation team used a 
mix of quantitative and qualitative methods including document and literature review, key 
stakeholder interviews, surveys, virtual and in-country field missions, and a visit to the GPE 
Secretariat. These methods were used in the eight lines of inquiry as shown in the table below.  
 

Lines of Inquiry 

Methods of Data Collection 

Online 
surveys 

Field 
missions 

(virtual & in-
country) 

In-Depth 
Document 

Review 

Semi-
structured 
Interviews 

Site visit to 
GPE 

Secretariat 

GPE Document and Grant Review      

Rapid Organizational Review (ROR)      

Comparative Assessment of Global 
Multi-Stakeholder Initiatives 

     

Analysis of the Global and Regional 
Activities  

     

Review of the Civil Society Education 
Fund 

     

Country Case Studies       

Analysis of GPE Additionality       

Each of these lines of inquiry is described below.  
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G P E  D oc u m en t  a nd  G r a n t  R e v i e w  

The purpose of the GPE document and grant review was to systematically collect data from 
existing GPE documentation reflecting the technical and financial grant type processes between the 
GPE Secretariat and the developing country partners (DCPs). A document review tool was 
developed and methodically applied to code information. Section I of the tool was applied to all 59 
GPE member countries2 and elicited quantitative information on grant types, sizes, areas of focus 
addressed under each grant, application and approval times etc. Part II of the tool was applied to 
the 18 countries selected for field and virtual visits only (see below) and elicited qualitative 
information, including on country contexts, and the scope and nature of technical assistance 
provided through the GPE Secretariat.  

Two sets of documents were reviewed in this analysis.  

The first set consisted of country documents for all 59 GPE members, including grant applications, 
GPE endorsement documents, implementation completion and status reports, documentation 
related to any extensions and restructuring of grants/budgets, quality assurance reports, annual 
progress reports for WB-supervised projects, back to office reports from Secretariat country leads, 
as well as joint sector reviews.  

The second set comprised GPE-produced summary reports, including the GPE Portfolio Review 
Report, GPE Results for Learning Report, quarterly financial reports, and financial documents that 
tracked financial commitments and disbursements for the overall GPE grant portfolio.  

Emerging data were synthesized, compared with findings from the 2014 GPE Secretariat portfolio 
review, and summarized in a brief report included as Volume IV, Appendix 6. 

R a pi d  O r ga ni z a t i on a l  R e v i e w  (R OR )   

The purpose of this line of inquiry 
was to review the evolution and 
assess the functioning of the GPE 
governance and management 
arrangements and 
systems/processes at the global 
level since 2010 in order to better 
understand whether and how 
changes made in these areas have 
had notable effects on the GPE’s 
organizational capacity and 
performance.  

Document review: The evaluation 
team conducted an in-depth 
review of relevant GPE documents, 
including Board Meeting 

                                                 
2 One additional country has since joined the GPE. 
3 Please note in the report the data analysis was based on the consultation with 18 board members. This will 
be updated in the June 1 Draft. 
4 The list of 744 partners included but was not limited to a range of stakeholders from Coordinating Agencies 
to government representatives, NGOs and youth. The list was provided to the evaluation team by the GPE 
Secretariat leadership. 

Individuals consulted for the ROR  

22 GPE Board members and Alternates3 – including 
representatives from donor countries, DCPs, CSOs, multilateral 
organizations, and private sector  

6 GPE Board members involved in the GPE Committees  

20 global stakeholders – ranging from former GPE leadership to 
other multilateral organizations and partnerships involved with 
the work of the GPE  

7 members of the GPE Secretariat leadership in individual 
interviews and as a focus group/workshop  

44 staff survey respondents (36 current staff, 8 former staff) 

110 of 744 (14%) of partners who responded to the Partner 
Survey4 

(Please see List of Stakeholders interviewed in Vol. III, Appendix 7) 
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documents and reports since 2009, the GPE Strategic Plan 2012-2015 and related Implementation 
Plan, the 2014 Organizational Review of the Secretariat, as well as available documents on the 
evolving relationship of the GPE with the World Bank 

Interviews: The evaluation team conducted face-to-face and telephone semi-structured interviews 
with GPE Board and Committee Members, a selection of current and former GPE Secretariat staff 
members, and global stakeholders and subject matter experts who had been identified in 
consultation with the GPE Secretariat and the IEC.  

Surveys:  Two online surveys were conducted. The first addressed current and former GPE 
Secretariat staff. All the current staff and half of the former staff (based on a list provided by the 
GPE Secretariat)5 involved in management and operations of the GPE Secretariat were invited to 
participate. Of the 74 individuals invited to participate, 44 completed the survey (82% current and 
8% former staff).  

The second survey targeted a broad constituency of partners identified by the GPE Secretariat in a 
Corporate List of Sponsors shared with the evaluation team. Of the 744 invited to complete the 
Partner Survey, only 110 (14%) responded. Due to the low response rate, the evaluation team 
considered respondent feedback but could not apply it conclusively to the overall analysis. 
Nevertheless, conducting this survey remains important for reasons of inclusiveness and credibility 
for the GPE.  

C o m p a r a t i v e  A ss es s m e n t  of  S i x  M ul t i - S t ak e h ol d e r  In i t i a t i v e s  

The purpose of this line of inquiry was to compare the operational and governance modalities of a 
selection of multi-stakeholder initiatives in order to elicit insights of potential relevance to the GPE, 
while acknowledging the unique nature and specific contexts of each of the reviewed organizations. 

In consultation with the IEC, six organizations were selected for an in-depth study based on their 
focus on financing and/or fostering multi stakeholder partnerships to accelerate improvements in a 
certain sector or sub-sector. The selected organizations were: the Climate Investment Fund (CIF), 
the Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP), the Global Alliance for Vaccines and 
Immunization (Gavi), the Global Environmental Facility (GEF), the Global Fund for AIDS, TB and 
Malaria, and the International Health Partnership (IHP+).  

The evaluation team conducted a document and literature review and telephone interviews with 13 
stakeholders to obtain information on these organizations. The consulted stakeholders included 
senior level decision makers, experts in the field, and current and former employees of the 
organizations selected. All interviews were based on interview protocols developed to ensure 
consistency and standardization (Volume III, Appendices 10 and 11).  

Key findings of the comparative review are presented as Volume IV, Appendix 1.  

A n a l ys i s  o f  th e  G l o b al  a n d  R e gi o n al  A c t i v i t i e s  ( GR A )  P r o g r a m  

The purpose of the analysis of the GRA was to assess the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of 
this program in view of the GPE’s global mandate. A separate review of the GRA appeared 
warranted as it is one of only two GPE-supported initiatives at the global level that have been 
assigned separate budget lines (the other being the CSEF). 

                                                 
5 Of the list of 31 names of former staff we received from the GPE, we were only able to send the survey to 16, 
of which 50% or 8 responded to the survey. 
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The evaluation team conducted a comprehensive review of relevant documents available on the 
GPE website as well as from the GPE secretariat. These included documents such as relevant Board 
documents, decisions and presentations, internal status updates, thematic papers, operational 
manual, grantee presentations, and GRA-supported products.  All documents reviewed are listed in 
the References section. 

Interviews were conducted with 33 representatives from 
various constituencies (see sidebar). The scope and focus 
for each category of interviewee differed.  

 Interviews with GPE Secretariat staff and Board 
were geared towards technical and management 
focused inquiry. 

 GRA recipients were queried about the efficiency 
of the selection process, the extent to which the 
GRA built capacity and permitted additional 
activities, policy impact of emerging products, 
linkages with other GPE-supported activities etc.  

 In-country actors were asked about awareness of the Global and Regional Activities and 
their desire for investment in regional and global public goods (GPGs). 

 Global stakeholders were queried about GPE’s comparative advantage in supporting the 
production of GPGs. 

Emerging findings of the review were synthesized in a brief report, which is included as Volume IV, 
Appendix 3. 

A  r e v i e w  o f  t h e  C i v i l  So c i e t y  Ed u c a t i on  F u n d  ( CS EF )  

Given the CSEF’s special role as a separate funding mechanism supported by the GPE, the purpose 
of the review was to explore in more depth if and how the CSEF contributes to the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of the GPE, especially in view of the GPE’s intention to foster and 
strengthen civil society participation in education policy processes. To this end the evaluation team 
reviewed available documents and reports on the CSEF, conducted telephone interviews with three 
representatives involved in the oversight and management of the CSEF, and conducted interviews 
and focus groups with 22 country level CSEF recipient coalitions and/or member CSOs of the 
coalitions. Key observations deriving from the review will be included as an appendix in the June 
2015 draft of the Final Evaluation Report.  

C o u n t r y  C as e  S t ud i e s  

As requested in the evaluation Terms of Reference, the evaluation team selected a sample of 18 
countries for more in-depth reviews. The purpose of these studies was to complement information 
available from country-level documents, and gather data on the overarching question of whether 
and how the changes implemented in the GPE since 2010 had notably influenced the partnership’s 
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency at the country level.  

To accommodate the available evaluation timeframe and budget, 8 of the 18 selected countries 
were chosen for in-country field missions (Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Ethiopia, 
Nicaragua, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Vietnam, and Zimbabwe), and ten countries were addressed 
through ‘virtual field missions’ (Afghanistan, Burundi, Cambodia, Ghana, Honduras, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Moldova, Uganda, and Yemen).  

Semi-structured virtual interviews (via 
telephone and Skype) were held with: 

 Representatives of 11 of 15 GRA 
recipients 

 Current and former staff, GPE board 
members 

 Stakeholders in each of the 18 focus 
countries 

 Global education leaders. 
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The country selection criteria for 
the overall sample and the subset 
of eight countries are presented in 
the sidebar. Two of the 18 
countries selected, Ethiopia and 
Madagascar, overlapped with 
those chosen for the NORAD 
evaluation of its support to basic 
education through UNICEF and the 
GPE, which was conducted in 
parallel to this review.  

The evaluation team developed a 
field mission evaluation 
framework that elaborated on the 
overall evaluation matrix, and 
guided the development of 
country-level interview protocols 
for different stakeholder groups 
(Please refer to the Country Field 
Mission Evaluation Framework in 
Volume III, Appendix 12. To 
ensure consistency of data 
collection, the same protocols 
were applied during both the in-
country and virtual field missions.  

Data on each of the 18 countries 
was collected through document 
review (building on the review 
that had already been conducted as part of the GPE Document  and Grant review by drawing upon 
additional documents elicited during site visits or obtained from the GPE Secretariat), and through 
stakeholder interviews. In total 418 stakeholders from diverse stakeholder groups were 
interviewed during the field missions as 
shown in the sidebar.  On average the 
evaluation team conducted 40 interviews 
during in-country missions, and 9.5 
interviews during virtual missions.  

The Table on the next page profiles of each of 
the 18 countries selected for the eight in-
country field missions and 10 virtual field 
missions. 

Case Study Country Selection Criteria 

The selection of countries aimed to create a sample that would  
balance representation of countries with 2010-2014 program 
approvals and countries with longer experience with the FTI/the 
GPE. 

The following were the first level criteria that were applied to 
identify the larger group of 18 countries: 

 Balanced geographic distribution  

 Oversampling of fragile and conflict-affected states, and least 
developed countries (LDCs) 

 Representation of different SE/ME 

 Representation of the three types of grant 

 Exclude the countries where Norway is already doing its 
evaluation (as much as possible) 

Out of the 18 countries, another round of sampling was conducted 
to select the eight countries that would be visited. Guiding criteria 
were:  

 Geographic distribution 

 Representation of fragile states, conflict affected states, and 
least developed states 

 Availability of relevant documentation 

 Include at least one country where the World Bank is not the SE  

 Pragmatic considerations such as: security situation at 
anticipated time of travel; and the evaluation team’s experience 
and networks 

Types and Numbers of Stakeholders Interviewed  

Country leads: 23 

Supervising/Managing Entities: 34 

Coordinating Agencies: 26 

LEG Members/ Development partners: 72 

LEG Members/Civil society organizations: 83 

LEG Members/ Private sector: 6 

Government Representatives: 169 

Other stakeholders (e.g. academia): 5 
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Country 
Geographic 
location 

Fragile 
state 
(Y/N) 

Conflict-
affected 
state 
(Y/N) 

Income Group 
Current 
SE/ME 

Date 
Joined 
GPE 

Grant Type 

PIG grant allocation 
(cumulative as of 
September 30, 2014) 
USD Millions 

Afghanistan South Asia Yes Yes Least Developed Country UNICEF 2011 PIG 55.7 

Burundi Africa Yes Yes Least Developed Country Belgium 2012 PIG 52.9 

Cambodia 
East Asia 
Pacific 

No No Least Developed Country WB 2006 PDG/PIG 95.8 

Democratic Republic 
of Congo 

Africa Yes Yes Least Developed Country WB 2012 PIG 100 

Ethiopia Africa No Yes Least Developed Country WB 2004 PIG 267.3 

Ghana Africa No No Lower Middle Income WB 2004 PIG 94.5 

Honduras LAC No No Lower Middle Income NA 2002   NA 

Madagascar Africa Yes Yes Least Developed Country WB 2005 EPDG/PDG/PIG 209.4 

Malawi Africa Yes Yes Least Developed Country WB 2009 PIG 90 

Moldova Europe & CA No No Lower Middle Income WB 2005 PIG 23.1 

Nicaragua LAC No No Lower Middle Income WB 2002 PIG 40.7 

Rwanda Africa No No Least Developed Country DFID 2006 PIG 175 

Senegal Africa No No Least Developed Country WB 2006 PDG/PIG 128.4 

Tanzania (Mainland 
and Zanzibar) 

Africa No No Least Developed Country SIDA 2013 PIG 100.0 

Uganda Africa No Yes Least Developed Country WB 2011 EPDG/PDG/PIG 100 

Vietnam 
East Asia 
Pacific 

No No Lower Middle Income WB 2003 PIG 84.6 

Yemen MENA Yes Yes Least Developed Country UNICEF 2003 PIG 122.3 

Zimbabwe Africa Yes Yes Low Income UNICEF 2013 EPDG/PIG 23.6 
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The eight in-country field missions were conducted by teams of at least one international and one 
national consultant, as is shown in the sidebar below. The first in-country field mission to Tanzania 
served as a pilot mission to test the data collection tools and readjust them for the seven additional 
missions as needed. Where the respective Supervising Entity and/or implementing unit of the 
respective government expressed an interest, the evaluation team provided a short debrief at the 
end of the mission to share key 
observations and findings.  

Within two weeks of the mission, the 
evaluation team submitted a Back to 
Office Memorandum (BOM) to the IEC, 
summarizing key emerging issues 
deriving from the site visit, with a focus 
on findings from stakeholder 
consultations. 6 

For each of the eight site visits, the 
evaluation team compiled written case 
studies, which are presented in Volume II 
of the Zero Draft Report. 

The ten virtual field missions were 
conducted by individual evaluators by telephone, Skype or email (see sidebar). Each team member 
responsible for one or more countries summarized 
emerging issues in view of the review questions. As 
noted in the evaluation Inception Report, the results of 
the virtual missions are synthesized along the lines of 
the key evaluation questions and emerging issues. A 
synthesis report is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

R e vi e w  o f  G l ob al  a n d  G PE  F i n a n c i ng  
T r e n d s  

The main purpose of this analysis was to respond to 
queries by the governing Board regarding the effect or 
additionality the GPE has had on the global flow of 
resources for basic education and at the national and 
international level for education at the country level. 
(Please see Volume IV, Appendix 2 for a report detailing the scope and results of this study). 

The evaluation team approached this line of inquiry by assessing the effect or additionality in terms 
of:  

 Amount of financial resources (aid and domestic) 

 Flow of financial resources to sectors, countries and the GPE’s strategic goals 

 Quality of financial resources in terms of aid effectiveness 

Key sources of data were global datasets such as the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development - Development Assistance Committee Creditor Reporting System (OECD-DAC CRS), 
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) and Government Spending Watch (GSW) where possible, as 

                                                 
6 Due to delays with data collection, Rwanda and Democratic Republic of Congo have not yet been submitted. 

In-Country Field Mission Teams 

DRC:  Johan Verhaghe, Lisette Khonde 

Tanzania: Anette Wenderoth, Mark Roland, Beatrice Omari 

Vietnam: Pamela Teitelbaum, Shubha Jayaram, Tara Hill, 
Tran Thi Hanh 

Ethiopia: Geraldine Cooney, Solomon Areaya, Kefyalew 
Ayano Dersie 

Nicaragua: Katrina Rojas, Melba Castillo Aramburu 

Rwanda: Johan Verhaghe, Genevieve Mukandekezi 

Senegal: Marie-Helene Adrien, Jerome Gandin, Aminata 
Diene Ndiaye 

Zimbabwe: Mark Roland, Arjun Upadhyay, Angela Arnott   

Virtual Field Mission Teams 

Afghanistan: Lindsay Adams 

Burundi: Elisabetta Micaro 

Cambodia: Arjun Upadhyay 

Ghana:  Lindsay Adams 

Honduras: Elisabetta Micaro 

Madagascar: Elisabetta Micaro 

Malawi: Shubha Jayaram 

Moldova: Lindsay Adams 

Uganda: Anette Wenderoth 

Yemen: Pamela Teitelbaum 
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well as the GPE’s own financing information. In addition, the evaluation team conducted semi-
structured interviews with global stakeholders and during the 18 country missions. 

In order to assess additionality, the evaluation team compared education funding before and after a 
country joined the GPE, and also compared education funding for countries that are part of the GPE 
with those that are eligible but not part of the GPE.  

P h a s e  I I I  –  D a t a  A n a l y s i s  a n d  R e p o r t i n g  

D a t a  A n a l ys i s   

The key areas of inquiry and questions in the evaluation matrix were used to structure the data 
analysis and formulate findings on the basis of information collected on evaluation questions, sub-
questions, and key lines of inquiry.  

The following methods of data analysis were used to make evaluative judgments.  

Descriptive analysis was used as a first step, to understand the contexts in which the GPE exists 
and operates, before moving on to more interpretative approaches. 

Quantitative analysis was used principally to assess the additionality of funding and where 
resources were being allocated. Additionally, it was useful in producing statistical evidence based 
on data gathered through the GPE Document and Grant Review as well the online surveys.  

Content analysis constituted a core of the qualitative analysis. Documents and interview notes 
were analyzed to identify common trends, themes, and patterns for each of the key units of analysis. 
Content analysis was also used to flag diverging views on certain issues. Emerging issues and 
trends constituted the raw material for crafting preliminary observations that were subsequently 
refined to feed into the zero draft evaluation report.  

Trend analysis was used for the GPE Document and Desk Review as well as for the component 
focused on additionality of funding.   

Comparative analysis was used to examine findings across regions, countries, themes and planned 
GPE contributions. It was useful for the comparative assessment of other global initiatives.  

Elements of contribution analysis were used by the evaluation team in reviewing the existing 
GPE country level Theory of Change, and in developing a retrospective Theory of Change for GPE 
overall.   

Triangulation of Methods and Data Sources 

The mixed methods purposefully influenced the analytical process in that they provided 
opportunities for triangulation through the convergence and overlapping of different methods. The 
evaluation team triangulated data from different sources to ensure the reliability of information 
and to increase the quality, integrity and credibility of the evaluation findings and conclusions. 
Specifically, the evaluation team: 

 Collected information from multiple data sources for each evaluation question, including a 
broad variety of GPE stakeholders and documented data (primary and secondary sources) 

 Used a mix of data collection methods (qualitative and quantitative) at all levels of the 
analysis (country, global and regional). 

R e p o r t i n g  

The evaluation has thus far produced several types of reports as described below.  
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 Progress reports – Two progress reports (November 2014 and February 2015) were 
submitted during the inception and data collection/analysis phases providing quarterly 
updates on how the evaluation team was progressing with its mandate, and to identify any 
risks and/limitations to the evaluation process. 

 Interim evaluation report presentation and validation of preliminary findings on 
three of the key components – This report was submitted to the IEC in February 2015 
(revised and submitted March 6) to share emerging findings from the evaluation 
components that had been completed to date. These included: Review of Global and 
Regional Activities Program (GRA), the Review of the Civil Society and Education Fund 
(CSEF) and the Desk Review of the 59 Developing Country Partners (DCPs) (renamed for 
this final evaluation report as the GPE Document and Grant Review) 

 This Zero Draft Report (current) presented to the IEC, prior to submitting a Draft Final 
Evaluation Report to the GPE Board on 1 June 2015 and the Final Report to the GPE Board 
and Secretariat on 30 September 2015.  

N e x t  S t e p s   

The timeline for completing the evaluation report and disseminating its findings and 
recommendations is outlined below.  

 

Date Deliverable Description 

Monday, 11 May 
2015 

Zero Draft Review 
meeting with the IEC 

Core members of the evaluation team will meet with the IEC 
to review and revise the zero draft report and discuss draft 
recommendations. 

Monday, 1 June 
2015 

Draft Final Evaluation 
Report  

The draft will be submitted to the IEC and Board of Directors 
for review. 

Monday, 29  June 
2015 

Formative Feedback 
Session with the GPE 
Board and the IEC 

Core members of the evaluation team will meet with the IEC 
and the GPE Secretariat leadership to receive feedback. 

Wednesday, 30 
September 2015 

Final Evaluation 
Report 

The Final Evaluation Report will be submitted to the IEC. 

October 2015 TBC Presentation of the 
Final Evaluation 
Report  

The co-leads of the evaluation team will present the Final 
Evaluation Report at a GPE Board meeting. 

L i m i t a t i o n s  a n d  M i t i g a t i o n  S t r a t e g i e s  
 

Limitations Mitigation Strategies/Comments 

The GPE, in particular the Secretariat, continued to 
undergo numerous changes during the conduct of 
the evaluation. This included carrying out an 
Organizational Review of the Secretariat, and taking 
first steps to address related observations and 
recommendations. This made it challenging for the 
evaluation to assess the effects of previously made 
changes or make related recommendations given 
that certain management and operational issues 
were no longer relevant. 

Throughout the report the evaluation team 
acknowledges areas that are work in progress, but also 
notes that  it is too early to assess the effects of these 
newly introduced changes (e.g. of the new GPE 
Funding Model 2015-2020). Further, the analysis 
draws upon recent analytical work commissioned by 
the Secretariat or Board, including the 2014 
organizational review as well as internal GPE 
documents on the ongoing strategic planning process. .   



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

©  Universalia 
Results for Development 

20 
 

Limitations Mitigation Strategies/Comments 

The Norwegian Agency for Development 
Cooperation (NORAD) commissioned an evaluation 
of support to UNICEF in GPE countries. There is 
overlap in the timing of that evaluation with this 
interim evaluation. Associated risks include 
duplication of countries, evaluation fatigue on the 
part of interviewees, and failure to leverage 
synergies across the two evaluations. 

The selection of countries visited by the NORAD 
evaluation team was taken into consideration when 
establishing country selection criteria for this study by 
limiting the number of field mission countries that 
would overlap to two – Madagascar and Ethiopia. In 
both of these countries the evaluation team was able to 
conduct their site visits prior to those from the NORAD 
evaluation team. 

To date, the evaluation process has not benefited 
from exchange with the NORAD evaluation team. 
This has limited the ability of both teams to 
compare data and insights, and thereby verify or 
revisit emerging findings.  

Since the fall of 2014 the two co-team leaders for this 
evaluation made several attempts to reach out to the 
NORAD evaluation team, but only received a first 
response in March 2015 with a conversation 
forthcoming. 

GPE Document and Grant Review:  

Inconsistent and evolving grant reporting formats, 
which differ according to the requirements of the 
particular supervising or managing entity, and the 
lack of a common results framework prevented 
detailed cross-country comparisons. The lack of 
clear component breakdown in the budgets of 
many GPE grants prevented a rigorous analysis of 
the types of activities GPE funds. 

To address inconsistencies in documentation, the 
evaluation team created a standardized tool for 
document review and used a team of analysts to cross 
check emerging findings. 

The evaluation team also referred to and triangulated/ 
verified findings with similar GPE published 
documents such as the GPE Results for Learning 
Report 2014/15 and GPE’s 2014 Portfolio Review.  

Rapid Organizational Review:  

Response rate for the partner survey was very low 
at 14%, in spite of two reminders sent out via 
email.  

The evaluation team conducted an analysis of the 
operational and technical data based on the online 
survey program “backdoor” report. Below is a 
summary breakdown of how the Partner Survey was 
received by the recipients and what the recipients did 
with it. 

Of the 744 GPE identified recipients of the survey via 
an email invitation and link to the online Partner 
Survey, there were a total of 110 respondents, 18 
bounced back, and 713 were sent reminders midway 
through the two week submission period. Given the 
low rate of return of 14% we reviewed the data and 
cautiously integrated the results into the report. 
Nevertheless, conducting this survey remains 
important for reasons of inclusiveness and credibility. 

In trying to contact former GPE staff, the evaluation 
team had a difficult time collecting contact 
information from the GPE Secretariat, which did 
not have these details on file. A list of 32 names was 
compiled however tracking email addresses down 
for these former staff proved time consuming. 

The evaluation team spent considerable time and 
resources collecting email addresses of former staff 
(some collected from extensive web searches while 
most from the IEC and evaluation teams own 
networks). In spite of difficulties obtaining the list of 
32 former staff provided by the GPE, half (16) of the 
email addresses were recovered.  

In depth interviews with and the survey of GPE 
Secretariat staff could only commence in 2015 due 
to the high workload of the Secretariat between 
September and December 2014, including their 
engagement in the Organizational Review. The 
timing of data collection activities posed modest 

Upon the request of the leadership of the GPE, the 
evaluation team delayed the Survey of Secretariat staff 
from the fall of 2014 to the end of January 2015 to 
ensure that there would be no evaluation fatigue. The 
evaluation team drew upon the organizational review 
report and conducted an interview with the lead 
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Limitations Mitigation Strategies/Comments 

limitations to the evaluation team’s ability to 
analyze and synthesize all Secretariat-related data 
in time for the zero draft of this report. 

consultant of the review to avoid duplication of 
findings and recommendations that the GPE had 
already started to act upon. 

Interview and survey data underwent a first round of 
analysis and synthesis, the results of which are 
reflected in the zero draft report. 

Additionality of Funding Analysis:  

Some issues arose with the quality, reliability and 
consistency of data across countries. There were 
difficulties in ascertaining attribution of “effect or 
additionality” to the GPE given there is no 
counterfactual  data and that there are many 
potential influencers of education financing as well 
as in obtaining detailed responses to questions on 
additionality, especially those aiming to identify 
substitution, displacement and re-distribution. 

To mitigate these challenges, the evaluation team 
consulted with representatives of the GMR as well as 
Government Spending Watch to ensure data quality 
and consistency. Where possible, the team analyzed 
pre and post 2010 trends in education financing and 
relied on numerous stakeholder interviews to 
ascertain GPE’s influence on trends in education 
financing. 

In addition, initial interviews suggested that most 
interviewees are only able to respond to questions 
of additionality at a broad level. 

Efforts were made to triangulate perceptions of 
additionality with national budget data, though such 
data was also challenging to attain in some contexts.  

18 Country Field Missions:  

Difficulties in obtaining feedback from some of the 
GPE Secretariat country leads, and, later, from some 
of the appointed liaison persons at the country level 
led to delays in the planning and conduct of the 18 
in-country and virtual field missions. As a result, 
the zero draft evaluation report only draws upon a 
first and quick round of analyzing and synthesizing 
data deriving from the 18 countries. 

In several countries, especially those addressed 
through virtual field missions, the evaluation team 
sometimes obtained names and coordinates of only 
a limited number of relevant stakeholders, not all of 
whom responded to email or phone requests for 
interviews, or to interventions from the appointed 
country liaison (often the respective SE/ME or CA). 
This limited the number and diversity of 
stakeholders that the evaluation team was able to 
consult with in some countries. 

A third limitation was that in some cases key 
country-level stakeholders in the visited countries 
were unavailable for consultations during the time 
of the site visit.  

Finally, communication problems and delays were 
caused by the political instability in Yemen. 

The evaluation team proactively reached out to the 
GPE Secretariat evaluation liaison officer in the M&E 
unit to assist with identifying and obtaining a response 
from all relevant country leads.  

As soon as one or more country level liaison persons 
per country had been identified the evaluation team 
corresponded directly with these, to ensure that 
national stakeholders were informed as early as 
possible of the purpose and proposed approach to the 
in-country and virtual site visits.  

For the virtual visits, all potential interviewees 
suggested by the GPE Secretariat and SE/ME or CA in 
the country were contacted at least twice, and often 
four or five times to try and arrange for an interview. 
In many cases, interviews were rescheduled 
repeatedly to accommodate the availability of the 
respective stakeholders.  

For in-country missions, the evaluation team followed 
up with individuals who had not been available during 
the time of the site visit, and either conducted 
telephone interviews with them at a later stage, or 
scheduled a face to face meeting between the 
respective individual and the national/regional 
consultant. 

Persistent follow up with members of members of the 
Yemen LEG resulted in the achievement a couple of 
important interviews. 
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Limitations Mitigation Strategies/Comments 

Comparative Analysis of Other Global 
Initiatives: 

The evaluation team contacted 18 stakeholders for 
interviews – however, conflicting schedules and 
unresponsiveness on the part of some stakeholders 
meant that only 12 interviews could be conducted.  

The team reached out to informants numerous times 
via both email and phone to secure as many interviews 
as possible. In addition, the team consulted annual 
reports, external evaluations, and other materials 
publically available online to strengthen the secondary 
data collection and complement findings from key 
informants. 

The interview protocol was finalised and the vast 
majority of interviews conducted prior to the 
synthesis of the overall findings and preparation of 
the draft report. This timing meant that new angles 
of inquiry could not be incorporated into the 
interview protocol.   

Although our sequential timeline and tight timetable 
meant that insight on emerging themes could not be 
gathered from key stakeholders, the evaluation team 
used desk review and analysed existing literature to 
provide data and information on key emerging topics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

23 
©  Universalia 

Results for Development 
 

AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   33 ..   EE vv aa ll uu aa tt ii oo nn   MM aa tt rr ii xx   
 

  

1.0 Context and GPE Evolution since the Mid-Term Evaluation of the Education Fast-Track Initiative in 2010 

Key Question(s) Focus Area(s) Lines of Inquiry 

1.1. What changes have occurred 
within/to GPE since the Mid-
Term Interim Evaluation 
Report in February 2010? 

1.2. What have been key contextual 
developments at the global, 
regional, and national level 
that have been relevant for the 
GPE’s evolution and 
performance?  

a. Rationale for and types of (completed, ongoing and planned) 
changes to GPE  

1. Branding 
2. Governance and Management (including the GPE 

Secretariat) 
3. Financial structures/arrangements 
4. Strategic focus (girls, quality, fragile states, etc.) 

b. Evolution of the GPE portfolio of activities at country and 
global level since 2010 

c. GPE’s (explicit and implicit) intervention logic (or Theory of 
Change) for the period 2010-2014 

d. Contextual developments at global, regional and national 
levels relevant in view of GPE evolution and its relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency 

Rapid organizational review (of relevant 
GPE documents providing information on 
rationale for and types of organizational 
changes and their implementation) 

SMEs, Document, literature and internet 
review of relevant global and regional 
contextual changes. 

Document review related to in-country 
and virtual site visits 

Interviews with former and current GPE 
stakeholders present for reforms  
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2.0 GPE Governance, Partnership, Management and Operations  

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of Inquiry 

GPE Governance and Partnership 

2.1. Since 2010 to what extent have changes to 
GPE governance succeeded in 
strengthening the partnership in view of:  

2.1.1. Partner representation and 
participation in GPE governance and 
decision making 

2.1.2. Partner accountability and 
commitment to GPE principles and 
related obligations 

2.1.3. Relevant, effective and efficient 
planning and decision making 

2.2. What, if any, have been the effects of 
efforts to make the GPE more independent 
from the World Bank?  

2.3. How do GPE governance modalities 
compare with those of other global multi-
stakeholder initiatives? 

1. Changes to partner representation on the GPE Board and their 
increased participation in strategic, financial, and other decisions 

2. Evidence of donor influence being more clearly linked to their 
(financial and other) contributions to the GPE 

3. Evidence of GPE partners being held accountable to GPE 
principles and their related commitments   

4. Evidence of positive or negative effects of changes made to:  

a. The GPE Secretariat hosting MOU with the World Bank  

b. The introduction of senior leadership in the GPE (CEO) 

c. Rebranding the partnership 

d. Criteria for organizations selected as supervising/managing 
entities 

e. The creation of the partnerships and external relations unit 

f. The approved policy on conflict of interests.     

5. Relation of GPE governance modalities with lessons learned/ 
practices in the governance modalities of other global multi-
stakeholder initiatives, and rationale for differences (if 
applicable)  

Rapid organizational 
review of the GPE 
Secretariat 

Consultations with GPE 
stakeholders  

Comparison of GPE with 
other multi-stakeholder 
initiatives 

In-country and virtual site 
visits  

GPE Management and Operations 

2.4. To what extent have organizational 
changes succeeded in strengthening the 
capacity and performance of the GPE 
Secretariat in view of:  

2.4.1. Country support and guidance 

2.4.2. Monitoring and evaluation of the 
GPE 

2.4.3. Resource mobilization  

2.4.4. Communication and advocacy,  

2.4.5. Partner coordination 

2.4.6. Innovation and learning  

1. Evidence of further alignment of GPE roles and 
responsibilities with changes in Secretariat’s human and 
financial capacity.  

2. Evidence of positive and negative changes to Secretariat 
performance in the noted areas, i.e.  

a. Quantity of country support and guidance 

b. Quality country support and guidance 

c. Increase in availability and use of tools, frameworks, 
strategies etc. to monitor and evaluate GPE performance 

d. To the number or types of efforts/approaches to 
resource mobilization 

e. Quantity or quality of Secretariat efforts directed at 
communication and at advocacy 

Rapid organizational 
review of the GPE 
Secretariat 

Consultations with 
relevant  global 
stakeholders  

Comparison of GPE with 
other multi-stakeholder 
initiatives 

Review of GRF/CESF 

59 country desk review 
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2.0 GPE Governance, Partnership, Management and Operations  

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of Inquiry 

2.5. What effects have changes to the scope and 
configuration of partnership activities had 
on GPE relevance, effectiveness, and 
efficiency?   

2.5.1. Effects of decisions taken on which 
EFA goals and sub-sectors to 
support and how (technical and/or 
financial support) 

2.5.2. Decisions on broadening GPE’s 
reach/eligibility to include fragile 
and conflict affected states 

2.5.3. Phasing out of the Catalytic Fund, 
and introduction of a single GPE 
fund 

2.6. How do GPE management structures and 
operational modalities compare with those 
of other global multi-stakeholder 
initiatives? 

f. To the number or quality of GPE Secretariat efforts 
related to partner coordination 

g. To the number or quality of GPE Secretariat efforts 
directed at facilitating innovation and learning among 
partners 

3. Evidence of positive effects deriving from changes to the 
scope and configuration of partnership activities 

a. The extent to which GPE financial and technical 
assistance supports the EFA goals and education sub-
sectors envisaged in its strategic plan 

b. Increased GPE support to fragile and conflict affected 
countries 

c. The extent to which current fund allocation criteria, 
application and approval processes are transparent and 
appropriate for target countries  

d. Extent to which GPE funds are long-term and 
predictable 

e. GPE funds are provided in ways that promote and 
reward successful planning, policy and performance, and 
which encourage country level coordination, 
harmonization and alignment 

4. Evidence of any negative effects deriving from changes made 
to the scope and configuration of partnership activities (e.g. 
negative effects on non fragile/conflict affected states in 
terms of available funding/support) 

5. Correspondence of GPE management and operational 
modalities with related lessons learned/ practices in other 
global multi stakeholder initiatives, and rationale for 
differences.  

In-country and virtual site 
visits (including country-
specific document review 
and stakeholder 
consultations) 
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3.0 GPE at the Global Level 

Key questions Indicative indicators Lines of Inquiry 

GPE global contributions  

3.1. What have been the major contributions of 
the partnership at the global level since 
2010?  

3.1.1. Developing and promoting 
harmonized education goals and 
metrics 

3.1.2. Improving development 
effectiveness 

3.1.3. Increasing the visibility of 
education as a key strategy for the 
health, wealth and stability of 
nations 

3.1.4. Continuously improving through 
innovation and by promoting best 
practice 

3.2. What role have the following GPE 
programming areas/dimensions played in 
view of the noted contributions?  

3.2.1. The GRA 

3.2.2. The CSEF 

3.2.3. Global level GPE Secretariat 
activities (e.g. advocacy, 
facilitation, coordination) 

3.2.4. Global level activities of the wider 
matrix of GPE partners 

3.3. To what extent are GPE global and country 
level resources and activities aligned and 
utilized for optimum performance?  

Evidence of:  

1. GPE contributions according to GPE’s strategic vision to:  

a. Developing and promoting harmonized education goals 
and metrics  

b. Improving development effectiveness 

c. Increasing the visibility of education as a key strategy 
for the health, wealth and stability of nations 

d. Continuously improving through innovation and by 
promoting best practice 

2. Specific contributions made to global level achievements 
through the GRA, CSEF, Secretariat activities, and activities 
of the wider matrix of GPE partners respectively.  

 

3. Strengthened synergies between GPE global and national 
level contributions/change processes 

4. Appropriateness of resource allocation to global and 
country level respectively 

5. Correspondence of GPE management and operational 
modalities with related lessons learned/ practices in other 
global multi stakeholder initiatives, and rationale for 
differences. 

Rapid organizational review of 
the GPE Secretariat 

Consultations with global GPE 
stakeholders  

Review of GRF and CESF 

Additionality assessment  

Comparative Analysis of Global 
Initiatives 
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4.0 GPE at the Country Level  

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of Inquiry 

4.1. What evidence exists of positive changes 
to national capacity since 2010 to 
formulate, implement and monitor 
education sector policies? How relevant 
and appropriate has GPE support been in 
the respective country context?  In 
particular in fragile states? 

4.2. To what extent have organizational 
changes within the GPE since 2010 
contributed to improvements in country 
capacity?  

4.2.1. What contributions have been made 
by technical support provided by the 
GPE Secretariat, and how?  

4.2.2. What contributions have been made 
by GPE programs of funding (EPDP, 
PDP and PIG), and how? 

4.2.3. How effective and efficient have the 
coordinating, supervising and 
managing entities been in carrying out 
their role, and with what effects?  

4.2.4.  What contributions have been made 
by GPE partnership and coordination 
activities at the country level?   

4.3. How effectively have the GPE partners 
addressed emerging challenges e.g. as 
regards financial issues or partner 
relations? 

4.4. What factors other than GPE support are 
likely to have influenced changes in 
country capacity during the period under 
review?  

Evidence of:  

1.  Higher relevance, quality, or more transparency of education 
sector plans, programs, joint sector reviews and related 
processes 

2. Improved quantity and quality of country efforts made to 
monitor and report upon education program implementation.  

3. Higher relevance and appropriateness of GPE financial and 
technical support (through Secretariat and broader matrix of 
members)  

4. Improved effectiveness of Secretariat technical contributions 
and guidance 

5. Improved effectiveness of GPE financial support to the 
respective country 

6. Coordinating, managing and supervising entities being 
effective and efficient in supporting country level policy 
processes 

7. Evolving GPE partnership & coordination activities (e.g. GPE 
support for LEGs, donor coordination, CSO participation) 
having positively influenced transparency, participatory 
nature, effectiveness of education policy processes. 

8. Appropriate GPE operational and management policies, 
standards and mechanisms being in place to address country 
level challenges 

9. Factors other than GPE that have positively or negatively 
influenced progress in the education sector. 

In-country and virtual site visits 

59 country review 

Review of GRF/CSEF 

Additionality assessment 
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5.0  Additionality 

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of Inquiry 

5.1 What effect or additionality has the GPE 
had on the global flow of resources for 
basic education?  

5.1.1 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the amount of 
global financial resources for basic 
education and total education for 
GPE countries? 

5.1.2 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the flow of global 
financial resources for basic 
education and total education for 
GPE countries? 

5.1.3 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the quality of the 
global financial resources? 

5.2 What effect or additionality has the GPE 
had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country 
level? 

5.2.1 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the amount of 
financial resources for basic 
education and total education at 
the country level? 

5.2.2 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the flow of these 
financial resources at the country 
level? 

1. Change in; 

a. Amount of global financial resources pledged, received 
and disbursed through GPE for basic education and total 
education 

b. Amount of global financial resources disbursed from the 
top 10-15 donors to basic education and total education 
(not through the GPE) 

c. Allocation of GPE resources committed, received and 
disbursed to GPE channels and modalities, countries, 
sub-sectors and education issues that align with the GPE 
strategic objectives and priorities 

d. Allocation of top 10-15 donors’ resources to countries, 
sub-sectors and education issues that align with the GPE 
strategic objectives and priorities  

2. Evidence of the GPE’s effect on all of the above for example 
through augmented efforts in mobilizing funding for 
education at the global level, adherence to Busan/ Paris aid 
agreements 

3. Change in: 

a. Amount of financial resources pledged, received and 
disbursed through GPE for basic education and total 
education in a particular country 

b. Amount of non-GPE resources disbursed to basic 
education and total education in a particular country 

c. Allocation of GPE resources committed, received and 
disbursed to GPE channels and modalities, sub-sectors 
and education issues that align with the GPE strategic 
objectives and priorities in a particular country 

Review of key GPE documents 

59 country review 

Interviews with global 
stakeholders 

In-country and virtual site 
visits 

Comparative assessment 

GRA and CSEF review 

Document review 

Additionality assessment 
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5.0  Additionality 

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of Inquiry 

5.2.3 What is the GPE’s effect or 
additionality on the quality of  
those financial resources at the 
country level? 

d. Allocation of non-GPE resources to sub-sectors and 
education issues that align with the GPE strategic 
objectives and priorities in a particular country 

4. Evidence of: 

a. GPE supporting country level partners to mobilize funds 
and for their priority sub-sectors 

b. GPE promoting adherence to Busan/Paris aid agreements 
for example length of financial commitments, proportion 
of funds disbursed, sustainability 
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6.0 Lessons Learned and Forward-Looking Recommendations 

Key Question(s)  Illustrative Indicators Lines of inquiry 

6.1 What lessons emerge in view of: 

a. Changes made to GPE governance, management and 
operations? 

b. The GPE as a partnership? 

c. The relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of GPE 
programming/support at the global level? 

d. The relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of GPE 
programming/support at the country level? 

e. Synergies and alignment between GPE global and county 
level engagement? 

Synthesis of all above All above 

6.2 What recommendations derive from evaluation findings?  

 What actions might improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and 
relevance of GPE at the global level? 

 What actions might improve the effectiveness, efficiency and 
relevance of GPE at the country level 

 What actions might improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and 
relevance of GPE organizational arrangements? 

 What areas or issues may merit special consideration in the 
future impact evaluation? 

Synthesis of all above All above 
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   44 ..   OO rr gg aa nn ii zz aa tt ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   TT hh ee oo rr yy   
oo ff   CC hh aa nn gg ee   

R e - c on s t r u c t i ng  th e  G P E  T h eo r y  o f  C h a n g e  f o r  th e  p er i o d  20 10 -2 014  

Purpose: Primarily the reconstructed ToC has been an internal tool for the evaluation team to 
ensure a shared understanding of what the GPE has been trying to do during the period under 
review, and how. The (draft) ToC was for elaborating evaluation questions and/or indicators. It 
further allowed highlighting where the partnership is working based on explicit assumptions and 
objectives, and such logical links have largely remained implicit. In view of evaluation findings the 
ToC helped to visually indicate aspects of the assumed GPE logic that are not (yet) backed up by 
evidence. During the inception phase the GPE had indicated that it was not interested in the 
evaluation team developing a forward looking or improved Theory of Change as it is itself 
currently working on developing a new ToC. 

Process of developing the reconstructed ToC: In a first step, the evaluation team captured 
quotations from existing GPE strategic documents developed during the period under review that 
describe what GPE is, does, how, and why. This includes the existing GPE Theory of Change for 
country level processes (as shown in the Results for Learning Report 2013). Related insights are 
captured in the two ‘Action Theories’ for the country and global level respectively that are 
presented below. For each of these action theories the evaluation team then formulated a set of key 
underlying assumptions both related to the logical links between different ‘steps’ in the theory, as 
well as to linkages and synergies between global and country level GPE interventions and results. 

In a second step, the evaluation team developed one integrated program Theory of Change for 
GPE that combines its (basic) results chain and action theory/theories for both global and country 
level. The noted underlying assumptions also apply to this combined ToC.  

Dimensions of the GPE : During a meeting in early September 2014, GPE Chief Technical Officer 
Karen Mundy suggested to that the evaluation take into account the following two dimensions: a) 
Global versus National, and b) GPE direct contributions (i.e. funding, as well as advocacy and 
technical assistance through the Secretariat), versus those made by the broader matrix of GPE 
partners. The following deliberations reflect these dimensions and provide a preliminary 
exploration of their intended mutual influences.  

O n  t h e  f o l l o wi ng  p a g e s  

1) We first present the respective Action Theories for GPE at country and global level 
respectively. Each is followed by a discussion of key underlying assumptions. These are the 
same assumptions that also apply to the reconstructed full Theory of Change.  

2) This is followed by deliberations on how global and country levels relate to each other 

3) Finally, we present a (draft) combined Theory of Change for GPE overall.  

The purpose of sharing the items under points 1 and 2 is to explain and make transparent how we 
arrived at the (draft) Theory of Change, given that the ToC deliberately focuses on key change 
processes, but omits some of the detail included in the respective Action Theories.  

  



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

©  Universalia 
Results for Development 

32 
 

G P E  C ou n t r y  l e v el  a c t i on  t h e o r y   

The following combines a) the GPE Model at the country level, b) the country level theory of 
change as outlined in the 2013 Results for Learning Report (p.7 and p. 11 respectively), as well as c) 
self-descriptions of GPE as found in other strategic documents. Blue arrows indicate where we see 
the global ToC influencing the country level one. Columns in orange mark key milestones in the GPE 
supported processes that are aligned with specific GPE grants. 
 

Accelerating progress toward the Education for All goals (Charter) 
 

More effective education systems, which address critical issues of equity and quality as well as 
access (2014 case for investment)

7
  

 

Key bottlenecks in the education system are addressed (inferred from documents) 
 

 Implementation and monitoring of national education sector policies (2013 results for 
learning report) 
 

Direct GPE inputs: Financial
8
 and technical

9
 

support to developing-country partners 
channeled through LEGs (2013 results for 
learning report, also Strategic plan 2012-
2015) 

GPE partner inputs: Participation in LEGs; buy-
in and support for harmonized approach to 
developing education programs and related 
implementation plans; financial contributions 
(country governments, donors);

10
 

Development
11

, appraisal and endorsement of national education sector policies (2013 
results for learning report) 
 

Collaboration among all GPE partners  
(2013 results for learning report, also in 
Strategic plan 2012-2015) 

Increased support to ESP from donors and 
other actors (Charter) 

 

Direct GPE inputs: Financial
12

 and 

technical
13

 support to developing-country 
partners channeled through LEGs (2013 
results for learning report, also Strategic 
plan 2012-2015) 

GPE partner inputs: Participation in LEGs; buy-
in and support for harmonized approach to 
developing ESP; financial contributions 
(country governments, donors at HQ and 
country levels);

14
 

                                                 
7 Can be broken down into four GPE Goals 2012-2015 – i.e. Access for all, Learning for all, Reaching every 
child, Building for the future.  
8 Through: Education Plan Development Grants, Program Development Plan Grants, Program 
Implementation Grants, but also through the Civil Society Education Funds which are supposed to 
enhance the role played by CSOs during ESP development and monitoring 
9 ESP implementation and monitoring: Quality Assurance Review for Programme Implementation Grant, 
Participation of GPE Secretariat in joint sector review (2013 Results for Learning Report).  
10 No explicit source, implied in various docs 
11 Based on: Identification of key issues and challenges in the education sector, Building of a common 
understanding of key challenges and priorities, Development of sustainable strategies to reach identified 
goals. 
12 Through: Education Plan Development Grants, Program Development Plan Grants, Program 
Implementation Grants, but also through the Civil Society Education Fund which are supposed to enhance 
the role played by CSOs during ESP development and monitoring.  
13 For ESP Development: Facilitation of the process of Education Plan Development Grant; Comments on 
ESP, Comments on Appraisal Report. (2013 Results for Learning Report)  
14 No explicit source, implied in various docs 

Assumptions A3 

Assumptions A4 

Assumptions A5 

Assumptions A2 

Assumptions A1 
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D i sc u s s i o n  

Note: As we do not yet have sufficient evidence to confirm or critique the following assumptions, 
the discussion focuses on what the evaluation will do to test their validity. Assumptions are shown 
in black font, while their discussion is shown in red. 

Rationale assumption15  

The rationale assumption of this ToC is that “adequate financial and technical support to ensure a 
robust education policy process leads to improved education sector policies, which, in turn, leads to 
improved education outcomes among children and youth (2013 results for learning report)   
While it seems reasonable to assume some link between education policy and education outcomes, 
the assumption as currently formulated constitutes a considerable jump in logic that omits 
intermediate steps related to addressing specific bottlenecks to quality education in each country. 
Whether and to what extent related measures lead to improved education outcomes is contingent 
upon adequate implementation capacity in the respective country that determines whether specific 
education programs are executed in a quality manner. . 

Causal link assumptions16  

These assumptions either explicitly or implicitly underlie the transitions from one activity and 
results level to the next. Where applicable, sources of these assumptions in GPE documents are 
referenced. In other cases we have made explicit what is inferred by the assumed logical relation 
between the two steps.  

A1 - From GPE and GPE partner inputs to ESP endorsement and development of Education 
Programs 

 LEGs and national governments, with GPE Secretariat support, have adequate 
planning capacity to develop relevant, realistic ESPs.  The evaluation (in particular 
through the country case studies) explored how differences in existing and evolving 
country capacity influence the duration and/or quality of ESP and education program 
development process.  

 Two elements are common to the various stages of the policy cycle and are essential 
for a successful process: strong political will and a participatory approach.” (2013 
results for learning report)17 - Both aspects were explored, especially in the country case 
studies. To the extent possible the evaluation exploreed questions such as: what factors 
appear to influence/determine ‘political will” (e.g.: does the GPE global component play a 
role in influencing the global discourse/consensus on ‘what works’ in education, and, if so, 
does this influence political will at the country level)? What are the (perceived, proven) 

                                                 
15 Rationale assumptions identify the underlying hypotheses or mechanisms on which an intervention is 
founded, e.g. they elaborate the reasons for why a certain approach or strategy was selected, and to what end. 
The rationale for most interventions is based on some prior evidence and experience. Source: John Mayne:  
Using Theories of Change in the Agriculture for Nutrition and Health (A4NH) CGIAR Research Program. Unpublished Draft, 

March 2014. See also: Mayne, J. (forthcoming). Using Theories of Reach to Enhance Equity Considerations in 
Evaluation. Speaking Justice to Power: Ethical and Methodological Challenges for Evaluators. K. Forss and M. 
Marra, Eds, Transaction Publishers. 
16 Causal link assumptions relate to how and why the assumed transitions between stages in a change 
process will take place, e.g. what has to happen for these causal linkages to be realised? Source – as for 
footnotes 10. 
17 This assumption is also relevant in relation to the following link (A2) – from ESP development to its 
implementation.  
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benefits and limitations of using a participatory approach? E.g. does it make decision 
making more lengthy and costly? If so, what are compensating benefits? To what extent do 
stakeholders in different countries feel that the process has really been participatory? 
What types of limitations apply?  

 Coordinating Agencies, Supervising and Managing Entities work effectively.  This 
was explored at the country level, including factors appearing to influence whether/how 
effective the respective entities are in facilitating the work of the LEGs and their 
communication with the Secretariat. This incorporated gathering stakeholder views on the 
process and outcome of selecting a CA/SE or ME.  

A2 - From ESP development to Education Program implementation and monitoring 

 (Based on efforts that have led to ESP endorsement there will be) strong and increased 
domestic financial support to education (Charter). This is linked to the expectation that 
education sector plans and budgets are strongly anchored in national budgets and plans 
and a realistic perspective of expected external resources. (Charles Tapp document) The 
evaluation reviewed if there is evidence of additionality of resources, or rather of 
substitution, and, if so, in what areas.  

 GPE allocations to the respective country allow for the development and implementation of 
relevant (i.e. reasonably sized) interventions that are likely to make a difference. (inferred) 
 This was explored at the country level, e.g. to what extent did indicative allocations 
prove to be adequate or not? What were factors that influenced differences in this regard? 
An additional consideration can be whether the assumption holds true that financial 
support/funding acts as a motivator to initiate and implement education reform in the 
most relevant areas (rather than perpetuating ineffective and inefficient systems). 

 Coordinating Agencies, Supervising and Managing Entities work effectively. see A1  

 Adequate national capacity exists (or is being developed) to implement Education 
Programs. (inferred)  Again, this was explored at the country level. Related questions: 
what, if any, have shown to be key capacity bottlenecks? To what extent have GPE 
partners/the GPE Secretariat provided adequate support to identifying and addressing 
existing capacity gaps?  

A3 and A4- From ESP implementation and monitoring to improved education systems  

 Education Programs developed and implemented with GPE support address the key 
bottlenecks preventing equitable access to quality education in the respective country 
(inferred)   The evaluation explored what sub-sectors/specific issues GPE supported 
Education programs have addressed. In-country and virtual site visits elicited national 
stakeholder views on the extent to which these issues (linked to the GPE objectives) have 
indeed addressed some/most/all of the key bottlenecks in the education sector.  

 Implementation and monitoring of ESPs leads to increased accountability for sector results 
(GPE Charter, 2014 Case for investment) – this implies the assumptions that countries have 
both the resources and capacity (technical skills, systems, human resources) to a) 
effectively monitor ESP implementation, and b) hold relevant policymakers and other 
stakeholders accountable for progress towards national education goals  .  This was 
explored both in the Review of GPE Documents and Grants (i.e. do documents provide 
information on what is being done/where are gaps in view of ESP monitoring; e.g. are 
sector reviews helpful in this regard? Do they note areas for change? What role does data 
quality play in this regard?) Similarly, it was addressed in the country case studies and 
virtual site visits – what are experiences to date with monitoring the ESP and using related 
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findings to hold policymakers and others accountable? What have been challenges? Are 
there areas that could be addressed more/differently by the GPE?   

 Addressing key bottlenecks in the education system leads to better equity, access, and 
quality of education received.  While this assumption is intuitively convincing, GPE 
documents reviewed provide very little, if any, information that would allow ‘unpacking’ 
the complex processes underlying positive change in relation to each of the different 
bottlenecks addressed by different education programs supported by GPE. In some cases, 
the links to influencing equity, access, and/or quality of education may be more direct than 
in others. Given that this is approaching ‘impact’ territory, the interim evaluation was not 
able to provide strong answers on whether GPE is making a difference in view of changing 
the quality of education received (as well as equity and access). Instead, focused on 
exploring whether, given its current resource levels and types of interventions, the GPE is 
likely to directly influence sector (education outcome) level impact at all.  

A5 – From improved education systems to progress toward the Education for All goals 

 GPE ultimately contributes to accelerating progress toward the Education for All 
goals (Charter)  While the EFA goals include reference to youth and adult education, GPE 
has – to date – focused on basic education. The evaluation team explored related internal 
and external discussions and arguments both for and against maintaining this focus. 
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G P E  Gl o b al  A c t i on  T h e o r y   

Existing GPE strategic documents provide a variety of descriptions of the partnership’s (intended) 
role and activities at the global level, but remain vague or silent about envisaged results and on how 
the assumed ‘bridging’ of global and national levels is expected to occur. Outlined below is the 
evaluation team’s attempt at making some of the implied logical assumptions explicit. Items in blue 
note where/how we understand GPE global and country level efforts to influence each other. 
 

Country level Action Theory 

 

Availability and use of 
shared and solid indicators 
to assess education 
progress (rephrased Karen 
Mundy comments) 

More aligned external 
financing for education 
(2014 case for 
investment) 

Consensus on principles 
of collaboration, 
participation; and on 
norms & standards for 
education sector policy 
processes 

 

(Global) Partner 
collaboration on specific 
strategic priorities (2013 
results for learning report) 
– e.g. discussions over 
development of global 
evaluation metrics 18 

Increasing visibility of 
education as a key 
strategy for the health, 
wealth and stability of 
nations (SP 2012-15); 
Increased attention to 
and support for 
education (2014 Case 
for investment) 

Mutual learning on what 
works to improve 
education outcomes and 
advance Education for All 
goals (Charter);  

 

GPE global activities and outputs 
(2013 results for learning report):  

 Advocacy 

 Facilitating knowledge sharing/ 
development and sharing of 
innovative solutions19 

 Global level coordination 

 Convening (including, but not 
limited to replenishing 
conferences) 

GPE partner activities and outputs20 

 Engage in with other global actors in 
discussions on priority issues 

 Share lessons learned on good 
practice from (their) national context 

 Reaching out to other actors who are 
not yet GPE partners 

  

                                                 
18 Not explicitly noted in GPE documents. 
19 Innovation issue not mentioned in results for learning report, but noted by Karen Mundy. Knowledge 
sharing and development are objectives of the GRA.  
20 Not elaborated on in GPE documents, inferred based on our current understanding of partner 
contributions.  

Assumptions A  

Assumptions B  

Assumptions C  

Informed and 
influenced by 
country level 
action theory 
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Assumptions C 

 An important added value of the partnership lies in the bridge it provides between 
the global and the national (2013 results for learning report);  The evaluation explored 
how this ‘bridging’ actually takes place, and with what effects. This was of particular 
importance given that existing GPE documents do not provide a lot of detail on this aspect.   

 Harmonized procedures of country governments, donors, multilateral agencies, civil 
society organizations, private foundations, the private sector lead to more 
development effectiveness and efficiency of aid for education (Charter)  This is also 
a relevant assumption for the country level ToC, but goes beyond that as it requires 
(global) agreement on the benefits of harmonization of aid etc. While globally there have 
been extensive discussions on the issue, and while there is general consensus on the 
desirability of harmonization, the evaluation explored the views of consulted donors and 
global thought leaders on the actual benefits and drawbacks/costs of applying this 
principle in practice. The same applies to the overarching assumption that achieving a 
meaningful breakthrough in education will require all actors working together. 2014 
Case for investment 

Assumptions B 

 Assumption that increased visibility of education as a key strategy for the health, 
wealth and stability of nations leads to increases in available funding for education 
(implied). This is one of the questions explored in reviewing global and GPE financing 
trends, including in related consultations with donors.  

Assumptions A 

 Assumption that GPE plays a significant role as a convener/consensus broker.  The 
evaluation explored this through document review, as well as consultations with relevant 
actors involved in global through/discussion processes.  

 Assumption that advocacy conducted by GPE or its broader matrix of partners 
influences convictions and, eventually, actions of relevant stakeholders The 
evaluation was not in a position to verify this assumption, and, instead, focused on 
collecting perception data on what role/effects GPE advocacy is seen to have had.  

 Assumption that experiences gained in GPE countries provide lessons that are 
considered relevant by actors in other contexts  The evaluation explored the GPE’s 
role in knowledge sharing/mutual learning entails, and what benefits different actors see 
deriving from it. To what extent are GPE country experiences used, by whom and with 
what effects? What examples of ‘innovation’ exist that have been shared? This question is 
important in view of the raison d’être of the partnership’s global focus. 

B r i n g i ng  t h e  a c t i on  t h e o r i e s  t o g e the r :  H o w  G PE  g l o ba l  a nd  c o un t r y  
l e v el  a c t i v i t i e s  and  a c h i e v e m en t s  i n f l u e n c e  e a ch  o t he r  

According to GPE documents:  

 “The GPE model is based on the fundamental logic that adequate financial and technical 
support to ensure a robust education policy process leads to improved education sector 
policies, which, in turn, leads to improved education outcomes among children and youth” 
(2013 results for learning report) 
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 “The Global Partnership works to align all efforts and funding towards the same nationally-
set goals (…)” 2014 case for investment 

In other words, the GPE ultimately intends to positively influence education outcomes at the 
country level (and, in doing so, contribute to accelerating progress towards the EFA goals). This is 
important in view of the (ultimate) role and purpose of the global component of GPE, i.e. to help 
achieve national education outcomes. The picture below illustrates this understanding. 

 

 

GPE Global activities and achievements support financially, guide, align and assist country 
level ones by contributing to:  

 National and international stakeholders at the country level adopting and acting according 
to GPE-promoted principles of collaboration and participation; and taking into 
consideration GPE-promoted norms and standards for effective and inclusive sector 
planning processes (and harmonized aid for education) (inferred from 2013 results for 
learning report) 

 The availability and accessibility of global knowledge on education policy processes and 
good practice to inform national ESP development, implementation and monitoring 
(inferred from 2013 results for learning report) 

 The availability of more aligned external financing for education (2014 case for investment), 
and of strong and increased domestic financial support to education (Charter). 

 Strengthened capacity of country level actors through technical assistance (through the 
Secretariat, through other  GPE partners) for education sector reform efforts 

GPE country level interventions inform and motivate global level efforts by:  

 Generating experiences/lessons learned on what works, where, and when that can then be 
shared within broader global communities of practice (inferred from various documents) 

 Contributing to the availability of reliable and harmonized monitoring data on education 
progress from more countries being available, thereby facilitating the tracking of global 
progress) (inferred from various documents).  

 The availability of more and more reliable monitoring data on country performance in 
implementing education sector plans can positively influence (potential) donor willingness 
to commit to contributions to the GPE fund, and support the GPE in other ways.   

GPE GLOBAL Level 
Interventions and 

Influence

• Support financially

• Guide/Align 

• Assist

• Inform

• Motivate

More effective 
(national) 
education 
systems, which 
address critical 
issues of equity 
and quality as 

well as access.

GPE COUNTRY Level 
Interventions and 

Influence
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( R e co n s t ru c t e d )  O v e r a l l  G P E  T h eor y  o f  C h an g e  

 

 

Development, 
appraisal and 
endorsement of 
Quality Education 
Sector Plans

Program & Plan 
Implementation: 
Specific Bottleneck 
Interventions

Development of 
Quality Program Plans

Bottlenecks resolved

Improved Education 
Received

Improved Education 
Outcomes

Action Theory – GPE efforts and envisaged 
contributions 

Global: 
• More aligned external financing for education 

available; 

• Consensus on principles of collaboration, 
participation, and alignment; 

• Shared standards of what constitutes quality 
education sector plans and programs; 

• Consensus over and use of solid indicators to plan 
for and assess education progress; 

• Relevant knowledge on what works in education 
available.

Country:
• GPE grants available to fill key financing gaps

• More domestic financing for education available

• Technical support through GPE Secretariat, 
Supervising/Managing Entity or Coordinating 
Agency available to fill capacity gaps

• Active participation and contributions of diverse 
education stakeholders channeled through Local 
Education Groups.

Activity to output  
assumptions 

Output to outcome and impact assumptions. Located 
here are several different nested ToC, one for each 
type of specific bottleneck intervention carried out in 
a particular country, such as related to teacher 
effectiveness or girls’ education. These are the real 
practical interventions supported through GPE funds 
while everything below relates to planning.

Monitoring of Education Sector Plan Implementation
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S o m e  f i n a l  r em a rk s  

1) The 2012-2015 GPE Strategic Plan (p17f) notes that the Global Partnership will “leverage 
the reach, skills, leadership and resources of its partners by 

– Increasing visibility of education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of 
nations 

– Supporting countries to develop and implement good education plans with are sustained 
and country-led 

– Strengthening the quality, effectiveness and efficiency of government systems 

– Continuously improving through innovation and by promoting best practice  

– Developing and promoting harmonized education goals and metrics 

– Improving development effectiveness”.  

While we have not quoted all of these items explicitly, they are, in essence, reflected in the global 
and/or country level action theories above.  

2) The GPE Strategic Plan outlines five objectives for the period 2012-2015.  

– Fragile and conflict affected states able to develop and implement their education plans;  

– All girls in GPE-endorsed countries successfully complete primary school and go to 
secondary school in a safe, supportive learning environment 

– Dramatic increase in the number of children learning and demonstrating mastery of 
basic literacy and numeracy skills by Grade 3 

– Improve teacher effectiveness by training, recruiting and retaining teachers and 
supporting them to provide a good quality education  

– Expand the volume, effectiveness, efficiency and equitable allocation of external and 
domestic funding and support to education in GPE-endorsed countries.  

In our view, it does not make sense to include these in the Theory of Change (as they have more the 
function of indicators than describing types of changes that would be different from the ones 
already noted in the ToC).  
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Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

Creation of a new Board 
structure 

2010  To create a more constituency-based Board structure 
with equal representation of developing country 
partners and donor governments. 

 To make FTI into a much stronger partnership, 
requiring a much stronger partner country 
representation, including participation in financial 
decisions. 

Distancing of GPE from the 
World Bank 

2010- 
ongoing 

 To reduce dependence of the World Bank, disentangle 
the different WB roles, and guard against conflict of 
interest. 

 “[G]iven the rebranded and reorganized functions of 
GPE, and the fact that the GPE is independently funded 
and governed, the relationship with the World Bank has 
matured to one that is broadly collaborative. That 
relationship is different in kind from the activities 
carried out under the Fast-Track Initiative, when the 
Secretariat operated as a unit of the World Bank.” 
(BOD/2013/11 DOC 09). 

Inclusion of organizations other 
than the World Bank to act as 
Supervising and Managing 
Entities 

2010  To reduce dependence of the World Bank, disentangle 
the different WB roles and guard against conflict of 
interest. 

 To be open to a variety of implementing channels, with 
no assumption that the WB is the default supervising 
entity, and to encourage other agencies to compete for 
the management of the funds. 

 To have a choice of providers for countries accessing 
technical support through the FTI. 

 To allow agencies with operational and comparative 
advantages to manage or supervise grants to fragile and 
conflict-affected states. 

Initiation of the Global and 
Regional Activities program  

2010  To support capacity development, knowledge sharing 
and knowledge development at the regional and global 
levels as well as at the country level when regional or 
global implications are expected and is complementary 
to the country level process (Operational Manual for the 
GRA Program, 2012). 

 To support education plan implementation by offering 
knowledge development and dissemination on how to 
measure and achieve the goals laid out in the three 
strategic directions. The GRA supports the development 
and implementation of education plans (BOD/2011/11-
DOC 06). 

 To create a mechanism to support the three strategic 
directions (BOD/2011/11-DOC 06). 



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

©  Universalia 
Results for Development 

42 
 

Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

Rebranding of the partnership 
from FTI to GPE 

2011  To rebrand the FTI with a name and identity that better 
expresses its purpose (BOD/2011/05-DOC 10). 

 Many FTI partners feel FTI lacks visibility and brand 
recognition (Executive Summary of Task Team on FTI 
Replenishment, 2009). 

Introduction of funding 
replenishment conferences. 1st 
in 2011 and 2nd in 2014 

2011  To enhance accountability for donors as well as 
governments of developing partner countries. (FTI Mid-
term evaluation recommendation). 

 A replenishment covering bilateral aid would allow an 
increase in the resources available for FTI objectives, 
more effective and coordinated aid at country level and 
draw in FTI donor partners who have limited capacity 
to contribute to multilateral funds (Executive Summary 
of Task Team on FTI Replenishment, 2009). 

 To attract contributions from non-traditional donors 
(Executive Summary of Task Team on FTI 
Replenishment, 2009). 

Creation of a single GPE fund 
(e.g. sunsetting of the Catalytic 
Fund, and consolidation of the 
Education Plan Development 
Fund)  

2011  To ensure that support provided through the FTI is 
both financial and technical, and that support for 
capacity development is  not separate from other 
financial support (FTI Mid-term evaluation 
recommendation). 

 To better ensure funds for capacity development – 
whether for ‘endorsement’ or for program 
implementation – are continuous, predictable, and 
probably even more long-term than funds for other 
purposes (FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation). 

 To have partners connect FTI policy with funding 
(Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014).  

Adoption of a strategic plan 
(2012-2015) 

2012  To make explicit the strategic direction of the FTI/GPE 
and provide clarity on which EFA goals and which 
education sub-sectors the FTI should support, and the 
extent to which such support should be financial or 
merely technical, must be taken carefully in the light of 
resources available and the commitments of partners. 

Endorsement of Strategic 
Directions of the EFA/FTI to 
focus on quality, fragile states, 
and girls’ education 

2011  To respond to demands from developing country 
partners.  

 To build on the potential strengths of a global pooled 
funding mechanism and to be more effective in 
leveraging additional resources for basic education.  

 The broader Global Partnership affords the opportunity 
to drive policy goals.  

Move towards greater focus on 
fragile states 

2011  To enhance aid effectiveness by prioritizing funding for 
countries (i.e. fragile states) which lose out because of 
the vagaries of how bilateral agencies allocate their aid 
(Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014; FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation). 
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Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

 To make sure “fragile states” are not seen as a separate 
category. 

 “In reality there is always a continuum of fragility’ with 
states moving back and forth. There needs to be one 
common process that all countries follow, but with 
support tailored to circumstances. This approach would 
provide a ‘one-stop shop’ with flexible facilities, and 
avoid the fragmentation of activities into separate 
funds with different rules and processes.” 
(Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014; FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation). 

 Over 40% of the 67 million children out of school 
worldwide live in fragile states. If focus is not given to 
fragile states, GPE will fail in its objective to support 
achievement of Education for All (BOD/2011/11-DOC 
06). 

Move focus towards girls 2011  To respond to demands from developing country 
partners (BOD/2011/11-DOC 06). 

Move focus towards quality of 
education (learning outcomes) 

2011  To respond to demands from developing country 
partners (BOD/2011/11-DOC 06). 

 To address a global crisis in learning: around 200 
million children are currently in school but learning 
very little (BOD/2011/11-DOC 06). 

Creation of new Board sub-
committees  

2013  Board committees were created to make the GPE Board 
more strategic, strengthen the monitoring of financial 
and programmatic performance and results, increase 
attention to global education issues, and finally 
increase efficiency, transparency and voice.  

Creation of Board Chair position  2013  The position of Board Chair was created to represent 
the GPE as a whole in political and public fora, to lead 
the GPE resource mobilization efforts, and to facilitate 
decision-making on strategies and policies.   

Strategic decision to more 
actively engage the private 
sector 

Ongoing  To attract contributions from non-traditional donors, 
e.g. emerging donors such as Gulf States, Foundations, 
larger CSOs and the private sector (Executive Summary 
of Task Team on FTI Replenishment, 2009). 

Changes to the GPE financing model  

Publication of indicative 
allocations  

2012  To enhance aid effectiveness by making multi-year 
renewable commitments (Recommendations [….] and 
actions taken in response, 2014, FTI Mid-term 
evaluation recommendation). 

 To adopt key measures aimed at ensuring greater 
transparency with: clearer eligibility and allocation 
criteria; allocation decisions being made by an 
independent panel rather than a donor committee; a 
defined procedure of funding rounds as well as advance 
indications of funding amounts potentially available; 
partner countries not being excluded from the 
governance of the funds; transparent feedback on all 
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Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

country applications, including those that are rejected; 
and a transparent procedure to appeal decisions (FTI 
Mid-term evaluation recommendation, 2010; 
Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014).  

 The rules on country eligibility and geographical focus 
of FTI have evolved by case law and are now confusing. 
These issues need to be clarified as soon as possible to 
allow effective allocations to be made and to facilitate 
the replenishment (Executive Summary of Task Team 
on FTI Replenishment, 2009). 

 To make sure GPE funds are open to all IDA-eligible 
countries as already agreed, and not to assume that it 
will be in the interests of all IDA countries to seek 
financing support from the partnership (Tapp 
document, FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation). 

 To move away from the initial idea of focusing on ‘best 
performers,’ and to change the paradigm for eligibility 
(FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation, 2010; 
Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014). 

 Consistency and transparency are the main reasons for 
the adoption of quantitative frameworks, whereby 
decision-makers reach agreement on what quantifiable 
variables should be included in the framework and 
what impact they should have (coefficient), while 
recognizing that there will always be special situations 
or variables that cannot be quantified (BOD/2012/01-
DOC 01). 

 To explicitly take into account strategic directions in a 
Needs and Performance Framework (NPF) 
(BOD/2011/11-DOC 06). 

Revisions to eligibility criteria  2012-
ongoing 

 To further strengthen the points above. 

 To promote and reward successful planning, policy and 
performance and which encourage progress in country-
level coordination, harmonization and alignment (FTI 
Mid-term evaluation recommendation; 
Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014). 

Establishment of new funding 
model 

2013-2014  To provide funds in ways which promote and reward 
successful planning, policy and performance and which 
encourage progress in country-level coordination, 
harmonization and alignment. 

 To better engage with Ministries of Finance, and to 
pursue the original objective of ensuring that education 
sector plans and budgets are strongly anchored in 
national budgets and plans. 
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Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

   To ensure complementarity with other funds, including 
domestic funds, external funds, encouraging joint 
financing agreements, and using funds to buy down IDA 
credits to ground level.  

Decision to explore innovative 
financing  

2013  The funds a country received must be sufficient to have 
an impact on its education sector and thus, innovative 
financing approaches should be taken into account 
(BOD/2014/02 DOC 06). 

 A country that would normally be eligible for Program 
Implementation Grant funding, but cannot receive an 
allocation due to resource constraints, should be able to 
access any innovative financing available, such as debt 
buy-down (BOD/2014/02 DOC 06).  

Expansion of the GPE Secretariat and changes to its organizational structure 

Expansion of the Secretariat  2010- 
ongoing  

 To strengthen the Secretariat and to be operationally 
independent of the WB and seen as such (FTI 
Evaluation, 2010, Recommendations [….] and actions 
taken in response, 2014). 

 To strengthen key donor structures – in particular the 
LEG and Local Donor Groups for the critical role which 
they play – and to ensure that country level processes 
have adequate technical support. (FTI Evaluation, 2010, 
Recommendations [….] and actions taken in response, 
2014). 

 The Secretariat does not have enough senior staff, or 
enough staff or capacity overall, to help the Partnership 
move to a higher level of support to LEGs, including 
promoting political visibility and facilitating overall 
policy dialogue (FTI Reforms, Reinvigorating the 
Partnership, Strengthening support for EFA Results, 
2010).  

Increased number of staff for 
country support 

2011-
ongoing 

 To strengthen FTI partnerships at the country level 
through: (i) greater support to partner countries and 
Local Education Groups (LEGs) in the endorsement of 
Education Sector Plans and preparation of Catalytic 
Fund applications; and (ii) working with civil society 
through EPDF funds and outreach (EFA FTI Secretariat 
Work Plan FY 2011). 

 To promote international good practice in the 
Partnership by: (i) introducing new indicators for 
monitoring learning outcomes for Grade 2 and Grade 4 
students in low-income FTI countries (EFA FTI 
Secretariat Work Plan FY 2011). 

 To ensure FTI partner countries develop and 
implement high quality education sector plans (EFA FTI 
Secretariat Work Plan FY 2011). 

 To ensure staff are not over burdened with work as the 
number of developing country partners (DCPs) 
increases. 
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Change/Reform Year Rationale/expected effect on GPE performance 

Introduction of Partnerships 
and External Relations Team 

  To capitalize fully on the Global Partnership for 
Education’s bolder, more strategic and ambitious 
approach, as well as building on recent rebranding and 
the November replenishment, the Global Partnership 
needs a robust, forward-looking communications 
strategy (BOD/2011/11-DOC 04 – Communications 
Strategy). 

 EFA and FTI continue to have a relatively low profile 
internationally—insufficient participation/visible 
support at the highest levels internationally (FTI 
Reforms, Reinvigorating the Partnership, Strengthening 
support for EFA Results, 2010).  

Establishment of an M&E unit  2012  To devise a framework (and unit), agreed to and owned 
by all partners, for monitoring and evaluating the FTI's 
own activities. This must involve a clear understanding 
about the making and monitoring of commitments by 
all partners (the "compact"), at both country and global 
level (FTI Evaluation, 2010, Recommendations [….] and 
actions taken in response, 2014). 

 To be responsible for monitoring elements of the 
Results Framework and the Accountability Matrix 
(BOD/2011/11—DOC 05). 

Appointment of GPE’s CEO 
(January 2013) 

2013  To reduce dependence of the World Bank, disentangle 
the different WB roles, and guard against conflict of 
interest (FTI Mid-term evaluation recommendation). 

 To improve performance of the GPE inside the Bank by 
providing more senior leadership of the secretariat 
(BOD/2013/11 DOC 09). 

 To provide a decision-making role for the Board Chair 
in performance managing/recruiting senior leadership 
in the Secretariat (BOD/2013/11 DOC 09). 

Creation of the Chief Technical 
Officer/Innovation position  

2014  To play an instrumental role in the development of 
GPE’s 2016-2020 strategy (GPE Website). 

 To address current major challenges in education such 
as expanding access and equity to education, learning 
outcomes and evidence-based decision-making (GPE 
Website). 

 To be the main driver of GPE’s innovation agenda in 
terms of improved ways to finance, manage, and deliver 
education to the children who are hardest to reach 
(GPE Website). 

Data sources: GPE Secretariat, (2014). “Recommendations of the Evaluation of the Education for All Fast 
Track Initiative and Actions Taken in Response” prepared for the Government of Canada; FTI Mid-Term 
Evaluation Recommendations; Interviews with stakeholders; Review of country-level documents. 
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   66 ..   LL ii ss tt   oo ff   DD oo cc uu mm ee nn tt ss   CC oo nn ss uu ll tt ee dd   

1 .1  D o cu m e n ts  s en t  b y  t h e  G P E  S e cr e t a r i a t  o r  a v a i l ab l e  on l i n e   

Board Meeting Minutes, Decisions, Presentations  
 

Meetings in 2009: 

 FTI. (April 2009). Concept note: Redesign of the Education Program Development Fund 
(EPDF) 

 FTI. (September 2009). Minutes of the Board of Directors Meeting on Thursday, September 
10, 2009. 

 FTI.  (2009). Task Team on FTI Replenishment: Executive Summary of Report to Steering 
Committee 

Meeting in Paris, February 2010 

 FTI. (February 2010). Area of Consensus of the Board of Directors Special Meeting in Paris 
on February 11-12. 2010, September 10, 2009. 

Meeting in Washington, May 2010.  

 FTI. (April 2010). Draft Accountability Matrix 
 FTI. (April 2010). Action Plan and Timetable for Transition to a Single Fund. 
 FTI. (May, 2010). Key Decisions of the Board of Directors Meeting on May 5-6, 2010. 
 FTI. (May, 2010). FTI Reforms: Reinvigorating the Partnership, Strengthening support for 

EFA Results. 
 FTI. (July 2010). EFA FTI Secretariat Work Plan FY 2010 (July 2010-June 2011). 

Meeting in Madrid, November 2010: 

 FTI. (November 2010). Key Decisions of the Board of Directors Meeting on November 11-
12, 2010. 

 Cortese, L. (2010). Results framework presented at the FTI Board Meeting on November 
11-12, 2010 

Meeting in Kigali, May 2011: 

 FTI. (May 2011). Rebranding of the Education for all Fast Track Imitative (document for 
decision). 

 FTI. (May 2011). Results-Based Replenishment (document for decision). 
 FTI. (May 2011). Key Decisions of the Board of Directors Meeting on May 18-19, 2011. 

Audio-Conference, August 2011: 

 FTI. (August 2011). Key Decisions of the Board of Directors Audio-conference Meeting on 
August 24, 2011. 

Audio-Conference, September 2011: 

 GPE. (September 2011). Decisions of the Board of Directors Audio-conference Meeting on 
September 11, 2011. 

Meeting in Copenhagen, November 2011: 

 GPE. (November 2011). Communication Strategy (document for decision). 
 GPE. (November 2011). Policy on Conflicts of Interest (document for decision). 
 GPE. (November 2011). Substitution of Financing in the Context of the Global Partnership 

for Education (document for input). 
 GPE. (November 2011). Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy (document for decision). 
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 GPE. (November 2011). Strategic Directions of the Global Partnership for Education 
(document for input and decision). 

 GPE. (November 2011). Key Decisions of the Board of Directors Audio-conference Meeting 
on November 9-10, 2011. 

Audio-Conference, December 2011: 

 GPE. (December 2011). Decisions of the Board of Directors Audio-conference Meeting on 
December 15, 2011. 

Audio-Conference, January 2012: 

 GPE. (January 2012). Chair’s Summary of the Board of Directors Meeting on January 12, 
2012. 

 GPE. (January 2012). Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on January 12, 2012. 

Meeting in Berlin, June 2012: 

 GPE. (June 2012). Communication and Knowledge-sharing Strategy (document for 
decision) 

 GPE. (June 2012). Final Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on June 7-8, 2012. 

Meeting in Paris, November 2012: 

 GPE. (November 2012).  Constituency Composition on the Board of Directors (document 
for input and decision). 

 GPE. (November 2012).  Report of the Strategic Plan Working Group (document for input 
and decision). 

 GPE. (November 2012).  Guidelines for Effective engagement in Fragile and Conflict-
Affected Contexts (document for decision). 

 GPE. (November 2012). Final Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on November 19-
20, 2012. 

Meeting in Brussels, May 2013: 

 GPE. (May 2013). Chief Executive’s report. 
 GPE. (May 2013). Chief Executive’s report (document for information). 
 GPE. (May 2013). Report of the Financial Advisory Committee Part 1: Recommendations 

and Information (Excluding Program Implementation Grant Recommendations) (document 
for decisions and information). 

 GPE. (May 2013). Secretariat Recommendations for Global and Regional Activities Program 
Concept Notes – Second Batch (document for decision). 

 GPE. (May 2013). Report of the Governance Working Group Annex 2: Feedback from Board 
Survey (document for information). 

 GPE. (May 2013). Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on May 21-22, 2013. 

Audio-Conference, July 2013: 

 GPE. (July 2013). Decisions of the Board of Directors Audio-conference Meeting on July 15, 
2013. 

Meeting in Addis Ababa, November 2013: 

 GPE. (November 2013). Data Strategy for Improved Education Sector Planning and 
Monitoring (document for decision). 

 GPE. (November 2013). Report of the Governance Working Group: Recommendations on 
Board Structure: Annex 3 (document for decision). 

 GPE. (November 2013). Report of the Governance Working Group: Recommendations on 
Board Structure: Annex 9: Amendments to the GPE Fund Governance Document (document 
for decision). 
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 GPE. (November 2013). Principles Agreed for the Hosting Memorandum of Understanding 
between the World Bank and the Global Partnership for Education (document for 
decision). 

 GPE. (November 2013). Final Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on November 18-
19, 2013. 

 GPE. (2013). GPE Portfolio Review Report 2013. Annex: Country Reports 

Meeting in Washington D.C, February 2014: 

 GPE. (February 2014). Principles and Options for the Revision of the Global Partnership for 
Education Funding Model (document for decision). 

 GPE. (February 2014). Final Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on February 26, 
2014. 

 GPE. (February 2014). Report of the Meeting of the Board of Directors on February 26, 
2014 

Audio-Conference, March 2014: 

 GPE. (March 2014). GERF Recommendations on the Hosting Memorandum of Agreement 
(Hosting MOU) between the World Bank and the Global Partnership for Education. 

Meeting in Brussels, June 2014: 

 GPE. (June 2014). Report from the Strategy and Policy Committee 
 GPE. (June 2014). Report of the Governance, Ethics, Risk and Finance Committee Part 2: 

Other GERF Recommendations and Items for Information (document for decisions and 
information). 

 GPE. (June 2014). Request for Financial Support to Strengthen Communication and 
Coordination among GPE Developing Country Partner (document for decision). 

 GPE. (June 2014). Final Decision of the Board of Directors Meeting on June 27, 2014. 
 GPE. (June 2014). Report of the Meeting of the Board of Directors on June 27, 2014. 

Meeting in Washington D.C, December 2014: 

 GPE. (December 2014). Report from the Governance, Ethics, Risk and Finance Committee. 
 GPE. (December 2014). Global Partnership for Education Fund Trustee Budget Estimate 

from January 1 to June 30, 2015 and Update on Approved Budget from January 1 to 
December 31, 2014 (document for decision). 

 GPE. (December 2014). Report of the Meeting of the Board of Directors on December 15-
16, 2014. 

Financial Data – Donors and Replenishment   

Australia: 

 Australian Government. (2012) Australian Multilateral Assessment March 2012: Global 
Partnership for Education (GPE). 

 Commonwealth of Australia (2011). Promoting opportunities for all: Education Thematic 
Strategy, November 2011.  http://www.ausaid.gov.au 

Canada: 

 Canadian International Development Agency (2013). CIDA Report on Plans and Priorities, 
2013-14. 

 Canadian International Development Agency. (n.d.) CIDA’s Strategic Overview. 

United Kingdom:  

 UK Department for International Development.  (2011). Multilateral Aid Review:  
Assessment of Education for All – Fast Track Initiative.  

 UK Department for International Development. (n.d.) Business Case for Supporting the 
Global Partnership for Education (GPE).  

http://www.ausaid.gov.au/
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 UK Department for International Development (2013).  Education position paper: 
Improving learning, expanding opportunities.  

 UK Department for International Development (2013). Multilateral Aid Review (MAR) 
Update 2013 for the Global Partnership for Education (GPE). 

Denmark: 

 Denmark Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (February 2014). Concept Note for the Organisation 
Strategy for Denmark’s co-operation with the Global Partnership for Education (GPE): June 
2014 – December 2016. 

 GPE (n.d.). Organisation Strategy for Denmark’s engagement with the GPE 2014-2016.  
 Denmark Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (n.d.). The Right to a Better Life: Strategy for 

Denmark’s Development Cooperation.  
 Danish Government (2014). Priorities for Danish Development Cooperation 2015: 

Overview of the development cooperation budget 2015-2018.  

European Union: 

 European Commission (2011). Communication from the Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee 
of the Regions. “Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: An Agenda for Change”. 

 European Commission. “EU announces significant new funding for education”. 
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-14-741_en.htm 

 European Commission (n.d.). Commission Staff Working Document: More and Better 
Education in Developing Countries.  

France: 

 Agence francaise de developpement  (2013). Annual Report 2013.  
 Agence francaise de developpement  (nd.) Cadre d’intervention sectoriel 2013-2015 : 

Education- formation – Emploi. Annexes.  
 Agence francaise de developpement  (nd.) Cadre d’intervention sectoriel 2013-2015 : 

Education- formation – Emploi. « La jeunesse au cœur du développement »  
 France’s Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, Directorate- General for Global Affairs, 

Development and Partnerships. (n.d.) “France and Education for All”.  

Germany: 

 Germany – Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). (2013). 
“The German Government’s 14th Development Policy Report. Development Policy White 
Paper – executive Summary”.  

 Germany – German Cooperation Deutsche Zusammenarbeit.  (2014) “German BACKUP 
Initiative – Education in Africa.  A partner for achieving quality education for all children in 
Africa”.  

 Germany – Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ). (2012). 
Ten Objectives for More Education: BMZ Education Strategy 2010-2013. 

Norway: 

 Oxford Policy Management. (2013). A Review for NORAD: Education in Fragile Situations.  
 NIFU. (2013). Towards a global leadership role in the work towards education for all? 

Thematic analysis for Norad’s contribution to the Post-2015 agenda on education quality 
and student learning as a new development priority for Norway.  

Spain : 

 Spain Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation (AECID). (n.d.). Plan de actuación 
sectorial de educaciób. Vinculado al III Plan Director. 

  

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-14-741_en.htm
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Sweden: 

 Sweden Ministry for Foreign Affairs. (n.d.). Shared Responsibility for Global Development. 

The Netherlands: 

 The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (n.d.). Letter to the House of Representatives 
presenting the spearheads of development cooperation policy.  

 The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (n.d.). Policy agenda 2012. Key policy changes 
for 2012. 

United States: 

 Results Educational Fund. (2013). Discussion Paper 1 of 3: The U.S. Commitment to the 
GPE Fund. Towards Collaborative Support to Global Education: A review of the U.S. Pledge 
to the Global Partnership for Education. 

 Results Educational Fund. (2013). Discussion Paper 2 of 3: The USAID Education Strategy. 
Towards Collaborative Support to Global Education: A review of the U.S. Pledge to the 
Global Partnership for Education. 

 Results Educational Fund. (2013). Discussion Paper 3 of 3: USAID Forward. Towards 
Collaborative Support to Global Education: A review of the U.S. Pledge to the Global 
Partnership for Education. 

 USAID. (2011). USAID Education Strategy. 
 USAID. (2014). Pledge of the United States of America at the 2nd Replenishment of the 

Global Partnership for Education.  

United Nations: 

 Cream, W. (n.d.) UNICEF Education Strategy 2006-2015. 
 United Nations Economic and Social Council. (2013). The UNICEF Strategic Plan, 2014-

2017. Realizing the rights of every child, especially the most disadvantaged.  
 UNICEF. (n.d.). UNICEF’s engagement in the Global Partnership for Education. Partnership 

Profile 2012. 
 UNESCO. (2014). UNESCO Annual Report 2013.  
 UNESCO. (2014). Medium-Term Strategy 2014-2012.  
 UNESCO. (2014). Approved Programme and Budget 2014-2017. 

World Bank:  

 World Bank Group. (2005). Education Sector Strategy Update. Achieving Education For All, 
Broadening our Perspective, Maximizing our Effectiveness.  

 World Bank Group. (2009). Education sector Strategy. 
 World Bank Group. (2011). Learning for All. Investing in People’s Knowledge and Skills to 

Promote Development. World Bank Group Education Strategy 2020. 
 World Bank Group. (2015). The World Bank Annual Report 2014. 

Strategic Documents, Guidelines, Policies, Reports 

 Archer, David. (2014): The Sustainability of the Global Partnership for Education: The Role 
of Domestic Resource Mobilization. Available at: 
http://www.actionaidusa.org/sites/files/actionaid/tax_and_gpe_article_-
_david_archer_12.06.14.pdf 

 ASER. (2015). Annual Status of Education Report (Rural) 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://img.asercentre.org/docs/Publications/ASER%20Reports/ASER%202014/fullaser2
014mainreport_1.pdf 

 Babcock Teri, Riley Adam, Wagner Elizabeth. Journey Management: Successfully managing 
a complex portfolio of change. Accenture strategy publications, 2013 

 Bermingham, Desmond. (2009). Scaling Up Aid for Education. Lessons from the Education 
for All Fast Track Initiative (FTI). Background Paper prepared for EFA GMR.  

http://www.actionaidusa.org/sites/files/actionaid/tax_and_gpe_article_-_david_archer_12.06.14.pdf
http://www.actionaidusa.org/sites/files/actionaid/tax_and_gpe_article_-_david_archer_12.06.14.pdf
http://img.asercentre.org/docs/Publications/ASER%20Reports/ASER%202014/fullaser2014mainreport_1.pdf
http://img.asercentre.org/docs/Publications/ASER%20Reports/ASER%202014/fullaser2014mainreport_1.pdf
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 Bezanson, Keith and Paul Isenman. (2012). ‘Governance of New Global Partnerships: 
Challenges, Weaknesses, and Lessons.’ CGD Policy Paper 014. Washington DC: Center for 
Global Development.  

 Buse, K. (2005), Education for All – Fast Track Initiative: Review of the governance and 
management structures. London, Overseas Development Institute.  

 Buse, K. (2007), Education for All – Fast Track Initiative: An Embodiment of the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness? Report prepared for Global Programs and Partnerships 
(GPP), World Bank, as a component of a multi-country study on Global-Country Integration 
of Global Programs.  

 Cambridge Education. Mokoro, Oxford Policy Management (2010). Mid-term evaluation of 
the EFA Fast Track Initiative. Cambridge/Oxford/UK.  

 Charu C. Garg., et al. (2012). Study Raises Questions About Measurement of ‘Additionality,’ 
or Maintaining Domestic Health Spending Amid Foreign Donations. Health Affairs, 31, no2: 
417-425. 

 Davies, R. and J. Pickering (2015), “Making Development Co-operation Fit for the Future: A 
Survey of Partner Countries”, OECD Development Co-operation Working Papers no. 20. 

 Evans, Alison. (June 1, 2012). Independent Report of the GPE “Hosting Review”.  
 Evans, Alison. (June 6, 2012). GPE Hosting Review. Prepared for the GPE Board.  
 Fredriksen, B. (2011): Education Resource Mobilization and Use in Developing Countries: 

Scope for Efficiency Gains through more Strategic Use of Education Aid. Retrieved from: 
http://www.resultsfordevelopment.org/sites/resultsfordevelopment.org/files/R4D_Educa
tion%20Resource%20Mobilization.pdf  

 FTI (2004). Accelerating progress towards quality universal primary education: 
Framework 

 FTI. (2009). Annual Report 2009 
 FTI. (2010). Annual Report. Promoting Results in Education.  
 Gartner, David. (May 2010). Policy Brief: Transformed Governance and the Education for 

All Fast Track Initiative. The Brookings Institution.  
 Global Monitoring Report (2012). ‘At Least 250 million children of primary school-age are 

failing to learn the basics’, Technical Note prepared for EFA GMR. Youth and Skills: Putting 
Education to Work. 

 GPE (2012 [3]). Operational Manual for the Global and Regional Activities Program.  
 GPE (2013 [4]). Comprehensive Funding Guidelines.  
 GPE (2014 [10]). Results for Learning Report 2014. Basic Education Risk 
 GPE (2014 [12]): Financing Education for All Children: An Ambitious Partnership, Not a 

New Fund. Available at: www.globalpartnership.org/fr/download/file/fid/46880%20 
 GPE (2015 [01]): Slide presentation on the Evolution of Country Facing Activities; Report 

of the Country Grants and Performance Committee, Parts 1 and 2 (BOD/2014/05—DOC 03 
and DOC 11).  

 GPE (undated): The Needs and Performance Framework for Education Plan 
Implementation Grants, available at: http://www.globalpartnership.org/content/needs-
and-performance-framework-education-plan-implementation-grants.  

 GPE. (2011 [1]). All Children Learning Report.  
 GPE. (2011 [2]). Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy. BOD/2011/11-DOC 05 
 GPE. (2012 [1]). Global Partnership for Education- Program Implementation Grant Quality 

Assurance Review:  Guide to Implementation for the Country Support Team.  
 GPE. (2012 [10]). Guidelines for Education Sector Plan Preparation and Appraisal.  
 GPE. (2012 [2]). The Needs and Performance Framework for Education Plan 

Implementation Grants.  
 GPE. (2012 [4]). Policy and Communications Protocol on Misuse of GPE Trust Funds 
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   77 ..   SS tt aa kk ee hh oo ll dd ee rr ss   CC oo nn ss uu ll tt ee dd   
 

Names Constituency/Organisation Title 

Board Members 

Julia Gillard Global Partnership for Education Chair of the Board & 

- Chair of GPE Coordinating 
Committee 

Serigne Mbaye Thiam Senegal Minister of National Education of 
Senegal 

- Chair of the Governance, 
Ethics, Risk, and Finance 
Committee 

- GPE Coordinating Committee 
member 

Donor Partners 

Chantal Nicod Donor 1  

Belgium, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Switzerland 

Head West Africa Division 
Federal Department of Foreign 
Affairs FDFA 
Swiss Agency for Development 
and Cooperation SDC 

Ronald Siebes Donor 1  

Belgium, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Switzerland 

Coordinator Education Cluster, 
Social Development Department of 
the Netherlands 

- Chair of the Country Grants 
and Performance Committee 

- GPE Coordinating Committee 
member 

Chris Tinning Donor 2 

Australia, Spain 

Minister Counsellor, Australia 
Department for Foreign Affairs 
and Trade 

Terri Sarch and Grace Wood Donor 3 

Canada, United Kingdom 

Acting Head of Global Funds 
Department, DfID, UK 

Nathalia Feinberg Donor 4 

Denmark, Finland, Ireland, 
Norway, Sweden 

Head of Department, Ambassador 
/ Development Policy and Global 
Cooperation, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Denmark 

- GPE Coordinating Committee 
member 

Olav Seim Donor 4 

Denmark, Finland, Ireland, 
Norway, Sweden 

Senior Advisor, Section for Global 
Initiatives, Dept of UN Affairs, 
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 
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Names Constituency/Organisation Title 

Veronique Lorenzo and Marja 
Karjalainen 

Donor 5 

European Commission, France, 
Germany, Italy 
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Culture"- EuropeAid, European 
Commission 

Charles North and Natasha de 
Marcken 

Donor 6 

Japan, Russia, United States 

Senior Deputy Assistant 
Administrator and Office Director, 
Office of Education, Bureau of 
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Environment of USAID 

Developing Country Partners 
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Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, 
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Minister of Education of Cote 
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Shiferaw Shigute Africa 3 
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Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, 
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Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, 
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Sports, Lao PDR 

Civil Society Organisations 

David Archer Civil Society Organization 1 
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International Head of Education, 
Action Aid International 

Joseph O’Reilly Save the Children Senior Education Adviser, Save the 
Children UK 

- GPE Coordinating Committee 
member 

- Chair of GPE Strategy and 
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synergie pour la défense de 
l’éducation publique (COSYDEP) 
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Names Constituency/Organisation Title 
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Qian Tang Multilateral Agency 1 

UNESCO 
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Foundation  

Director, Children’s Investment 
Fund Foundation 
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Chair of ADEA 

Aaron Benavot Education for All  (EFA) Global 
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Director of the EFA GMR  

Carol Bellamy FTI/GPE Former Board Chair of FTI/GPE 

Kolleen Bouchane Global Business Coalition for 
Education 

Director of Policy and Research at 
Global Business Coalition for 
Education 

Caroline Pearce Global Campaign for Education Global Coordinator 

Joris Van Bommel Government of The Netherlands Deputy Head Civil Society 
Division, Government of 
Netherlands (former adviser to 
GPE) 

Alison Evans Overseas Development Institute Former Director of the Overseas 
Development Institute, and author 
of the GPE Hosting Review (2012) 

Luis Crouch Research Triangle Institute (RTI) 
International 

Chief Technical Officer, RTI 

Former head of the Global 
Practices Group 

Amina Mohamed UN UN Secretary-General Adviser on 
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Min Jeong Kim UN Secretary-General’s Global 
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Head of the GEFI Secretariat 

Edem Adubra UNESCO Head of the Secretariat,  
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Names Constituency/Organisation Title 

Nora Fyles United Nations Girls’ Education 
Initiative (UNGEI)  

Head of UNGEI 

Bob Prouty World Bank Lead Education Specialist at the 
World Bank 

Ariel Fizbein World Bank Education Program Director at the 
Inter-American Dialogue, World 
Bank 

Rasmus Heltberg World Bank Lead Evaluation Officer 

Sajitha Bashir World Bank Sector Manager, Education, 
Eastern and Southern Africa 

Elizabeth King World Bank Senior Advisor and former 
Director of Education in the 
Human Development Network  

Pauline Rose Independent Evaluation 
Committee, Independent 
Evaluation of the GPE  

Acting Chair 

GPE Secretariat 

Alex Palacios GPE Secretariat Director, Special Projects 

Alice Albright GPE Secretariat Chief Executive Officer 

Charles Tapp GPE Secretariat Manager, Partnerships and 
External Relations 

Jean-Marc Bernard GPE Secretariat Deputy Chief Technical Officer 

Karen Mundy GPE Secretariat Chief Technical Officer 

Lisa Gomer GPE Secretariat Chief Operating Officer 

Margarita Focas-Licht GPE Secretariat Country Support Team Manager 

Sarah Beardmore GPE Secretariat Advocacy Officer 

Kouassi Soman GPE Secretariat Senior Monitoring & Evaluation 
Specialist and Team Leader, GPE 
Interim External Evaluation 

Olav Christensen GPE Secretariat GPE, Senior Public Finance 
Specialist 

Yann Doignon  GPE Secretariat Online Communications Officer 

Douglas Lehman GPE Secretariat Senior Operations Officer  

David Glass GPE Secretariat Financial Analyst 

Padraig Power GPE Secretariat Senior Finance Officer 

Samir Amiri  GPE Secretariat Programme Coordinator 

Paul Coustère  GPE Secretariat GPE Country Support Team, Lead 

Total number of global stakeholders: 59 interviewees   
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   88 ..   CC oo uu nn tt rr yy -- LL ee vv ee ll   SS tt aa kk ee hh oo ll dd ee rr ss   
II nn tt ee rr vv ii ee ww ee dd   ff oo rr   11 88   ‘‘ CC aa ss ee   SS tt uu dd yy ’’   

CC oo uu nn tt rr ii ee ss     
 

Type of Stakeholder  Total Number of Stakeholders Consulted  

Country leads 23 

Supervising/Managing Entities  34 

Coordinating Agencies  26 

Development partners 72 

Civil society organizations 83 

Private sector 6 

Government representatives 169 

Other stakeholders (e.g. universities) 5 

Total  418 
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Type of 
Stakeholder  

Eight in-Country Field Visits 

Ethiopia DRC Nicaragua  
Rwand

a 
Senegal  Tanzania  Vietnam 

Zimbabw
e 

Country leads 2 1 3 1 1 2 1 0 

Supervising/Man
aging Entities  

1 1 3 1 3 3 1 7 

Coordinating 
Agencies  

1 1 2 1 2 4 2 1 

LEG Members/ 
Development 
partners 

7 9 5 6 7 3 9 6 

LEG 
Members/Civil 
society 
organizations 

3 8 1 20 19 4 4 11 

LEG Members/ 
Private sector 

1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 

Government 
Representatives 

13 10 7 4 32 34 29 18 

Other 
stakeholders (e.x. 
universities) 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  28 30 22 33 66 53 46 43 

 

Type of 
Stakeholder  

Ten 'virtual' field missions 
Afghanista

n 
Burundi Cambodia 

Ghan
a 

Honduras 
Madagasca

r 
Malawi Moldova Uganda Yemen 

Country leads 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 
Supervising/ 
Managing 
Entities  

2 2 2 1 0 1 2 2 1 1 

Coordinating 
Agencies  

1 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 

LEG members, 
development 
partners 

0 3 3 1 7 2 3 0 0 1 

LEG members, 
CSOs 

1 0 1 1 0 3 0 3 3 1 

LEG members, 
private sector 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Government 
representatives 

2 0 2 3 2 2 0 5 2 4 

Other (e.g. 
universities) 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 

Total  7 9 10 8 12 10 6 15 10 10 



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

63 
©  Universalia 

Results for Development 
 

AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   99 ..   SS uu rr vv ee yy   tt oo oo ll ss   

C.1.  Partner Survey  

G L OB AL  P A R T NE RS H I P  F O R  E DU C A TI O N  P A R T NE RS H I P  S U R VE Y  

In March 2014 the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (based in Washington, D.C.) was contracted to conduct the 
evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation is twofold:  

 To ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in the GPE since 2010 have 
contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular consideration given to the 
partnership’s relevance, efficiency and effectiveness; and 

 To provide forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE 
strategic plan, as well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

As part of the evaluation we are conducting various types of data collection, including an 
organizational assessment of the GPE governance, management and operations modalities; 
therefore, we invite you to participate in this independent, external evaluation of the GPE by 
completing the online survey below.  

Please note that all responses are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated format in 
our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to respondents.  

Should you have any questions or concerns, please email Dr. Marie-Hélène Adrien who is the Team 
Leader for this evaluation at mhadrien@universalia.com 

We thank you for completing this survey at the latest by March 25, 2015. 

B a c kg r o un d  I n f o rm a t i on  

1.1 What is your organization’s current relationship with the GPE?  Please check all that 
apply.  

 Developing Country Partner   

 Supervising, Managing Entity 

 Coordinating Agency 

 Donor 

 Private Sector or Philanthropic Partner 

 Civil Society Partner 

 Multilateral Agency Partner 

 Other, please specify  
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1.2 How long has your organization been engaged in a partnership with the GPE? 

 Before 2010, Please specify the year:   

 
 

 Since 2010 

 Since 2011 

 Since 2012 

 Since 2013 

 Since 2014 

 Since 2015  

 

S t r a t e g i c  F oc u s  an d  C o n t r i b u t i o ns  

Since 2010, the GPE has implemented several reforms, leading to changes in its strategic focus. Key 
changes include rebranding the partnership from the Fast Track Initiative (FTI) to the GPE, 
adoption of a strategic plan to determine the directions of the GPE, and moving towards a greater 
focus on fragile states, girls’ education and quality of education in response to demands from its 
partners.  

Please comment on the extent to which you agree or do not agree with the following statements. 

Due to reforms implemented since 2010 

 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

2.1 The focus of GPE on  
fragile states is well 
implemented 

      

2.2 The focus of GPE on  girls’ 
education is well 
implemented 

      

2.3 The focus of GPE on 
quality of education is well 
implemented 

      

2.4 The GPE has developed 
harmonized education goals 
and metrics 

      

2.5 The GPE has increased the 
visibility of education as a key 
strategy for the wellbeing of 
nations 

      

2.6 The GPE has continuously 
improved through innovation  
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 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

2.7 The GPE has positively 
influenced the amount of 
education financing for 
primary or basic education 

      

2.8 The GPE has positively 
influenced the predictability 
of education financing 

      

 

P a r t n e r s h i p s  

Since 2010, a number of reforms have taken place with the aim of strengthening GPE partnerships. 
Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

Since the Reforms introduced in 2010 

 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

3.1 Partner representation in 
GPE governance and 
decision-making has been 
strengthened  

      

3.2. Partner participation in 
GPE governance and 
decision-making has 
increased 

      

3.3 GPE reforms have 
improved partner 
accountability and 
commitment to GPE 
principles and related 
obligations 

      

3.4 The rebranding of the 
partnership from FTI to GPE 
better reflects the purpose of 
the partnership 

      

3.5 The Partnerships and 
External Relations Team 
established in 2012 has 
strengthened the GPE 
partnerships 
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 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

3.6 GPE partnerships have 
been strengthened at the 
country level 

      

 

3.7 Please identify the reasons why your organization has established a partnership with the 
GPE  

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

3.8 How could the GPE improve or further strengthen its approach to partnerships?  

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

C o m m e n ts  

4.1.  Please indicate any additional comments or recommendations to the GPE.    

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

T h a n k  yo u  f o r  y ou r  c o o p e r a t i on .  
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G L OB AL  P A R T NE RS H I P  F O R  E DU C A TI O N  CU RRE N T  a n d F OR M E R  S T A F F  
S U R VE Y  

In March 2014 the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (based in Washington, D.C.) was contracted to conduct the 
evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation is twofold:  

 To ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in the GPE since 2010 have 
contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular consideration given to the 
partnership’s relevance, efficiency and effectiveness; and 

 To provide forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE 
strategic plan, as well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

As part of the evaluation we are conducting various types of data collection, including an 
organizational assessment of the GPE governance, management and operations modalities. As part 
of this assessment we would like to invite you to participate in this independent, external 
evaluation of the GPE by completing the survey below.  

Please note that all responses are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated format in 
our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to respondents.  

Should you have any questions or concerns, please email Dr. Marie-Hélène Adrien who is the Team 
Leader for this evaluation atmhadrien@universalia.com 

We thank you for completing this survey at the latest by March 6, 2015. 

B a c kg r o un d  I n f o rm a t i on  

1.1 Are you presently employed by the GPE Secretariat? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

1.2 What is your current position at the GPE? For former staff: what was your position when 
you left the GPE? (optional) 

  

 

1.3 In which Department do you currently work/did you work up until leaving the GPE? 

 CEO Office 

 Partnership and External Relations 

 Country Support 

 Strategy Policy and Performance 

 Operations 
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1.4 When did you start working at the GPE Secretariat? 

 Before or in 2010 

 In 2011 

 In 2012 

 In 2014 

 In 2015  

G o v e r n an c e  

Since 2010, the GPE has implemented several governance reforms. Please comment on the extent to 
which you agree or do not agree with the following statements. 

Due to Reforms implemented since 2010 

 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

2.1 Developing Country 
members of the GPE Board 
have a stronger voice in GPE 
decisions making process 

      

2.2 Civil Society members of 
the GPE Board have a 
stronger voice in GPE 
decision-making process 

      

2.3 The creation of GPE Board 
Committees  has permitted 
the Board to monitor the 
financial performance of the 
GPE better 

      

2.4 The creation of GPE Board 
Committees has permitted 
the Board to monitoring 
programmatic performance 
of the GPE better 

      

2.5 The creation of  GPE 
Board  Committees has 
permitted the Board to 
provide appropriate attention 
to relevant GPE issues” 
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2.6 Since 2010 please identify the three greatest improvements in the governance of GPE: 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

2.7 In the future what would you change in the governance of GPE? 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

G P E  S e c r e t a r i a t  M a n a g e m e n t ,  L e ad e r s h i p ,  S t a f f i n g ,  S y s t e m s  

The 2010-2014 Reforms have led to increased staffing at the Secretariat, new appointments of 
senior staff (including new positions), and implementation of new management systems.  Please 
rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

Due to Reforms implemented since 2010 

 Fully 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
Agree 

Do not 
know 

3.1 The GPE Secretariat is 
engaged in more innovative 
practices 

      

3.2 Communication between 
the Secretariat and the Board 
of Directors has improved 

      

3.3 The Strategic Direction of 
the GPE has been made more 
explicit 

      

3.4 It is more clear which  
Education for All (EFA) GPE  
supports 

      

3.5 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better technical 
guidance to country 
Government to revise (or 
develop) their education plan 

      

3.6 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better technical 
guidance to development 
partner groups to appraise 
the education plan 
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 Fully 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
Agree 

Do not 
know 

3.7 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better technical 
guidance to eligible countries 
to apply for a Program 
Implementation Grant 

      

3.8 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better quality 
assurance  to Supervising 
entity/Managing entity in the 
preparation of the application 
for the Program 
Implementation grant 

      

3.9 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better quality 
assurance to country 
Governments in the 
implementation of the 
Education Plan 

      

3.10 The GPE Secretariat is 
providing better quality 
assurance to country 
Governments in the 
monitoring of the Education 
Plan 

      

3.11 The GPE Secretariat is 
able to provide better 
support to the Local 
Education Group at the 
country level 

      

3.12 The GPE has developed  
a useful framework for 
monitoring its activities 

      

3.13 The GPE is effectively 
monitoring its Results. 

      

3.14 The GPE has developed 
an effective communication 
strategy to position GPE as a 
global leader in education 

      

3.15 The visibility of the GPE 
at the global level has 
increased 
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 Fully 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
Agree 

Do not 
know 

3.16 The GPE (Secretariat) 
has effectively engaged in 
relevant global dialogue 
mechanisms on EFA related 
issues 

      

3.17 The GPE has supported 
the conduct and 
dissemination of relevant 
research on EFA related 
issues 

      

3.18 The GPE is striking the 
right balance between 
supporting country and 
global/regional activities and 
objectives. 

      

3.19 Available baseline and 
monitoring data produced by 
the GPE provide a solid basis 
for an upcoming Impact 
Evaluation of the GPE. 

      

3.20 GPE staff workload is 
more manageable 

      

 

3.21 Since 2010 please identify the three greatest improvements in the Management of GPE: 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

3.22 In the future what would you change in the Management of GPE? 

1.  

2.  

3.  
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P r o g r a m s  a nd  F i na n c i n g  t o  Su p po r t  G P E  Ob j ec t i v e s  

Since 2010 the GPE has introduced several reforms -- e.g. focus on three areas, introduction of the 
Global and Regional Activities (GRA) program, the introduction of replenishment conferences-- that 
are meant to both make explicit and provide support for GPE’s objectives. Please rate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

Since the Reforms introduced in 2010 

 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

4.1 The focus of GPE on  
fragile states is well 
implemented 

      

4.2 The focus of GPE on  girl 
education is appropriately 
implemented 

      

4.3 The focus of GPE on 
quality of education is well 
implemented 

      

4.4 The GPE has influenced 
the areas in which donors 
make commitments, to align 
with GPE objectives 

      

4.5 The GPE has generated 
financing for basic education 
beyond what would have 
otherwise been committed  

      

4.6 The GPE is more focused 
on  supporting the 
development of education 
program plans at the country 
level 

      

4.7 The GPE is more focused 
on supporting the 
implementation of education 
plans at the country level 

      

4.8 The GPE has positively 
influenced the total amount 
of education financing 
allocated by DCP 
governments. 
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 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

4.9 The GPE has positively 
influenced the total amount 
of education financing from 
bilateral and multilateral 
donors. Please consider 
increases, decreases, 
substitutions at the aggregate 
and country levels. 

      

4.10 The GPE has positively 
influenced the total amount 
of education financing to 
support the production of 
global public goods. 

      

4.11 The GPE has positively 
influenced the amount of 
education financing for 
primary or basic education. 

      

4.12 The GPE has contributed 
to the increase in financial 
resources allocated to 
education issues that align 
with the GPE strategic 
objectives i.e. fragile and 
conflict affected countries, 
girls education, literacy and 
numeracy, teacher 
effectiveness, learning, access 
and inclusion. 

      

4.13 The GPE has positively 
influenced the predictability 
of education financing. 

      

 

4.14 Since 2010 please identify the three greatest improvements in the Programs of the GPE: 

1.  

2.  

3.  
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4.15 In the future what would you change in the Program of GPE? 

1.  

2.  

3.  

B r a n di n g  a nd  In c l u s i o n  of  N e w  S upe r v i s i n g  O r g a ni z at i o ns  

Since the 2010, a number of reforms have taken places with the aim of creating an  independent 
identity for GPE and the GPE Secretariat. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
the following statements. 

Since the Reforms introduced in 2010 

 Fully 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Reforms 
made no 

difference 

Somewhat 
agree 

Fully 
agree 

Do not 
know 

5.1 The inclusion of 
organizations other than the 
World Bank to act as 
Supervising Entity / 
Management Entity has 
reduced the dependency of 
GPE on the World Bank 

      

5.2 The inclusion of 
organizations other than the 
World Bank to act as 
Supervising Entity / 
Management Entity has 
allowed agencies with 
comparative advantages to 
manage grants  

      

5.3 The rebranding of the 
partnership from FTI to GPE 
is helping GPE to differentiate 
itself from the World Bank 

      

5.4 The rebranding of the 
partnership from FTI to GPE 
better reflects the purpose of 
the partnership 

      

 

5.5 Since 2010 please identify the three greatest improvements in the BRANDING of GPE and 
its SUPERVISION at the country level: 

1.  

2.  

3.  
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5.6 In the future what would you change in the BRANDING of GPE? 

1.  

2.  

3.  

 

 

T h a n k  yo u  f o r  y ou r  c o o p e r a t i on .  
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   11 00 ..   II nn tt ee rr vv ii ee ww   PP rr oo tt oo cc oo ll ss   ff oo rr   
CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   LL ee vv ee ll   

Inter view Protocol :  Nat ional  Government  Repr esentat ives   

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits – including the one in relation to your country. Please 
note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated format in our 
report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed individuals. Before 
we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the evaluation or this interview?  

 

1. What is your current position, and since when have you held it?  

2. For non-MoE staff: in what ways do your responsibilities relate to/affect the education sector?  

3. In what ways, and since when, have you been aware of or engaged with the GPE? (Please 
provide as specific examples as possible, e.g. if you are aware of technical assistance provided 
by the Secretariat, specify what types and how often this has happened to your knowledge) 

NN aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   cc oo nn tt ee xx tt     

4. Among all the political, economical, or social developments in [insert country] during the past 
four years (since 2010), which ones do you consider the ones to have had the most influence on 
the education sector?  

5. Since 2010, what are the main achievements/improvements in the education sector of [insert 
country] overall (i.e. not limited to those supported by GPE) in terms of the following issues? 
What are remaining key bottlenecks?  

5.1. Legal and strategic documents, plans, frameworks  

5.2. Capacity of and collaboration among key actors (please specify) 

5.3. Access to education 

5.4. Quality of education  

5.5. Other (e.g. girls’ education, teacher training/retaining teachers, etc.)  
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6. In [insert country], has there been a change in the extent to which decision makers regard 
education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of the nation? What factors are 
influencing related views?  

GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   (( CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   ll ee vv ee ll ))   

7. If applicable (depending on what country has worked on): What effect has GPE support had on 
the speed and/or quality of 

7.1. Education sector plan development and appraisal? 

7.2. Education sector budget? 

7.3. Education program development? 

7.4. Education program implementation 

7.5. Monitoring of program implementation? 

8. To what extent and how has GPE influenced the functioning of the Local Education Group (LEG) 
specifically in view of the following: (please give specific examples where possible) 

8.1. Frequency and quality of CSO contributions within the LEG?  

8.2. Coordination among education stakeholders?  

8.3. Alignment of aid (e.g. use of country systems, budget or sector support) 

8.4. Government ownership of education sector reform processes in alignment with global norms and 
standards? 

8.5. Other (please specify) 

9. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country level since 2010/since the country became a 
member of the GPE? 

9.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from 
your government? From donors or international or national non-state sectors? Please 
consider increases, decreases, substitutions and GPE and non-GPE funding 

9.2. [If applicable] To what extent was the pledge your government made to the GPE additional 
to your planned education expenditure? Would the pledged education financing have been 
provided anyway without the GPE’s influence? 

9.3. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the amount of education financing for primary 
or basic education from your government? From donors or international or national non-
state sectors? 

9.4. How has the GPE influenced how education financing from your government has been 
allocated to sub-sectors i.e. basic education, secondary and post-secondary education?  

9.5. How has the GPE influenced how education financing from your government / from 
donors or international or national non-state sectors has been allocated to specific 
education issues that align with the GPE strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected 
countries, girls education, literacy and numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access 
and inclusion? 
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9.6. How has the GPE influenced predictability and sustainability of education financing, as well 
as adherence to Busan/ Paris aid agreements at a country level i.e. Busan aid agreement 
(ownership, partnership, results, transparency & responsibility)/ Paris (ownership, 
alignment, harmonisation, results, mutual accountability)? 

9.7. What factors other than the GPE have influenced education financing in this country? 

10. What contribution has the GPE made to the noted developments through:  

10.1. GPE financial support (grants) 

10.2. Technical assistance from the GPE Secretariat (please give concrete examples) 

10.3. Technical assistance/leadership from Supervising, Coordinating or Managing entity 
(please give examples) 

10.4. Global/regional norms or standards/benchmarks (please give examples) 

10.5. Other (please specify) 

GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO pp ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss     

Overall/global 

11. Which individuals, organizations or unit do you experience as the ‘face’ of the GPE? Who do you 
interact with, how, and how frequently?  

11.1. If Secretariat is mentioned: How involved is the GPE Secretariat in addressing emerging 
challenges that may occur within the LEG and among the constituency? (I.e. financial 
issues, partner relations, conflict of interests?) Example to share? 

12. Are you aware of how the GPE is governed (Board composition)?  

12.1. If yes, do you have any interaction with the Board/Board members (and Alternates) for 
your constituency? With other constituency members? Please elaborate. 

In country 

13. How transparent and appropriate are the application and selection/approval mechanisms for 
GPE grants? Is the support available from the GPE (Secretariat/SE/ME) to navigate these 
processes appropriate in quantity and quality? 

14. Has the process of selecting and appointing the Supervising/Managing entity been transparent 
and appropriate?  

15. What have been strengths and weaknesses of the performance of [insert organization) as the 
GPE [coordinating, supervising, managing] entities? 21 

                                                 

21
 Coordinating agency: Act as communication link between the GPE Secretariat and partners at the country 

level; Foster and furthering the relationship between DPG and national government, and promoting inclusion 
of NGOs in work of LEG; Lead, facilitate work of DPG; Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of funds for 
education sector plan implementation; Report on progress of ESP implementation. Managing and 
supervising entity: Support grant application processes; Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB; Carry 
out fiduciary responsibilities; Support and monitor program implementation and monitoring ; Reporting; 
Facilitate grant revisions 
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15.1. How involved/relied upon are the Coordinating/Supervising/Managing entities in 
addressing emerging challenges that may occur within the LEG and among the 
constituency? (I.e. financial issues, partner relations, conflict of interests?)  

GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

16. Are you aware of, and have you participated in or benefited from GPE global and regional 

activities and contributions? If yes, please give examples.  

E.g. have you attended any events organized/funded by the GPE? Are you aware of, or have you 
contributed to any regional/global discussions, research and/or publications on selected issues? 
Are there examples of relevant lessons learned in/from other countries that you have learned 
about through the GPE?  

17. At the global level, the GPE is aiming to support consensus building on a variety of issues, 
including on shared education metrics. Similarly, the GPE is working to collect and share 
relevant lessons learned, e.g. on education policy processes. How relevant and useful is this 
work for you/for stakeholders in your country? Specifically:  

17.1. Are there examples of GPE-supported/promoted lessons, norms or standards that have 
been applied in [insert country] and that have made a positive difference? 

17.2. Are there education issues on which it would be helpful to have global/regional 
consensus, norms/standards or at least lessons learned from other contexts, but for which 
these do not yet exist?  

17.3. Are there issues that are so context-specific that, in your view, having global/regional 
norms, standards or lessons learned is not helpful?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

Link back to question on remaining bottlenecks/issues to be addressed in the country 

18. What could further enhance GPE relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency in your country?  
E.g. in relation to:  

18.1. Thematic areas for which GPE support is available 

18.2. Types and timing of support currently available from GPE?  

18.3. Administration (e.g. grant application and management)  

18.4. Role of Supervising/Managing entities  

18.5. Grant amounts available from GPE 

18.6. Types and amount of technical support available from GPE 

18.7. Additionality of financing 

18.8. GPE role/influence at the global level 

18.9. Other 

19. The new GPE funding model that will be introduced in 2015 places emphasis on results-based 
financing, i.e. a part of available grant amounts to countries will be disbursed based on progress 
toward agreed upon indicators.  

19.1. Are similar funding approaches being used by other (education or other) donors in [insert 
country]? 
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19.2. If yes, what are related benefits and challenges or drawbacks of these approaches for your 
government/ministry? What are benefits/drawbacks for the respective donors?  

20. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  
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Inter view Protocol :  C iv i l  Soc iet y LEG  Member   
If the civil society organization interviewed has received grant(s) from the CSEF, a number of 
additional questions apply.  

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn // bb aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits – including the one in relation to your country. As part 
of these site visits we consult with a variety of education stakeholders, in particular members of the 
LEG. Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated 
format in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed 
individuals. Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the evaluation or 
this interview?  

 
1. Please tell us a little bit about your organization’s mandate and foci.  

2. What is your current position, and since when have you held it?  

3. Since when has your organization/have you been involved in the LEG?  

NN aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   cc oo nn tt ee xx tt     

4. What are the three most important developments in the national context in the past four years 
(since 2010) that have either positively or negatively affected the education sector in [insert 
country]?  (e.g. political, economic – including overall and education specific development aid, 
social, cultural developments)  

5. Since 2010, what are the main achievements/improvements in the education sector of [insert 
country] overall (i.e. not limited to those supported by GPE) in terms of:  

5.1. Legal and strategic documents, plans, frameworks  

5.2. Capacity of and collaboration among key actors (please specify) 

5.3. Access to education 

5.4. Quality of education  

5.5. Other (e.g. girls’ education, teacher training/retaining teachers, etc.)  

6. What are remaining key bottlenecks in different education sub-sectors that require the most 
attention and improvement?  

7. In [insert country], has there been a change in the extent to which decision makers regard 
education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of the nation? What factors are 
influencing related views?  
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GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   (( CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   ll ee vv ee ll ))   

8. If/as applicable depending on GPE support in country: What effect has GPE support had on the 
speed and/or quality of 

8.1. Education sector plan development and appraisal? 

8.2. Education sector budget? 

8.3. Education program development? 

8.4. Education program implementation  

8.5. Education program monitoring? 

9. To what extent and how has GPE influenced the functioning of the Local Education Group (LEG) 
specifically in view of the following: (please give specific examples where possible) 

9.1. Frequency and quality of CSO contributions within the LEG?  

9.2. Coordination among education stakeholders?  

9.3. Alignment of aid (e.g. use of country systems, budget or sector support) 

9.4. Government ownership of education sector reform processes in alignment with global 
norms and standards? 

9.5. Other (please specify) 

10. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country level since 2010 or since the country joined the GPE? 

10.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from 
the DCP government, donors or international or national non-state sectors?  

10.2. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the amount of education financing for primary 
or basic education from the above sources? 

10.3. How has the GPE influenced how education financing has been allocated to sub-sectors i.e. 
basic education, secondary and post-secondary education?  

10.4. How has the GPE influenced how education financing has been allocated to specific 
education issues that align with the GPE strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected 
countries, girls education, literacy and numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access 
and inclusion?  

10.5. How has the GPE influenced adherence to Busan/ Paris aid agreements at a country level 
i.e. Busan aid agreement (ownership, partnership, results, transparency & responsibility)/ 
Paris (ownership, alignment, harmonisation, results, mutual accountability)? 

10.6. What factors other than the GPE have influenced education financing in this country? 

11. What contribution has the GPE made to the noted developments through:  

11.1. Its financial support (grants) 

11.2. Technical assistance from the Secretariat (please give examples) 

11.3. Technical assistance/leadership from Supervising/Managing entity (please give examples) 

11.4. Process or content-related norms or standards/benchmarks (please give examples) 

11.5. Other (please specify) 
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GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO pp ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss     

Overall/global 

12. Which individuals, organizations or unit do you experience as the ‘face’ of the GPE? Who do 
interact with, how, and how frequently?  

13. Are you aware of how the GPE is governed (e.g. Board composition)?  

13.1. If yes, do you have any interaction with the Board/Board members for your constituency? 
Please elaborate. 

In country 

14. How transparent and appropriate are the application and selection/approval mechanisms for 
GPE grants? Is the support available from the GPE (Secretariat/SE/ME) to navigate these 
processes appropriate in quantity and quality? 

15. Has the process of selecting and appointing the Supervising/Managing entity been transparent 
and appropriate?  

16. What have been strengths and weaknesses of the performance of [insert organization) as the 
GPE [coordinating, supervising, managing] entity? 22 

16.1. How involved/relied upon is the Supervising/Managing entity in addressing emerging 
challenges that may occur within the LEG and among the constituency? (I.e. financial 
issues, partner relations, conflict of interests?)  

GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

17. Are you aware of, and have you participated in or benefited from GPE activities and 

contributions at the regional or global level? If yes, please give examples.  

E.g. have you attended any events organized/funded by the GPE? Are you aware of, or have you 
contributed to any regional/global discussions on selected issues? Are there examples of relevant 
lessons learned in/from other countries that you have learned about through the GPE?  

18. At the global level, the GPE is aiming to support consensus building on a variety of issues, 
including on shared education metrics. Similarly, the GPE is working to collect and share 
relevant lessons learned, e.g. on education policy processes. How relevant and useful is this 
work for you/for stakeholders in your country? Specifically:  

18.1. Are there examples of GPE-supported/promoted lessons, norms or standards that have 
been applied in [insert country] and that have made a positive difference? 

18.2. Are there education issues on which it would be helpful to have global/regional 
consensus, norms/standards or at least lessons learned from other contexts, but for which 
these do not yet exist?  

                                                 

22
 Coordinating agency: Act as communication link between the GPE Secretariat and partners at the country 

level; Foster and furthering the relationship between DPG and national government, and promoting inclusion 
of NGOs in work of LEG; Lead, facilitate work of DPG; Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of funds for 
education sector plan implementation; Report on progress of ESP implementation. Managing and 
supervising entity: Support grant application processes; Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB; Carry 
out fiduciary responsibilities; Support and monitor program implementation and monitoring ; Reporting; 
Facilitate grant revisions 
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18.3. Are there issues that are so context-specific that, in your view, having global/regional 
norms, standards or lessons learned is not helpful?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

Link back to question on remaining bottlenecks/issues to be addressed in the country 

19. What could further enhance GPE relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency in your country?  
E.g. in relation to:  

19.1. Thematic areas for which GPE support is available 

19.2. Types and timing of support currently available from GPE?  

19.3. Administration (e.g. grant application and management)  

19.4. Role of Supervising/Managing entities  

19.5. Grant amounts available from GPE 

19.6. Types and amount of technical support available from GPE 

19.7. Additionality of financing 

19.8. GPE role/influence at the global level 

19.9. Other 

20. The new GPE funding model that will be introduced in 2015 places emphasis on results-based 
financing, i.e. a part of available grant amounts to countries will be disbursed based on progress 
toward agreed upon indicators.  

20.1. Are similar funding approaches being used by other (education or other) donors in [insert 
country]? 

20.2. If yes, what are related benefits and challenges or drawbacks of these approaches for your 
government/ministry? What are benefits/drawbacks for the respective donors?  

21. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  
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Inter view Protocol  CSEF  –  Nat ional  Educat ion  Coal i t ion  (NEC)   

BB aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including 
consultations with key stakeholders at the global level, such as yourself. This midterm evaluation of 
the GPE will not explore the CSEF to the same depth as will be the case in the separate evaluation 
planned for 2015. However, we want to make sure to gain a thorough understanding of key issues 
pertaining to the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of the work funded through 
the CSEF.  

Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated format 
in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed individuals.  

Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the evaluation or this 
interview?  
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II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn   

1. Please tell us a little bit about the National Education Coalition’s evolution, mandate and foci, 
and membership.  

2. What is your current position, and since when have you held it?  

3. Since when has your organization/have you been involved in the NEC?  

CC SS EE FF   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   

4. Why is it important that the CSEF exists? What does it add/provide that would not otherwise be 
available?  

5. What do you consider the CSEF’s main contributions to changes in your country as regards the 
following dimensions?  

5.1. the capacity of the NEC (please specify what types of capacity changes)  

5.2. Policy participation of NECs 

5.3. Public awareness and coalition building 

5.4. Quality research monitoring and analysis 

5.5. Cross country learning and networking 

5.6. Other (please specify) 

6. For each of these achievements, what has been the role of CSEF financial and technical 
support respectively? (Please specify who provided what types of technical support) 

6.1. What CSEF contributions at the global level are you aware of? (e.g. by 
informing/participating in global discussions/debates on education issues, or through 
position papers) 

7. What, if any, are challenges in ensuring that national level views and experiences influencing 
global debates on education? 

CC SS EE FF   GG oo vv ee rr nn aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt     

8. How transparent, effective and efficient are the criteria and processes for CSEF grant 
application and awarding?  

8.1. How transparent and effective is the Regional Funding Committee been?  

9. How effective is the Regional Secretariat? How frequently and in what ways do you interact 
with it? 

10. How effective is the Global CSEF Secretariat? How frequently and in what ways do you 
interact with it? 

11. What are strengths and weaknesses of the Regional CSEF Financial Management Agency?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

12. What is the current thinking within your coalition as regards the sustainability of funding for 
your work? What are related opportunities/challenges?  

12.1. What about ideas of establishing national CSEFs?  



V o l u m e  I I I  -  A p p e n d i c e s  

©  Universalia 
Results for Development 

88 
 

12.2. What are other funding sources for your NEC other than the CSEF? Has the funding 
amount or number of funding sources changed over the past four years?  

13. In your view, what would further enhance the relevance and effectiveness of the GPE in 
view of strengthening Civil Society contributions and participation at both country and global 
levels?  

13.1. Are there things that the GPE could, but is not yet (sufficiently) doing?  

13.2. Are there education stakeholders at global, regional or national levels that are not yet 
sufficiently represented on the GPE Board/within national LEGs?  

14. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  
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Inter view Protocol :  Donor/Development  Or ganizat ion LEG 
Member   

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn // bb aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits – including the one in relation to your country. As part 
of these site visits we consult with a variety of education stakeholders, in particular members of the 
LEG. Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated 
format in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed 
individuals. Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the evaluation or 
this interview?  

 
1. What is your current position, and since when have you held it? Since when have you been 

involved in the LEG? 

2. Please give us a brief overview over your agency’s/organization’s involvement in the education 

sector in [insert country] (e.g. sub-sectors of focus; types and amounts of education funding, 

other support) 

NN aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   cc oo nn tt ee xx tt     

3. What are the three most important developments in the national context in the past four years 
(since 2010) that have either positively or negatively affected the education sector in [insert 
country]?  (e.g. political, economic – including overall and education specific development aid, 
social, cultural developments)  

4. Since 2010, what are the main achievements/improvements in the education sector of [insert 
country] overall (i.e. not limited to those supported by GPE) in terms of:  

4.1. Legal and strategic documents, plans, frameworks  

4.2. Capacity of and collaboration among key actors (please specify) 

4.3. Access to education 

4.4. Quality of education  

4.5. Other (e.g. girls’ education, teacher training/retaining teachers, etc.)  

5. What are remaining key bottlenecks in different education sub-sectors that require the most 
attention and improvement?  
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GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   (( CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   ll ee vv ee ll ))   

6. If/as applicable depending on GPE support in country: What effect has GPE support had on the 
speed and/or quality of 

6.1. Education sector plan development and appraisal? 

6.2. Education sector budget? 

6.3. Education program development? 

6.4. Education program implementation 

6.5. Education program monitoring? 

7. To what extent and how has GPE influenced the functioning of the Local Education Group (LEG) 
specifically in view of the following: (please give specific examples where possible) 

7.1. Frequency and quality of CSO contributions within the LEG?  

7.2. Coordination among education stakeholders?  

7.3. Alignment of aid (e.g. use of country systems, budget or sector support) 

7.4. Government ownership of education sector reform processes in alignment with global 
norms and standards? 

7.5. Other 

8. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country level since 2010 or since the country joined the GPE? 

8.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from 
the DCP government, donors (including specifically your organization) or the international 
or national non-state sectors? Please consider increases, decreases, substitutions, 
diversions to/ from other sectors and GPE and non-GPE funding. 

8.2. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the amount of education financing for primary 
or basic education from the DCP government, donors (including specifically your 
organization) or the international or national non-state sectors?  

8.3. How has the GPE influenced how education financing (including specifically from your 
organization) has been allocated to sub-sectors i.e. basic education, secondary and post-
secondary education?  

8.4. How has the GPE influenced how education financing (including specifically from your 
organization) has been allocated to specific education issues that align with the GPE 
strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected countries, girls education, literacy and 
numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access and inclusion? 

8.5. How has the GPE influenced predictability and sustainability of education financing, as 
well as adherence to Busan/ Paris aid agreements at a country level i.e. Busan aid 
agreement (ownership, partnership, results, transparency & responsibility)/ Paris 
(ownership, alignment, harmonisation, results, mutual accountability)? 

8.6. Outside of your role as CE/SE/ME, has the GPE influenced the way your organisation 
provides technical or financial support to this country and if so how? 

9. What factors other than the GPE have influenced education financing in this country? 
What contribution has the GPE made to the noted positive developments through:  

9.1. Its financial support (grants) 
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9.2. Technical assistance from the Secretariat (please give examples) 

9.3. Technical assistance/leadership from Supervising/Managing entity (please give examples) 

9.4. Process or content-related norms or standards/benchmarks (please give examples) 

9.5. Other (please specify) 

GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO pp ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss     

Overall/global 

10. Which individuals, organizations or unit do you experience as the ‘face’ of the GPE? Who do 
interact with, how, and how frequently?  

11. Are you aware of how the GPE is governed (e.g. Board composition)?  

11.1. If yes, do you have any direct or indirect interaction (e.g. via your organization’s 
headquarters) with the Board/Board members for your constituency? How do you learn 
about relevant Board decisions? Are there ways for you to provide input to positions put 
forward by your constituency’s Board member?  

In country 

12. How transparent and appropriate are the application and selection/approval mechanisms for 
GPE grants? Is the support available from the GPE (Secretariat/SE/ME) to navigate these 
processes appropriate in quantity and quality?  

13. Has the process of selecting and appointing the Supervising/Managing entity been transparent 
and appropriate?  

14. What have been strengths and weaknesses of the performance of [insert organization) as the 
GPE [coordinating, supervising, managing] entity? 23 

14.1. How involved/relied upon is the Supervising/Managing entity in addressing emerging 
challenges that may occur within the LEG and among the constituency? (I.e. financial 
issues, partner relations, conflict of interests?)  

GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

15. In [insert country], has there been a change in the extent to which decision makers regard 
education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of the nation? What factors are 
influencing related views?  

16. Are you aware of, and have you participated in or benefited from GPE activities and 

contributions at the regional or global level? If yes, please give examples.  

                                                 

23
 Coordinating agency: Act as communication link between the GPE Secretariat and partners at the country 

level; Foster and furthering the relationship between DPG and national government, and promoting inclusion 
of NGOs in work of LEG; Lead, facilitate work of DPG; Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of funds for 
education sector plan implementation; Report on progress of ESP implementation. Managing and 
supervising entity: Support grant application processes; Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB; Carry 
out fiduciary responsibilities; Support and monitor program implementation and monitoring ; Reporting; 
Facilitate grant revisions 
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E.g. have you attended any events organized/funded by the GPE? Are you aware of, or have you 
contributed to any regional/global discussions on selected issues? Are there examples of relevant 
lessons learned in/from other countries that you have learned about through the GPE?  

17. At the global level, the GPE is aiming to support consensus building on a variety of issues, 
including on shared education metrics. Similarly, the GPE is working to collect and share 
relevant lessons learned, e.g. on education policy processes. How relevant and useful is this 
work for you/for stakeholders in your country? Specifically:  

17.1. Are there examples of GPE-supported/promoted lessons, norms or standards that have 
been applied in [insert country] and that have made a positive difference? 

17.2. Are there education issues on which it would be helpful to have global/regional 
consensus, norms/standards or at least lessons learned from other contexts, but for which 
these do not yet exist?  

17.3. Are there issues that are so context-specific that, in your view, having global/regional 
norms, standards or lessons learned is not helpful?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

Link back to question on remaining bottlenecks/issues to be addressed in the country 

18. What could further enhance GPE relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency in your country?  
E.g. in relation to:  

18.1. Thematic areas for which GPE support is available 

18.2. Types and timing of support currently available from GPE?  

18.3. Administration (e.g. grant application and management)  

18.4. Role of Supervising/Managing entities  

18.5. Grant amounts available from GPE 

18.6. Types and amount of technical support available from GPE 

18.7. Additionality of financing 

18.8. GPE role/influence at the global level 

18.9. Other 

19. The new GPE funding model that will be introduced in 2015 places emphasis on results-based 
financing, i.e. a part of available grant amounts to countries will be disbursed based on progress 
toward agreed upon indicators.  

19.1. In this country, is your agency/organization involved in other projects, programs or 
partnerships that use a similar funding approach? (Be it in the education or another 
sector).  

19.2. If yes, what are related benefits and challenges or drawbacks of these approaches for your 
agency/organization? What are benefits/drawbacks for the national government?  

20. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.   
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Inter view Protocol :  LEG  Member  (e .g.  pr ivate  sector ,  teacher  
or ganizat ions )  

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn // bb aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits – including the one in relation to your country. As part 
of these site visits we consult with a variety of education stakeholders, in particular members of the 
LEG. Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated 
format in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed 
individuals. Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the evaluation or 
this interview?  

 
1. Please tell us a little bit about your organization’s mandate and foci.  

2. What is your current position, and since when have you held it?  

3. Since when has your organization/have you been involved in the LEG?  

NN aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   cc oo nn tt ee xx tt     

4. What are the three most important developments in the national context in the past four years 
(since 2010) that have either positively or negatively affected the education sector in [insert 
country]?  (e.g. political, economic – including overall and education specific development aid, 
social, cultural developments)  

5. Since 2010, what are the main achievements/improvements in the education sector of [insert 
country] overall (i.e. not limited to those supported by GPE) in terms of:  

5.1. Legal and strategic documents, plans, frameworks  

5.2. Capacity of and collaboration among key actors (with focus on the role played by civil 
society organizations, the private sector, and other non-governmental stakeholders) 

5.3. Access to education 

5.4. Quality of education  

5.5. Other (e.g. girls’ education, teacher training/retaining teachers, etc.)  

6. What are remaining key bottlenecks in different education sub-sectors that require the most 
attention and improvement?  

7. In [insert country], has there been a change in the extent to which decision makers regard 
education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of the nation? What factors are 
influencing related views?  
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GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   (( CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   ll ee vv ee ll ))   

8. If/as applicable depending on GPE support in country: What effect has GPE support had on the 
speed and/or quality of 

8.1. Education sector plan development and appraisal? 

8.2. Education program development? 

8.3. Education program implementation 

8.4. Education program monitoring? 

9. To what extent and how has GPE influenced the functioning of the Local Education Group (LEG) 
specifically in view of the following: (please give specific examples where possible) 

9.1. Frequency and quality of CSO/NGO contributions within the LEG (including from your 
organization/constituency)?  

9.2. Coordination among education stakeholders?  

9.3. Alignment of aid (e.g. use of country systems, budget or sector support) 

9.4. Government ownership of education sector reform processes in alignment with global 
norms and standards? 

9.5. Other (please specify) 

10. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country level since 2010? 

10.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from 
the DCP government, donors or international or national non-state sectors?  

10.2. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the amount of education financing for primary 
or basic education from the above sources? 

10.3. How has the GPE influenced how education financing has been allocated to sub-sectors i.e. 
basic education, secondary and post-secondary education?  

10.4. How has the GPE influenced how education financing has been allocated to specific 
education issues that align with the GPE strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected 
countries, girls education, literacy and numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access 
and inclusion?  

10.5. How has the GPE influenced adherence to Busan/ Paris aid agreements at a country level 
i.e. Busan aid agreement (ownership, partnership, results, transparency & responsibility)/ 
Paris (ownership, alignment, harmonisation, results, mutual accountability)? 

10.6. What factors other than the GPE have influenced education financing in this country? 
 

11. What contribution has the GPE made to the noted developments through:  

11.1. Its financial support (grants) 

11.2. Technical assistance from the Secretariat (please give examples) 

11.3. Technical assistance/leadership from Supervising/Managing entity (please give examples) 

11.4. Process or content-related norms or standards/benchmarks (please give examples) 

11.5. Other (please specify) 
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GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO pp ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss     

Overall/global 

12. Which individuals, organizations or unit do you experience as the ‘face’ of the GPE? Who do 
interact with, how, and how frequently?  

13. Are you aware of how the GPE is governed (e.g. Board composition)?  

13.1. If yes, do you have any interaction with the Board/Board members for your constituency? 
Please elaborate. 

In country 

14. How transparent and appropriate are the application and selection/approval mechanisms for 
GPE grants? Is the support available from the GPE (Secretariat/CE/SE/ME) to navigate these 
processes appropriate in quantity and quality? 

15. Has the process of selecting and appointing the Supervising/Managing entity been transparent 
and appropriate?  

16. What have been strengths and weaknesses of the performance of [insert organization) as the 
GPE [coordinating, supervising, managing] entity? 24 

16.1. How involved/relied upon is the Supervising/Managing entity in addressing emerging 
challenges that may occur within the LEG and among the constituency? (I.e. financial 
issues, partner relations, conflict of interests?)  

GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

17. Are you aware of, and have you participated in or benefited from GPE activities and 
contributions at the regional or global level? If yes, please give examples,  e.g. have you attended 
any events organized/funded by the GPE? Are you aware of, or have you contributed to any 
regional/global discussions on selected issues? Are there examples of relevant lessons learned 
in/from other countries that you have learned about through the GPE?  

18. At the global level, the GPE is aiming to support consensus building on a variety of issues, 
including on shared education metrics. Similarly, the GPE is working to collect and share 
relevant lessons learned, e.g. on education policy processes. How relevant and useful is this 
work for you/for stakeholders in your country? Specifically:  

18.1. Are there examples of GPE-supported/promoted lessons, norms or standards that have 
been applied in [insert country] and that have made a positive difference? 

18.2. Are there education issues on which it would be helpful to have global/regional 
consensus, norms/standards or at least lessons learned from other contexts, but for which 
these do not yet exist?  

                                                 

24
 Coordinating agency: Act as communication link between the GPE Secretariat and partners at the country 

level; Foster and furthering the relationship between DPG and national government, and promoting inclusion 
of NGOs in work of LEG; Lead, facilitate work of DPG; Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of funds for 
education sector plan implementation; Report on progress of ESP implementation. Managing and 
supervising entity: Support grant application processes; Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB; Carry 
out fiduciary responsibilities; Support and monitor program implementation and monitoring ; Reporting; 
Facilitate grant revisions 
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18.3. Are there issues that are so context-specific that, in your view, having global/regional 
norms, standards or lessons learned is not helpful?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

Link back to question on remaining bottlenecks/issues to be addressed in the country 

19. What could further enhance GPE relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency in your country?  
E.g. in relation to:  

19.1. Thematic areas for which GPE support is available 

19.2. Types and timing of support currently available from GPE  

19.3. Administration (e.g. grant application and management)  

19.4. Role of Supervising/Managing entities  

19.5. Grant amounts available from GPE 

19.6. Types and amount of technical support available from GPE 

19.7. Additionality of education financing 

19.8. GPE role/influence at the global level 

19.9. Other 

20. The new GPE funding model that will be introduced in 2015 places emphasis on results-based 
financing, i.e. a part of available grant amounts to countries will be disbursed based on progress 
toward agreed upon indicators.  

20.1. Are similar funding approaches being used by other (education or other) donors in [insert 
country]? 

20.2. If yes, what are related benefits and challenges or drawbacks of these approaches for the 
government? For rights holders/beneficiaries in communities? For the respective donors?  

21. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  

 

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  
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Inter view Protocol :  Coordinat ing,  Super vis ing,  Managing  
Ent i t ies   

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn // bb aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits – including the one in relation to your country. As part 
of these site visits we consult with a variety of education stakeholders, including Coordinating, 
Supervising and Managing Entities, as well as other LEG members. Please note that all interviews 
are confidential, i.e. we only use information in aggregated format in our report, and make sure 
that direct quotes cannot be traced back to interviewed individuals. Before we begin, do you have 
any questions or concerns about the evaluation or this interview?  

 
1. What is your current position, and since when have you held it? Since when have you been 

involved with the GPE/in your organization’s role as CE/SE/ME? 

2. Please give us a brief overview over your agency’s/organization’s involvement in the education 

sector in [insert country] (e.g. sub-sectors of focus; types and amounts of education funding, 

other support) 

2.1. For non-WB: Please briefly describe the process and considerations that led to your 
organization being appointed the CE/SE/ME for the GPE in this country.  

NN aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   cc oo nn tt ee xx tt     

3. What are the three most important developments in the national context in the past four years 
(since 2010) that have either positively or negatively affected the education sector in [insert 
country]?  (e.g. political, economic – including overall and education specific development aid, 
social, cultural developments)  

4. Since 2010, what are the main achievements/improvements in the education sector of [insert 
country] overall (i.e. not limited to those supported by GPE) in terms of:  

4.1. Legal and strategic documents, plans, frameworks  

4.2. Capacity of and collaboration among key actors (please specify) 

4.3. Access to education 

4.4. Quality of education  

4.5. Other (e.g. girls’ education, teacher training/retaining teachers, etc.)  

5. What are remaining key bottlenecks in different education sub-sectors that require the most 
attention and improvement?  
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6. In [insert country], has there been a change in the extent to which decision makers regard 
education as a key strategy for the health, wealth and stability of the nation? What factors are 
influencing related views?  

GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   (( CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   ll ee vv ee ll ))   

7. If/as applicable depending on GPE support in country: What effect has GPE support had on the 
speed and/or quality of 

7.1. Education sector plan development and appraisal? 

7.2. Education sector budget? 

7.3. Education program development? 

7.4. Education program implementation  

7.5. Education program monitoring? 

8. To what extent and how has GPE influenced the functioning of the Local Education Group (LEG) 
specifically in view of the following: (please give specific examples where possible) 

8.1. Frequency and quality of CSO contributions within the LEG?  

8.2. Coordination among education stakeholders?  

8.3. Alignment of aid (e.g. use of country systems, budget or sector support) 

8.4. Government ownership of education sector reform processes in alignment with global 
norms and standards? 

8.5. Other (please specify) 

9. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources (national and 
international) for education at the country level since 2010 or since [insert country] joined the 
GPE? 

9.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from 
the DCP government, donors or the international or national non-state sectors (including 
specifically your organization)? Please consider increases, decreases, substitutions, 
diversions to/ from other sectors and GPE and non-GPE funding. 

9.2. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the amount of education financing for primary 
or basic education from the DCP government, donors or the international or national non-
state sectors (including specifically your organization)?  

9.3. How has the GPE influenced how education financing (including specifically from your 
organization) has been allocated to sub-sectors i.e. basic education, secondary and post-
secondary education? 

9.4. How has the GPE influenced how education financing (including specifically from your 
organization) has been allocated to specific education issues that align with the GPE 
strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected countries, girls education, literacy and 
numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access and inclusion? 

9.5. How has the GPE influenced predictability and sustainability of education financing, as 
well as adherence to Busan/ Paris aid agreements at a country level i.e. Busan aid 
agreement (ownership, partnership, results, transparency & responsibility)/ Paris 
(ownership, alignment, harmonisation, results, mutual accountability)? 
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9.6. Outside of your role as CE/SE/ME, has the GPE influenced the way your organisation 
provides technical or financial support to this country and if so how? 

9.7. What factors other than the GPE have influenced education financing in this country? 

10. What contribution has the GPE made to the noted developments through:  

10.1. Its financial support (grants) 

10.2. Technical assistance from the Secretariat (please give examples) 

10.3. Technical assistance/leadership from Supervising/Managing entity (please give examples) 

10.4. Process or content-related norms or standards/benchmarks (please give examples) 

10.5. Other (please specify) 

GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO pp ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss     

11. What is the nature and frequency of your interactions with the GPE Secretariat?  

12. How appropriate (i.e. clear, useful) are existing guidance materials on country level processes 
and the role and responsibilities of the SE/ME that are currently available from the GPE?  

13. How transparent and appropriate are the application and selection/approval mechanisms for 
GPE grants? Is the support available from the GPE (Secretariat/CE/SE/ME) to navigate these 
processes appropriate in quantity and quality?  

14. How do you rate your own organization’s performance as a CE/SE/ME to date? What have been 
strengths and weaknesses? 25  

14.1. What have been supporting and hindering factors influencing your organization’s 
performance?  

14.2. How involved/relied upon is your organization in addressing emerging challenges that 
may occur within the LEG, e.g. related to financial issues, partner relations, conflict of 
interest? 

GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

15. Are you aware of, and have you participated in or benefited from GPE activities and 
contributions at the regional or global level? If yes, please give examples,  e.g. have you attended 
any events organized/funded by the GPE? Are you aware of, or have you contributed to any 
regional/global discussions on selected issues? Are there examples of relevant lessons learned 
in/from other countries that you have learned about through the GPE?  

16. At the global level, the GPE is aiming to support consensus building on a variety of issues, 
including on shared education metrics. Similarly, the GPE is working to collect and share 

                                                 

25
 Coordinating agency: Act as communication link between the GPE Secretariat and partners at the country 

level; Foster and furthering the relationship between DPG and national government, and promoting inclusion 
of NGOs in work of LEG; Lead, facilitate work of DPG; Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of funds for 
education sector plan implementation; Report on progress of ESP implementation. Managing and 
supervising entity: Support grant application processes; Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB; Carry 
out fiduciary responsibilities; Support and monitor program implementation and monitoring ; Reporting; 
Facilitate grant revisions 
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relevant lessons learned, e.g. on education policy processes. How relevant and useful is this 
work for you/for stakeholders in your country? Specifically:  

16.1. Are there examples of GPE-supported/promoted lessons, norms or standards that have 
been applied in [insert country] and that have made a positive difference? 

16.2. Are there education issues on which it would be helpful to have global/regional 
consensus, norms/standards or at least lessons learned from other contexts, but for which 
these do not yet exist?  

16.3. Are there issues that are so context-specific that, in your view, having global/regional 
norms, standards or lessons learned is not helpful?  

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

Link back to question on remaining bottlenecks/issues to be addressed in the country 

17. What could further enhance the performance of your (or another) organization in its role as 
Supervising/Managing entity?  

18. What could further enhance GPE relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency in this country?  
E.g. in relation to:  

18.1. Thematic areas for which GPE support is available 

18.2. Types and timing of support currently available from GPE?  

18.3. Administration (e.g. grant application and management)  

18.4. Grant amounts available from GPE 

18.5. Types and amount of technical support available from GPE 

18.6. Additionality of education financing 

18.7. GPE role/influence at the global level 

18.8. Other (please specify) 

19. The new GPE funding model that will be introduced in 2015 places emphasis on results-based 
financing, i.e. a part of available grant amounts to countries will be disbursed based on progress 
toward agreed upon indicators.  

19.1. What benefits do you expect from this new funding model from the perspective of GPE 
donors? From the perspective of the national government? From the perspective of other 
education stakeholders?  

19.2. What challenges or drawbacks do you expect from the perspective of donors, of the 
national government, of other stakeholders?  

20. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 

the context of this evaluation. 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   11 11 ..   II nn tt ee rr vv ii ee ww   PP rr oo tt oo cc oo ll ss   ff oo rr   
GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   

Inter view Protocol  G PE  Board  Members/Alternate  Board  
Member s  

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: As part of the evaluation we conduct various types of data collection, including eight 
in-country and ten virtual country site visits, as well as telephone interviews with GPE Board 
Members and other global thought leaders. Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we 
only use information in aggregated format in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot 
be traced back to interviewed individuals. Before we begin, do you have any questions or 
concerns about the evaluation or this interview?  

 

1. Since when have you been a (alternate) Board member?  

1.1. How were you selected/appointed?  

1.2. How many Board meetings, approximately, have you attended in person/remotely?  

GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss   

2. Why is it important that the GPE exists? What does it offer that is unique?  

3. According to your constituency, what do consider GPE’s main achievements since 2010 (or 
since you became a Board member)?   

3.1. In your country (for DCP Board Members)/ A the country level (for developed country BM) 

3.2. In your (sub)region? /At the regional level? 

3.3. At the global level?  

GG PP EE   GG oo vv ee rr nn aa nn cc ee     

4. In your constituency, what has worked well/less well as regards  

4.1. Selecting (alternate) Board members? 

4.2. Selecting/identifying constituency members? 

4.3. Consulting/communicating with constituency members? 
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4.4. Arriving at constituency positions to present to the Board? 

5. To what extent do the current GPE Board structure and processes facilitate equal 
representation and participation of all constituencies?  

6. To what extent is the current Board structure and performance contributing to fostering 
national ownership for GPE principles and results? Are there differences between the home 
countries of current Board members and other countries in the constituency? 

7. Overall, how effective is the Board in carrying out its responsibilities? What factors influence 
stronger/weaker Board performance in different areas? 

7.1. Strategy and Policy 

7.2. Resource mobilization  

7.3. Grants and Performance (including transparency)  

7.4. Governance and Financial Oversight and Risk Management 

7.5. Global Leadership, Advocacy and Convener for Education 

7.6. Other (please add other issues you find relevant) 

8. How effective are the existing Board Committees play in enhancing the speed and/or quality 
of Board decision making?  Are the composition and thematic foci of existing committees 
appropriate? Are their respective roles clear? (If applicable, please comment based on your 
participation/role in one or more committees.) 

8.1. The Coordinating Committee 

8.2. The Country Grants and Performance Committee  

8.3. The Governance, Ethics, Risk and Finance Committee 

8.4. The Strategy and Policy Committee  

9. In what ways does the Board Chair contribute to effective and efficient Board functioning? To 
representing GPE at the global level?    

10. To what extent and how are GPE partners being held accountable to GPE principles and their 
related commitments? How does the Board monitor these commitments?  

11. To what extent has the GPE program become more independent from the World Bank?  

11.1. What are the effects of rebranding the partnership into GPE? 

11.2. What are the effects of appointing a Secretariat CEO/CTO? 

11.3. What are the effects of expanding the types of organizations that can act as 
supervising/managing entities?  

12. What other organizations, partnerships, or initiatives do you consider to be relevant models for 
the GPE in terms of their governance, programming, or management? Why?   

GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO rr gg aa nn ii zz aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   AA rr rr aa nn gg ee mm ee nn tt ss   

13. Are the respective roles and responsibilities of the GPE Board and Secretariat clear and 
appropriate?  

14. How effective is the GPE Secretariat in carrying out its roles and responsibilities in view of  

14.1. supporting the GPE Board  
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14.2. carrying out tasks as outlined by the Board (including resource mobilization) 

14.3. monitoring and reporting on country level implementation and progress 

14.4. monitoring and reporting on internal GPE performance  

14.5. Other 

15. What are key factors positively or negatively affecting Secretariat performance? (e.g. 
number/profiles of staff, roles and responsibilities, clarity of mandate, financial resources) 

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

16. What mid-term corrective actions might be helpful to improve GPE relevance, effectiveness, or 
efficiency?  E.g. in relation to:  

16.1. GPE governance (i.e. the structures, functions, processes, and organizational traditions 
that have been put in place to ensure that the GPE is run in such a way that it achieves its 
objectives in an effective and transparent manner.)  

16.2. GPE management (i.e. the day-to-day operation of the GPE; its strategies, policies, 
processes, and procedures that have been established by the Board).26 

16.3. the GPE partnership model at global and/or country level 

16.4. resource mobilization ( funding levels and sources; whether funding channelled through 
the GPE is truly additional or not) 

16.5. strategic priorities (at global, at country levels) 

16.6. Other  

17. What are current contextual developments (in the education sector; in the broader 
development aid context) that are likely to influence GPE’s future?  

18. Who do you consider to be other key actors (at global, regional, country level) working on 
and/or influencing the education sector, that GPE should continue to partner with? What are 
actors that GPE is not yet, but should be partnering with? Why?  

19. Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in 
the context of this evaluation.  
 

Thank you very much for your collaboration.  

  

                                                 
26 Whereas governance is concerned with “doing the right thing,” management is concerned with “doing 
things right”. 
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Inter view Protocol :  G loba l  Stakeholders  

II nn tt rr oo dd uu cc tt ii oo nn // bb aa cc kk gg rr oo uu nn dd   

Evaluation Background and Purpose: In March 2014 the GPE Board requested that an external 
evaluation be conducted of the GPE. A consortium of Universalia Management Group (based in 
Montreal) and Results for Development (DC) was contracted to conduct the evaluation. The 
purpose of the evaluation is twofold: First, to ‘look back’ and assess whether the changes made in 
the GPE since 2010 have contributed to the achievement of its mandate, with particular 
consideration given to the partnership’s relevance, efficiency and  effectiveness. Second, to provide 
forward-looking recommendations to inform the development of the next GPE strategic plan, as 
well as an envisaged GPE impact study.  

This interview: Please note that all interviews are confidential, i.e. we only use information in 
aggregated format in our report, and make sure that direct quotes cannot be traced back to 
interviewed individuals. Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns about the 
evaluation or this interview?  

GG PP EE   RR ee ll ee vv aa nn cc ee   aa nn dd   EE ff ff ee cc tt ii vv ee nn ee ss ss     

1. What effect has GPE support had on the speed and/or quality of country policy and planning 
(e.g.  priority setting, sector plan development and appraisal, sector budgeting)? 

2. What effect has GPE support had on the implementation of education sector plans and policies? 

3. What effect or additionality has the GPE had on the flow of resources for education since 2010?  

3.1. How has the GPE influenced any changes to the total amount of education financing from, 
donors? Please consider increases, decreases, substitutions, diversions to/ from other 
sectors and GPE and non-GPE funding. 

3.2. How has the GPE influenced how education financing been allocated to specific education 
issues that align with the GPE strategic objectives i.e. fragile and conflict affected countries, 
girls education, literacy and numeracy, teacher effectiveness, learning, access and 
inclusion? 

GG PP EE   BB oo aa rr dd     

4. To what extent did the GPE Board structure and processes facilitate equal representation and 
participation of all constituencies? 

5. What were the impacts of the Board reforms (e.g. increased representation of DCPs in Board 
Committees, creation of new Board sub-committees) in increasing the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the Board? 

6. In your view what  worked well/less well with regards to:  

6.1. Selecting (alternate) Board members? 

6.2. Selecting/identifying constituency members? 

6.3. Communication within constituencies? 

7. How effective were the Board Committees play in enhancing the speed and/or quality of 
Board decision making?  Were the composition and thematic foci of existing committees 
appropriate? Were their respective roles clear?  
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7.1. The Coordinating Committee 

7.2. The Country Grants and Performance Committee  

7.3. The Governance, Ethics, Risk and Finance Committee 

7.4. The Strategy and Policy Committee  

8. In what ways should the Board Chair contribute to effective and efficient Board functioning? 
To representing GPE at the global level?    

9. To what extent and were GPE partners held accountable to GPE principles and their related 
commitments? How does the Board monitor these commitments? 

10. Overall, how effective was the Board in carrying out its responsibilities? What factors 
influenced stronger/weaker Board performance in different areas? 

10.1. Strategy and Policy 

10.2. Resource mobilization  

10.3. Grants and Performance (including transparency)  

10.4. Governance and Financial Oversight and Risk Management 

10.5. Global Leadership, Advocacy and Convener for Education 

11. Other (please add other issues you find relevant  

GG PP EE   MM aa nn aa gg ee mm ee nn tt   aa nn dd   OO rr gg aa nn ii zz aa tt ii oo nn aa ll   AA rr rr aa nn gg ee mm ee nn tt ss   

12. To what extent has the GPE program become more independent from the World Bank?  

12.1. What were the effects of rebranding the partnership into GPE? 

12.2. What were the effects of appointing a Secretariat CEO/CTO? 

12.3. What were the effects of expanding the types of organizations that can act as 
supervising/managing entities?  

13. To what extent does the current governance structure contribute to high or low transaction 

costs?  

14. Are the respective roles and responsibilities of the GPE Board and Secretariat clear and 
appropriate?  

15. How effective is the GPE Secretariat in carrying out its roles and responsibilities in view of  

15.1. supporting the GPE Board  

15.2. carrying out tasks as outlined by the Board (including resource mobilization) 

15.3. monitoring and reporting on country level implementation and progress 

15.4. monitoring and reporting on internal GPE performance  

15.5. Other 

16. What are key factors positively or negatively affecting Secretariat performance? (e.g. 
number/profiles of staff, roles and responsibilities, clarity of mandate, financial resources) 

17. What other organizations, partnerships, or initiatives do you consider to be relevant models for 
the GPE in terms of their governance, programming, or management? Why?   
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GG PP EE   RR ee gg ii oo nn aa ll // GG ll oo bb aa ll   LL ee vv ee ll   CC oo nn tt rr ii bb uu tt ii oo nn ss     

18. To what extent should GPE use its resources to support the production of global public goods 
(i.e. research on new knowledge and evidence-based best practices) versus using them to 
support country-specific improvements? 

19. What role, if any, has GPE played in influencing the global education agenda (e.g. on post-2015 
goals)?  What role should GPE play going forward? 

FF oo rr ww aa rr dd   ll oo oo kk ii nn gg   cc oo nn ss ii dd ee rr aa tt ii oo nn ss   

20. What mid-term corrective actions might be helpful to improve GPE relevance, effectiveness, or 
efficiency?  E.g. in relation to:  

20.1. GPE governance (i.e. the structures, functions, processes, and organizational traditions 
that have been put in place to ensure that the GPE is run in such a way that it achieves its 
objectives in an effective and transparent manner.)  

20.2. GPE management (i.e. the day-to-day operation of the GPE; its strategies, policies, 
processes, and procedures that have been established by the Board).27 

20.3. the GPE partnership model at global and/or country level 

20.4. resource mobilization ( funding levels and sources; whether funding channelled through 
the GPE is truly additional or not) 

20.5. strategic priorities (at global, at country levels) 

20.6. Other  

21. Should GPE play a proactive role in bringing non-DAC donors into the partnership? 

22. Do you think that GPE should have a role in producing global public goods? Or should its focus 
be exclusively on country-level activities? 

22.1. What is your view on the success/deficiencies of the GRA program? 

23. What are current contextual developments (in the education sector; in the broader 
development aid context) that are likely to influence GPE’s future?  

24. Who do you consider to be other key actors (at global, regional, country level) working on 
and/or influencing the education sector, that GPE should continue to partner with? What are 
actors that GPE is not yet, but should be partnering with? Why?  

Please share any other observations, questions or suggestions that you feel might be relevant in the 
context of this evaluation 

 

Thank you very much for your collaboration. 

 

 

                                                 
27 Whereas governance is concerned with “doing the right thing,” management is concerned with “doing 
things right”. 
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AA pp pp ee nn dd ii xx   11 22 ..   CC oo uu nn tt rr yy   FF ii ee ll dd   MM ii ss ss ii oo nn   EE vv aa ll uu aa tt ii oo nn   FF rr aa mm ee ww oo rr kk   

T e m p l a t e  t o  c a p t u r e  k e y  i n f o r m a t i o n  d e r i v i n g  f r o m  i n t e r v i e w s  d u r i n g  V i r t u a l / I n - C o u n t r y  S i t e  V i s i t s  
 

Evaluation question Country level sub-questions  Information/views provided by interviewees 

Context   

1. What are the key 
developments in the 
country’s political, social, and 
economical (including 
donor) contexts since 2010 
that are relevant for the 
education sector?  

1.1. What developments are positively influencing 
the enabling environment for education? How?  

1.2. What developments are negatively influencing 
the enabling environment? How?  

 

2. What is the country’s history 
within the GPE?    

2.1. If applicable, what types of support has the 
country received through the FTI before 2010?  

2.2. Since 2010, what has been the nature of the 
country’s involvement with the GPE/types of 
support received through the GPE?   

 Has the country applied for, received approval 
for, or implemented one or more GPE grants? If 
yes, what types of grants? 

 What types of technical assistance has the 
country received from GPE, and how?  

 

GPE relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency at the country level 

Overarching question: To what extent have organizational changes within the GPE since 2010 contributed to improvements in country capacity to 
formulate, implement and monitor education sector policies? 

3. Since 2010, what evidence 
exists of positive changes to 
national capacity to 
formulate, implement and 
monitor education sector 
policies?  

3.1. Are education sector plans, joint sector reviews 
and other related processes becoming more 
relevant and participatory, of higher quality or 
more transparent? If so, how? 

3.2. How are the quantity and quality of country 
efforts made to monitor and report upon 
education program implementation improving? 
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4. How relevant and effective is 
GPE’s financial assistance 
(grants) in view of 
strengthening national 
capacity?  

4.1. To what extent are processes/outputs that are 
facilitated through GPE grants aligned with 
existing national priorities and plans? 

4.2. How aligned are the GPE’s available resources 
and the country’s basic education needs and 
priorities?  

4.3. Has the amount of indicatively allocated GPE 
financial resources influenced the country’s 
planning for basic education? 

 

5. How relevant and effective is 
GPE supported technical 
support in view of 
strengthening national 
capacity?  

5.1. How relevant is GPE-supported technical 
support (through ME/SE or Secretariat) in view 
of existing national capacity, needs and 
priorities?  

5.2. What effect is GPE technical support having on 
the speed and quality of processes and/or on 
resulting outputs in relation to (as applicable):  

5.3. Education sector plan development and 
appraisal 

5.4. Education program development 

5.5. Education program implementation and 
monitoring  

5.6. During the period under review, has the 
country received more/different types of 
technical support from GPE than before 2010? 
If yes, with what effects? 

 

6. How are GPE partnership 
and coordination activities at 
the country level affecting 
the development, 
implementation, or 
monitoring of education 
sector policies? 

6.1. To what extent and how is GPE support for 
LEGs affecting LEG functioning and 
contributions?  

6.2. To what extent is GPE support (through CSEF or 
other) ensuring/improving CSO participation 
and contributions? 

6.3. To what extent is GPE support 
ensuring/improving Donor coordination and 
alignment of aid? 

 

Note: GPE Country Support Team defines ‘effective 
LEGs’ using the following dimensions:  

 Ownership (Government leadership over 
sector processes and priorities) 

 Membership (inclusiveness and engagement, 
development partners with technical capacities 

 Efficiency (common agenda, clear division of 
labour) 
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6.4. To what extent is GPE support affecting other 
principles of aid effectiveness, including 
country ownership?  

 Focus (strategic focus on Education Sector 
Plans, Transparency and accountability  

7. What effects (or 
additionality) is GPE having 
on flows of funding for 
education in this country? 

7.1. What influence has the GPE had on changes 
(including substitution) to the amount of basic 
and total education funding from domestic and 
international sources (national government, 
bilaterals, multi-laterals, private sector and civil 
society) through and outside the GPE? 

7.2. What influence has the GPE had on where the 
GPE and non-GPE funding has been allocated 
and spent in terms of sub-sector and education 
issue?  

7.3. To what extent has the GPE influenced 
adherence to principles of aid effectiveness and 
the duration, predictability and sustainability of 
financial resources? 

 

8. What factors other than GPE 
support are influencing 
country capacity to 
formulate, implement and 
monitor education sector 
policies? 

8.1. What other factors are positively influencing 
changes in national capacity during the period 
under review?  

8.2. What other factors are negatively influencing 
this capacity?  

 

GPE Management and Operations (country level) 

9. To what extent do changes to 
the scope and configuration 
of GPE activities have 
implications for this country? 

9.1. In this country, what are implications of the fact 
that GPE focuses on some, but not all EFA goals, 
and specific sub-sectors/issues?  

9.2. What are implications of decisions on when and 
why GPE provides technical and/or financial 
support? 

9.3. What are implications of the decision to 
broaden GPE’s reach/eligibility to include 
fragile and conflict affected states? 
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 9.4. If the country has previously received funding 
through the Catalytic Fund, how, if at all, is it 
affected by the phasing out of this 
Fund/establishing a single fund with three 
funding windows (EPDG, PDG, PIG)? 

9.5. How transparent and appropriate are the 
application and selection/approval mechanisms 
for the new types of GPE grants? 

 

10. How effective and efficient 
have the coordinating, 
supervising and managing 
entities become in carrying 
out their role, and with what 
effects?  

10.1. What have been strengths and weaknesses of 
the performance of coordinating, supervising, 
managing entities in this country in view of:  

Coordinating agency 

 Act as communication link between the GPE 
Secretariat and partners at the country level?  

 Foster and furthering the relationship between 
DPG and national government, and promoting 
inclusion of NGOs in work of LEG 

 Lead, facilitate work of DPG 

 Facilitate timely and efficient disbursement of 
funds for education sector plan implementation 

 Report on progress of ESP implementation  

Managing and supervising entity 

 Support grant application processes 

 Enter in a trustee arrangements with the WB 

 Carry out fiduciary responsibilities  

 Support and monitor program implementation 
and monitoring  

 Reporting 

 Facilitate grant revisions 

10.2. During the period under review, has the 
country experienced a change (or first time 
appointment) of a coordinating, supervising or 
managing entity?  
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10.3. What have been strengths and weaknesses of 
related selection processes?  

11. How effectively is the GPE/ 
are GPE partners in the 
country addressing emerging 
challenges?  

11.1. How effectively is GPE (are GPE partners) 
addressing challenges related to  

 Financial issues (e.g. grant approval or 
disbursement, appropriateness of grant 
amounts)  

 Financial or human capacity  

 Partner relations 

 

Synergies with GPE at the global level  

12. To what extent and how are 
GPE global level 
achievements affecting 
change processes at the 
country level? 

12.1. Are national stakeholders aware of or have 
participated in global discussions e.g. about 
common education objectives and metrics? 
With what effects? 

12.2. What, if any, examples exist of country 
stakeholders having benefited from or 
contributed to exchange/learning among global 
stakeholders as regards education sector 
improvements? How have related 
insights/participation influenced (or are likely 
to influence) change in their country?  

12.3. Do national stakeholders see evidence in their 
country of strengthened awareness and 
consensus on education as a key strategy for the 
health, wealth and stability of nations?  

12.4. Is there a sense that there is global consensus 
and buy-in on principles of collaboration and 
participation, and norms and standards for 
education policy processes?  

 

Conclusions, lessons learned, and implications for the overall evaluation -  

13. What, if any, lessons emerge 
from the experience of GPE 
programming/support to 
this country?  

13.1. Lessons on 

 The role/contributions of the GPE Secretariat 
and GPE fund 
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 The role/contributions of the wider matrix of 
GPE partners  

 The effects of GPE organizational changes since 
2010 

 Key factors having supported or hindered 
progress in the education sector in this country  

 Synergies between GPE at global, regional and 
national level 

 The availability of baseline and progress data on 
GPE contributions (in view of future impact 
evaluation)  

 Other 

14. What, if any, implications for 
the overall evaluation derive 
from this country case? 

14.1. What key issues emerge, which need to be 
checked/compared with findings deriving from 
other country reviews including the virtual site 
visits?  

 

 


