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Countdown to Copenhagen Campaign Evaluation

IntRoduCtIon

As established in the Terms of Reference,
the purpose of this evaluation is to assess:
• the outcomes and estimated impact of the
Countdown to Copenhagen campaign;
• how efficiently and effectively different
teams worked together across the
organisation to plan and deliver the
campaign;
• Christian Aid’s influence in networks
and coalitions and how effective coalition
working was;
• what worked well and what Christian Aid
could have done better.

Assessments are informed by a review of the
key campaign elements, as they played out
in the UK, across Europe, with and through
southern partners and constituencies, and
globally. Findings are top-level, given the
breadth of the campaign and its global
reach, and the scale of the evaluation.
Findings and conclusions draw on:
• 34 interviews (16 internal and 18 external)
including with Christian Aid staff from
across the organisation, supporters, NGO
and civil society partners, and decision
makers;
• a review of relevant documentation;
• surveys of supporters and staff (generating
responses from 40 supporters and 34 staff);
• input from the evaluation steering group,
in an initial debrief session and through
commentary on an earlier draft version of
the report.
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CaMpaIgn deSIgn
and ManageMent
Christian Aid began working on climate change in
2007 by focusing on emissions reduction in the UK.
The organisation was one of the first to look at climate
change as a development issue, and was described as
being ‘ahead of their time’ on this issue. Following the
UNFCCC meeting in Bali, design and development of
the Countdown to Copenhagen campaign was initiated in
early 2008. Christian Aid was relatively quick off the mark
post-Bali but, even so, the international element of the
campaign took a while to gain momentum, with limited
early engagement of southern partners.
In strategy and planning, the policy and campaign
teams worked closely together to drive the campaign
forward. The Advocacy Project Group (APG) operated as
a useful forum for cross-team discussion and strategising,
and continuous informal strategy discussion clearly
took place as the campaign developed. However, the
campaign could have benefited from a clearer and more
explicit articulation of the anticipated routes to change
and the strategies being deployed to help secure these.
The absence of a longer-term strategy as a frame of
reference for the campaign may have fuelled the sense
that Copenhagen was the endpoint, rather than being an
important moment in the trajectory of the campaign
(see below).
Overall, the campaign was well coordinated, and internal
structures were appropriately adapted to improve both
effectiveness and participation. Staff and supporters
were positive about the campaign and the way that it
was run. Given the great potential for issues around
campaign management and coordination to prove
problematic within complex organisations, this in itself is
a significant achievement. The APG’s two-tier structure
worked well, allowing for more regular and in-depth
strategy discussions through the ‘core’ APG. More fluid
decision making – outside the APG structure – was in line
with the need to move quickly as circumstances changed
but meant that decisions may have sometimes been
made without adequate reflection and scrutiny. The lack
of a dedicated budget also hampered effectiveness.
The wider APG helped engender a sense of responsibility
and organisational ownership and there were generally
good levels of participation in the campaign from different
teams. Whilst there were diverse views as to whether
the extent of consultation was appropriate, efforts made
to involve wider internal stakeholders gradually bore fruit,
as shown by the fact that the campaign was increasingly
grounded in southern partners’ views and experiences as
time went on.
Restructuring and budget cuts within Christian Aid
both acted as constraints on the campaign and it is
notable that so much was achieved despite these. The
campaign put a lot of pressure on the staff involved; not
surprisingly, there was difficulty in keeping all the balls
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in the air, and there was inadequate time to step back
and properly reflect. Capacity for the campaign was
lacking in other critical areas, including the regional policy
officers, country staff and area staff. This was not helped
by a lack of clarity or consistency on how much time
these staff should spend on campaigning.
A clearer outline of anticipated routes to change would
have helped in tracking campaign progress. Those
closest to the campaign were clearly monitoring the
changing external environment but there could have
been more strategic-level assessment, allowing for more
robust questioning about whether the strategy was on
course. This points to the need (a) for practical systems
to record pertinent information on an ongoing basis and
(b) to ringfence and protect time and resources to allow
for reflection to take place.

CaMpaIgn StRategIeS
and appRoaCheS
Christian Aid directly supported national and regional
campaigns in the South and helped facilitate the
attendance of representatives of southern partners at
the UNFCCC talks, including as part of delegations. The
Pan-Africa Climate Justice Alliance (PACJA) was born out
of an event organised by Christian Aid in Accra, Ghana in
August 2008 and is widely held to be an impressive and
credible network, with ongoing support from Christian
Aid having been highly important to its continuing
development. Support to national platforms in Latin
America and Asia has also been significant. As well as
opening a space for southern perspectives to be better
heard, Christian Aid has been vigilant in building the
capacity of southern partners to mobilise and engage at
national and international levels, operating sensitively and
appropriately towards that goal.
Countdown to Copenhagen was a unique advocacy
initiative at the European level in terms of both the scale
and sustained nature of joint working amongst Aprodev
partners. Having a Brussels-based coordinator in place
was particularly useful, and policy analysis was sharp and
working relations good. But communications and media
work could have been better coordinated, and planned
activities better linked to a wider influencing strategy.
As a partner in the Stop Climate Chaos No New Coal
campaign, targeting the Kingsnorth power station,
Christian Aid found creative ways of making the link
between coal and development that added value to the
wider campaign. Moving to the international arena in the
Countdown to Copenhagen campaign, Christian Aid at
first maintained positive relations with government
– with NGOs and decision makers talking the same
language. But as the landscape evolved, Christian Aid and
others found themselves in a less constructive space and
were accused of being disconnected from political reality,
with Christian Aid apparently notably inflexible on policy
and messaging.
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UK partner NGOs were complimentary about Christian
Aid’s public campaigning, but the overall strategy
adopted may not have been one that fully addressed
the dynamics playing out between supporters, wider
publics and decision makers, given that the latter’s
room to manoeuvre is heavily constrained in the light
of widespread public opposition to bold solutions on
climate change. In this situation, the traditional strategic
technique of supporter mobilisation doesn’t really
tackle the barriers to movement.
Christian Aid under-utilised church constituencies,
with staff unable to use the formal church structures
as well as they could have done, and a number of staff
commented that the campaign had not fully tapped into
the theological case for tackling climate change.
The Pledge was an interesting initiative but perhaps
proved too complex in its execution and suffered from
falling between two stools: it ended up being measured
in terms of numbers, or quantity, when it was originally
conceptualised with a focus on personal commitment,
or quality.
To the frustration of some internally, Christian Aid’s UK
communications were very focused on publicising
the UK side of the campaign. The international link
was, however, clearer to the most engaged supporters,
and Christian Aid brought a strongly internationalised
dimension to the campaign in its engagement with UK
decision makers and was recognised and commended
for this.
Several internal interviewees expressed the view that
Christian Aid should have achieved a higher media
profile during the campaign than it did. Others argue
that comparative data show Christian Aid’s coverage to
be around what might reasonably be expected. The fact
that there is this discrepancy of views suggests this is
an issue Christian Aid needs to address. Similarly there
was disappointment with delays to, and limitations of,
the international campaign website. Evidence from wider
marketing reveals that climate change messages have
clear limitations in attracting support and raising funds.
In working with southern partners, Christian Aid
typically operated according to a collaborative, horizontal,
facilitative and flexible approach that was widely valued,
and characterised as one that is different to most
international NGOs. As an organisation and in the way
that it works, Christian Aid is clearly closer to southern
advocacy groups and networks and more ‘true’ to their
approach and position than others.
As well as playing a lead and constructive role in Aprodev,
including through the provision of campaigning expertise,
Christian Aid also fulfilled a bridging role within global civil
society more generally, engaging with both the northerndominated and the southern-led networks with the aim of
bringing them closer together, and seeking to ensure that
arguments of equity and justice were heard. This strategy
of engagement was sound, and Christian Aid made a

good attempt at enacting it. In general, Christian Aid’s
approach to joint working is described very positively,
as being very committed and transparent, although some
(northern partners) criticise Christian Aid for sometimes
being too directive and forceful.
Supporters were very positive about the organisation
at Copenhagen and moderately positive about the
effectiveness of effort undertaken there. The Journey
to Copenhagen, was resource intensive but helped
motivate core supporters and build a sense of global
solidarity.

ReSultS
In the dynamics around the international negotiations,
Christian Aid helped strengthen civil society and there is
wide consensus that civil society influence on decision
makers has expanded, with southern negotiators and
governments more aware of the needs of vulnerable
communities they represent and better equipped to
represent them (although some note that the extent of
this influence can be easily overstated). NGOs’ overall
capacity to influence the negotiations leading up to and
at Copenhagen was clearly highly limited (see below).
The negotiation process exposed problems within the
EU itself and between the EU and others. The EU failed
to reach and hold a common position and was eventually
marginalised in summit decision making.
In April 2009, the UK government ruled out the
building of new unabated coal-fired power stations and
announced that all power stations must use carbon
capture and storage technology by 2025. As a key
member of the NGO grouping working on coal, Christian
Aid clearly contributed to this shift in government policy.
In the international arena, the UK government led the
way on climate finance and again Christian Aid appears
to have played a significant role in this decision, in
particular through the emphasis on climate change as a
development as well as an environmental issue.
Looking beyond policy generally, Christian Aid’s key
contribution was in building capacity and advancing a
shift in power relations, with key southern networks
and partners now more influential and credible
globally, and with the visibility of African civil society in
international processes enhanced. In some countries, and
with Christian Aid’s support, the issue of climate change
has opened up some space for civil society to engage
with governments at national level in ways that were
previously not possible.
Looking at potential and future impacts, there have
been decisions about funding that could mean new
programmes and new support on the ground. There were
suggestions too of communities having an enhanced
ability to influence decisions affecting their lives as a
result of the campaign.
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KeY leaRnIng and
FutuRe ChallengeS
The focus on Copenhagen worked in particular as a
meaningful hook for southern partners in driving agendas
forward, but it came at a cost. Civil society access and
influence was necessarily so limited in the negotiations
that questions can be raised about the inherent validity
of this type of summit campaigning. Christian Aid’s view
in this case is that the only feasible approach to have
adopted was to engage in the way and to the extent
that it did given the dynamics at play, not least because
the whole of civil society hitched itself to the same
train. There was certainly no easy alternative option;
but a reasonable criticism is that Christian Aid (and
others) allowed themselves to become immersed in a
particular way of thinking about Copenhagen. As a result,
NGOs may have let slip some opportunities for more
constructive dialogue. Nor was enough successfully done
to position Copenhagen as a moment in a long-term
process of change, with the post-summit aspect of the
campaign given insufficient attention.
Given the long-term nature of change, especially in
relation to the implications of investing in building
southern movements, Christian Aid should map
out how movement building will be supported in the
longer-term on this issue. As part of this, Christian Aid
should consider suggestions that the campaign is not
sufficiently connected to structures and priorities on the
programme side.

5

In consistently stressing climate justice and equity,
Christian Aid has been instrumental in framing the terms
of the debate, influencing civil society partners who
would otherwise have maintained a disproportionate
focus on emissions reduction messages. The future
challenge is that promoting equity and reducing
emissions are not necessarily consonant, can conflict,
and probably will increasingly do so, with some
suggesting that Christian Aid risks being too dogmatic
in its positioning on this issue. Christian Aid will also
need to manage the implications arising from the fact
that its messages are liable to play out badly in the UK
and developed countries, resonating negatively with
public audiences and potentially closing down space for
engagement with decision makers.
The international component of the campaign has been
both the least resourced and the most successful.
Christian Aid will need to prioritise the future flow of
resources to this strand of the campaign as well as
considering how a dynamic, effective European network
could continue to evolve. This suggests the need to
reallocate resources from UK to European and global
approaches if other ways to support this are not available.
Looking ahead, inter-relations between civil society
and governments and between governments, and
within civil society, are all becoming more complicated,
with:
(1) fragmenting civil society positions, likely to (a) reduce
the prospects of unity across southern civil society within
international negotiations and (b) expose an increasing
tension between Christian Aid’s desire to deliver a global
campaign and its essentially non-directive approach to
working with southern partners;
(2) a move from international to national battlegrounds,
where potential for alignment between civil society and
government positions is likely to be much less;
(3) Christian Aid’s vocal and explicit closeness to, and
association with, southern governments and blocs likely
to come under increasing strain and criticism.
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ReCoMMendatIonS
Across Christian Aid’s campaigning
1. Building on Christian Aid’s collaborative approach
to working with southern partners, institutionalise
ways to secure enhanced southern engagement in
campaign strategy development.
2. Institute longer-term campaign strategy planning
that transcends the annual planning cycle and, as
part of this, develop a ‘critical pathway’ approach,
setting outcome-based objectives, outlining the
inter-relationships between them, the milestones and
strategies towards them, and the power analysis and
assumptions underlying the overall approach.
3. Use this strategy as a living document against which
to track progress, adapting as necessary as contexts
shift; support more robust ongoing tracking through
the use of practical tools for capturing progress and
achievements and by formalising and prioritising
opportunity for periodic reflection in response to
information gathered – including by providing space
for questioning overarching strategy as well as
implementation of it.
4. Consider the application of the core/wider APG model
in future corporate campaigns, or a developed version
of it (with additional budgetary discretion).
5. Introduce a more systematic approach to managing
campaign expenditure across the organisation
through, for example, the introduction of a central
campaign budget managed by the APG.
6. Explore further how campaigns and programmes can
best fit together through senior managers supporting
and resourcing an integrated and consistent approach
based on a coordinated sense of priorities.
7. Consider the best ways to build on the positive
experience with Aprodev in this campaign, including
by expanding links to US partners, and links with
CIDSE.
8. Find space to constructively resolve outstanding
media and website issues.
9. Develop protocols around how best to promote
international campaigning in UK communications,
finding ways to make the links in ways that inspire
supporters and bolster campaigning effectiveness.
10. Develop a clearer corporate line on when Christian
Aid can sign up to positions adopted by national
platforms that Christian Aid is associated with, and
the appropriate parameters of that association more
generally.

Specific to climate change
1. Prioritise continuing capacity support to southern
partners based on a global mapping of current
contexts and assessment of future goals, including if
necessary through a reallocation of budgets from the
UK campaign to the international side.
2. Review UK messaging and positioning, and the
implications of this for targeting strategies, particularly
in relation to how supporters and wider publics
could best be engaged and mobilised in ways that
could influence politicians and other decision makers
(including potential corporate targets).
3. Strategically move towards an increasing focus on
national level advocacy.
4. Help ensure that that civil society holds to a common
line by continuing to work to reach a position around
which Christian Aid and others can coalesce in
terms of the interplay between equity and emissions
reductions messages.
5. Establish systems to track evolving national and
regional positions adopted by partners and other key
players, and consider how best Christian Aid can
intervene to limit (the negative effects of) dissonance.
6. Ensure that communications clearly and consistently
demarcate between support for civil society and
government positions.
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Poverty is an outrage against humanity.
It robs people of dignity, freedom and hope,
of power over their own lives.
Christian Aid has a vision – an end to
poverty – and we believe that vision can
become a reality. We urge you to join us.
www.christianaid.org.uk
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