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1 Executive Summary 

Rigorous Impact Evaluation (RIE) in this review re-

fers to a class of evaluations that provide clear an-

swers to questions of whether and to what extent an 

intervention caused a change in specific context (net-

effect). In the international development context, the 

strategic use of RIE has significantly increased over 

the past decade.  

 
Review object 

 

RIE relies upon (quasi-)experimental designs to at-

tribute impacts to various interventions. This attribu-

tion focus allows RIE to substantially supplement 

GIZ´s two globally formalised instruments/ processes 

for results measurement: i) Results-based Monitoring 

(RBM) and ii) Central Project Evaluations (CPE).  

 

Review objectives 

 

The strategic purpose of this review is (1) to deter-

mine the corporate value of RIE for GIZ and (2) to as-

sess the enabling environment needed to achieve 

this value. The review centrally examines the suitabil-

ity of RIE to support the key functions of evaluations.  

 

Hypothesis: RIE contributes to strengthening the evi-

dence base for operational learning, conceptual 

learning and accountability.  

 

In addition to the central hypothesis, the review in-

vestigates the potential of RIE to add corporate value 

by increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of 

CPE, mobilising resources and strengthening part-

nerships.  

 
Methodological approach 

 

A multiple case study design was applied following 

an organisational case mapping. The following 

staged process was applied: 

 
• Stage 1: 39 RIE cases were identified in a case 

mapping exercise. 

• Stage 2: For 22 RIE cases, qualitative key inform-

ant interviews (KIIs) among key internal stakehold-

ers, as well as with bilateral and multilateral peer or-

ganisations, were used to capture the utility and 

experience of RIE. 

• Stage 3: For 19 RIE cases, Qualitative Compara-

tive Analysis (QCA) was performed to assess under 

which conditions RIE facilitates operational learn-

ing, conceptual learning and accountability. 

 

Findings 

 

Use of RIE at GIZ 

At least 39 RIEs were conducted between 2014 and 

2018 at GIZ. The RIEs unfolded across different re-

gions and sectors. The organisational embed-

dedness of RIE can be divided into three types of 

structures: (1) decentralised (2) network and (3) hier-

archical. 

 

Most users at GIZ viewed RIE as a value-adding and 

cost-effective measure. However, project managers 

commonly expressed their need for a specialised, 

global support structure at GIZ to facilitate the imple-

mentation of RIE that is tailored to the intended use. 

 
Operational learning 

Ten out of 19 RIE cases successfully supported deci-

sion making at the project level based on evaluation 

findings or process learning (operational learning). 

An early integration of RIE into the project design and 

monitoring system was pivotal to achieve operational 

learning. If RIE was not properly integrated into the 

management framework, central support was re-

quired to facilitate a purpose-sensitive design aligned 

with short-term orientation to facilitate operational 

learning. Even when results were not available in a 

timely manner, RIE still supported decision making 

based on process learning 

 
Conceptual Learning 

13 out of 19 RIE provided a basis for further ex-

change of RIE findings across different countries 

(conceptual learning). The demand for rigorous data 

by commissioning parties and cooperation partners 
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of GIZ was an important driver for conceptual learn-

ing – such as central support. Central support facili-

tated systematic and strategic learning at the organi-

sational level and was crucial for holistic learning 

approach without introducing bias towards only sig-

nificantly positive or highly replicable interventions.  

 

Accountability 

Five out of 19 RIEs significantly improved the overall 

quality of available evidence on the project as per-

ceived by the commissioning party (accountability). 

The achievement of increased accountability de-

pended on positive results, demand for data, ade-

quate integration into the monitoring system and re-

sults measurement at the project’s outcome or 

impact levels. 

 

Improving evaluability 

Initial findings indicated benefits for evaluability as-

pects through complementing monitoring data and 

strengthening evaluative capacity among project staff 

and partners. Though more data is needed, RIE 

seems to be limited in fostering evaluability for CPE.  

 
Mobilising partners and resources 

RIE led to resource mobilisation as well as to 

strengthened cooperation with project partners in 

several cases. RIE was jointly implemented by the 

GIZ project and political partners in seven cases. In 

some of these cases, co-leading RIE contributed to a 

more frequent exchange between political partners 

and the GIZ project team, as well as in a wider range 

of consultation services for the partners. Even when 

an RIE was not co-led, in one case it strengthened 

cooperation with political partners as RIE results 

were used for policy recommendations in which politi-

cal partners scaled up the project’s interventions to a 

national level. Moreover, RIE led in at least three 

cases to a mobilisation of further resources. 

 
Conclusion 

 

RIE offers significant corporate value for GIZ that 

has yet to be realised to its full extent. Opportunities 

for adding corporate value through RIE systemically 

exist on the demand and supply side as well as 

within the enabling environment.  

 

RIE require purpose-sensitive facilitation. RIE can 

serve conceptual learning, operational learning and 

accountability. However, these purposes require dif-

ferent sets of conditions for their achievement. This is 

strikingly displayed by the different paths or sets of 

conditions QCA identified for each purpose. Hence, 

purpose-sensitive facilitation that tailors RIE design 

as well as implementation strategy and monitors con-

text conditions is critical for achieving intended use. 

 

Global support structures are critical for effec-

tively facilitating the corporate value of RIE. This 

is particularly evident for conceptual learning. A 

global support and coordination structure is pivotal to 

plan RIE strategically and discuss findings systemati-

cally across contexts to address evidence gaps in 

line with the corporate strategic needs and interest.  

 

QCA results indicate that central support is less criti-

cal for operational learning and accountability. How-

ever, users are generally not aware of the varying 

conditions that apply to different RIE uses. Irrespec-

tive of the intended RIE use, central support can sub-

stantially add value by helping users clearly identify 

their intended RIE use from the start and by advising 

on the relevant conditions needed to achieve this in-

tended use.  

 

RIE is best promoted as an integrated service de-

livered to the project partners, as opposed to simply 

conducting RIE to assess partners’ effects. Whilst 

adding considerable value that increases ownership 

and sustainability of results, RIE can equally mitigate 

risks, particularly, if the RIE indicates a negative in-

tervention effect.  

 

RIE is a vehicle for strategic positioning of GIZ. 

Though demand is not yet systematic, a trend of in-

creasing demand and efforts to facilitate RIE is evi-

dent on multiple levels. Moreover, while the demand 

among commissioning parties may not always be ex-

istent at the on-set of an RIE, the investigated cases 

have proven that this can very much change once 

data is available. 

  



 

 

2 Introduction 

Rigorous Impact Evaluation (RIE) in this review refers to a class1 of evaluations that provide clear answers to 

questions of whether and to what extent an intervention caused a change in specific context (net-effect). RIE 

relies upon (quasi-)experimental designs to attribute impacts to various interventions. The strategic purpose of 

this review is (1) to determine the corporate value of RIE for GIZ and (2) to assess the enabling environment 

needed to achieve this value. 

 

Publications of RIE in the context of international development cooperation have increased steadily and signifi-

cantly over the last decade (see figure 1). This is displayed in an online review across a wide range of relevant 

sources which Cameron et al. (2015) conducted in 2013. Meanwhile, bilateral and multilateral development 

agencies have expanded their capacities for (quasi-)experimental impact evaluations. Multiple global initiatives 

have been launched to foster the use of (quasi-experimental) impact evaluations, such as the World Bank´s 

Development Impact Evaluation Initiative (DIME) or the International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).  

 
Figure 1: Impact evaluation published by source (2000-2012) (ibid.) 

 

This global trend sets certain standards for German development cooperation. At GIZ, the value of RIE for re-

sults measurement has been an object of on-going discussion (Krapp & Dinges, 2012). Indeed, the interest in 

and the need for using counterfactual experimental approaches has recently increased. For example, GIZ´s 

(2018b) recently updated evaluation policy stipulates a specific role for (quasi-) experimental impact evaluation 

(IE). RIE is useful to provide clear answers to questions of whether and to what extent an intervention caused a 

change in the specific context (net-effect). Still, RIE is likely to be limited to specific circumstances. Occasion-

ally, GIZ commissions such experimental methods when it wishes to examine the impact of innovative interven-

tions or to support large-scale projects that are particularly relevant from a political point of view (GIZ, 2018b). 

GIZ fosters the use of mixed method approaches to increase the validity of the results and to facilitate more 

robust learning at the project and conceptual levels (external validity).  

                                                        
1  Hence, the term rigorous in this review does not imply any normative statement of general superiority over other type of evaluations.  
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Initial dialog with multiple peer development organisations revealed that, while the use of (quasi-)experimental 

designs for impact evaluations differs substantially among agencies, there is a general trend towards a more 

strategic use of RIE. Whereas some organisations have dedicated programmes to facilitate the use of RIE; oth-

ers make very limited use. All organisations with currently limited use of RIE have launched or are planning to 

launch initiatives for fostering RIE use. Meanwhile, organisations that had made more extensive use of RIE in 

the past – such as DFID or USAID – are currently scaling back its use. To this end, it appears that the method-

ological discourse around (quasi-)experimental and other evaluation approaches has become less ideological, 

and is instead increasingly driven by a general acknowledgement for the value of different methodological ap-

proaches.  

 

In line with this general trend, this review takes on an institutional perspective to investigate how RIE can be 

strategically embedded in the organisational context of GIZ to add corporate value. 

3 Review object and objectives 

Review object 
 
RIEs are impact evaluations that apply (quasi-)experimental designs for determining the net effect of an inter-

vention. Definitions of impact evaluation vary significantly among international development agencies (see an-

nex 8.2 for examples). In line with GIZ (2018a: 16), this review understands impact evaluations as the “[e]xami-

nation of the degree to which development measures have brought about changes in an initial situation by 

analysing causal links […] in terms of the results logic (e.g. of a project).” Various evaluation designs and meth-

ods are deemed suitable for impact evaluations. To this end, RIE defines a subset of impact evaluations that 

apply (quasi-)experimental designs.2 The use of a counterfactual, (quasi-)experimental design allows one to 

precisely determine the extent – quantified as net-effect – to which a specific intervention has caused a result.3 

This net-effect is solely attributed to the intervention. The understanding of impact evaluation stipulated in this 

review makes no distinction as to which type of effects impact evaluation refers; in contrast to the OECD-DAC 

impact criterion.4  

 

RIE in relation to the formal GIZ results evidence functions 
 

RIE can substantially supplement GIZ´s two globally formalised instruments/ processes for results measure-

ment: i) Results-based Monitoring (RBM) and ii) Central Project Evaluations (CPE). RIE is distinct from these 

instruments mainly through its specific measurement approach (attribution). Through the focus on attribution, 

RIE differs from RBM’s focus on correlations, i.e. trends as a description of the factual. RIE can support RBM 

through causal analysis, baseline data collection and the quality of indicators, but RIE does not deliver infor-

                                                        
2  This commonly includes randomised controlled trials, difference-in-difference estimates, propensity score matching, regression discontinuity and instrumental variables 

(White & Raitzer 2017). 
3  GIZ understands results as the intended or unintended, positive or negative changes in a situation or behaviour as the direct or indirect consequence of an intervention. 

Results include impacts, outcomes and outputs. The OECD-DAC and BMZ also define results as the overallterm for impacts, outcomes and outputs.  
4  Hearn & Buffardi (2016) provide a useful overview of the different definitions and uses of the term impact. Also see annex 8.2 for relevant definitions. 
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mation as frequent and comprehensive as required for regular reporting. While not limited, CPE most com-

monly applies theory-based approaches for (causal) contribution. Contribution also implies causality to the ex-

tent that an intervention has helped to cause an effect (contribution claim) in terms of the consistency of a 

causal relationship with the intervention and/ or of the elimination of alternative explanations (Rogers, 2014). 

 

While RIE can support CPE through precise attribution and evidence related to specific interventions, it does 

not provide a comprehensive assessment of all OCED-DAC criteria across all project interventions as required 

by federal guidelines. Moreover, as measurement mostly focusses on specific interventions and often takes 

place during project implementation, RIE is more limited in capturing the full impact of a project. While the 

measurement of results may be complemented and thereby strengthened by embedding RIE into the project’s 

implementation process, the boundaries between the different forms of results measurement at GIZ remain 

fluid as RIEs constitute an integral part of the monitoring and evaluation framework of the project. 

 
Review objectives 
 

The strategic purpose of this review is (1) to determine the corporate value of RIE for GIZ and (2) to as-

sess the enabling environment in terms of an organisational support structure for achieving this value. 

The corporate board, the evaluation unit and the sectoral department are the primary users of this strategic re-

view. Potential secondary users are all operational units in GIZ and key external evaluation partners, such as 

the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and local partners.5 For achieving its 

purpose, this review pursues the following specific objectives: 

• Map the existing use of RIE within GIZ 

• Capture the utility of and experiences with RIE within GIZ  

• Map the interest in RIE among key internal stakeholders 

 

The use of evaluation for conceptual learning and accountability leads to critical value creation processes for 

GIZ. Against this background, the review investigates the value of RIE by contributing to: 

• Operational learning, which supports on-going project management for results-oriented implementa-

tion and adaptation of activities during the current project cycle.  

• Conceptual learning, which supports project-overarching promotion and adaption of intervention de-

signs.  

• Accountability to commissioners by providing evidence for strengthened communication of develop-

ment results.  

 

Hypothesis: RIE strengthens the evidence base for operational learning, conceptual learning and ac-

countability.  

 

Based on its specific measurement approach and time of measurement, RIE supports the key functions of 

evaluations by providing complementary evidence that: 

• Minimises potential bias from confounding factors for the quantification of the (net-)effect attributable 

to an intervention, and 

• Maximises relevance and timely available data for use. 

 

In addition to the central hypothesis stated above, it is assumed that RIE can add corporate value by increasing 

the efficiency and effectiveness of CPE through its complementarity. Moreover, it is assumed that RIE can sup-

                                                        
5  However, for effectively reaching this secondary audience further tailored communication outputs will be needed. 
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port mobilising resources and strengthening partnerships as it becomes more widely used across all develop-

ment agencies and their partners. These value aspects were also investigated but not to the same extent as 

the central hypothesis. 

 

Value aspect 1: RIE strengthens the efficiency and effectiveness of CPE. 

 

Based on its prospective evaluation design, RIE is integrated into the project’s monitoring framework and may 

support the key functions of CPE through strengthening these key evaluability aspects (Peersman, 2015): 

• Adequacy of intervention designs and the quality of RBM is supported, particularly, by the early en-

gagement of the evaluator(s) and the emphasis on process use of evaluation; 

• Availability of timely and valid data is supported, as discussed for the central hypothesis, and 

• Conduciveness of institutional context is supported, particularly, by the close engagement of the evalu-

ator(s) with evaluation stakeholders. 

 

Value aspect 2: Through meeting an increasing demand among key development partners, RIE creates 

increased opportunities for resource mobilisation and partnerships. 

 
The relevance of RIE to GIZ´s core commissioning parties and partners is investigated in terms of serving pub-

lic and political accountability, and of ensuring comparability in the global discourse. As such, the potential fu-

ture demand for RIE will be assessed. A key for this hypothesis is the ability of RIE to support the communica-

tion of development results. This externally focused function indirectly supports the enabling environment for 

evaluation by strengthening legitimacy for resource mobilisation and partnerships. In addition to RBM and CPE, 

“Results Data “(RD) is another formalised communication instrument at GIZ (2018e). RD do not measure im-

pacts, but data (monitored or plausibly estimated) aggregated to report on results of GIZ’s work in the various 

sectors on global and regional levels to the general public. RIE can support this process by allowing for more 

precision.  

4 Methodological approach  

The scope of this strategic review includes formative and summative elements. Within its primary formative 

scope, the review aims at identifying pathways to a high corporate value of RIE, which in turn will facilitate the 

implementation of RIE. For this purpose, Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) was conducted on the most 

relevant outcomes: operational learning, conceptual learning, and accountability. Within its summative scope, 

the review captured existing corporate experiences with, and assesses current demand for, RIE in order to 

substantiate the central hypothesis. Due to the only recently established reform of CPE and the limited extent 

to which RIE and CPE have been conducted for the same interventions, information relating to value aspect 1 

is less readily available.  

 

To examine the central hypothesis and RIE’s corporate value, a multiple case study design was applied follow-

ing an organisational field mapping and an in-depth analysis of RIE. The period under review was limited to 

RIEs conducted between 2014 and 2018 at GIZ to maximise access to relevant stakeholders. The former 

served to identify relevant stakeholders within GIZ (internal field) and beyond (external field), and their interest 
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in and capacity for RIE. On this basis, this review identified trends for RIE practice and relationships in the or-

ganisational fields. 

 

The data was collected and analysed in the following stages and steps: 

Figure 2: Methodological approach 

 
Stage 1 

• Electronic inquiry sent to regional evaluation focal points for obtaining basic information on conducted 

RIEs and related documents from organisational units within GIZ 

• Desk review of a) publicly available documents from key development agencies to determine their position 

towards and experiences with RIE and b) GIZ documents obtained through electronic inquiry to verify the 

applicability of each case for the review and in-depth case study. A standardised quality checklist was ap-

plied for this purpose. 

 

Stage 2 

• Qualitative key informant interviews (KIIs) for a) 22 case studies of RIEs at GIZ and b) for mapping in-

terest in and capacity for RIE among key internal and external stakeholders, as well as eight bilateral and 

multilateral peer organisations. The interviews at the organisational level included GIZ counterparts, the 

sectoral department, sector and global programmes and the evaluation unit. At project level, interviews in-

cluded GIZ project managers and evaluation implementers. Each RIE, or each country in which an RIE 

was implemented, represents a case. Based on the assumption that global support structures play a criti-

cal role for RIE use, the 22 cases were purposively selected to represent three types of internal structures.  

o Hierarchical: Global programmes follow a hierarchical structure by implementing comparable inter-

ventions across different contexts (country packages). A purposeful sampling of ten (10) RIEs 

(country packages) as part of three global programmes was conducted to the point of theoretical 

saturation.  

o Network: Regional or sectoral networks exchange lessons learned on different challenges in the 

area of service delivery. Four bilateral projects conducting RIE as part of a global or regional initia-

tive were considered. One RIE was excluded as the project manager was not available for an in-

terview. 

o Decentralised: Eight projects conducting an RIE on the initiative of project managers were consid-

ered.  

In comparison to the total 39 RIE cases identified, 15 RIE cases of global programmes were excluded due 

to theoretical saturation. In addition, one RIE case was excluded for decentralised structures and one for 

network structures because project managers were not available for interviews. 
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Interviews with representatives from bilateral and multilateral peer organisations also aimed to initiate dia-

logue around the topic. The selection of organisations occurred less systematically and was often driven by 

the interests of organisational counterparts. Hence, findings are understood to provide a more general 

sense for the discussion around RIE only. 

• Coding of interviews was conducted using the software MAXQDA.6 

 

Stage 3 

• Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) was conducted to assess under which conditions RIE is used 

for operational learning, conceptual learning and accountability (central hypothesis). The methodology was 

chosen for its ability to provide answers to the main research questions of this Strategic Review and to 

generate robust findings, given the limits of 19 selected RIE cases (see annex 8.3). In its ability to identify 

different combinations of conditions that lead to the same type of RIE use, QCA identifies parallel cause-to-

effect chains that provide an exhaustive explanation of the outcome for all cases. Thus, QCA is well 

equipped to deal with causal complexity and to provide evidence for context-sensitive recommendations. 

Finally, it increases the transparency and retrace-ability of qualitative research 

 

The empirical basis for the present QCA is formed of 19 case studies consisting of assessments for each 

condition and outcome under study. In order to evaluate the 19 RIEs with respect to each of the case char-

acteristics, the review team analysed documents and a minimum of two interviews per case to allow for 

triangulation within each case. Three of the 22 cases investigated in stage 2 had to be excluded for QCA 

due to availability of relevant additional interview partners. The detailed definitions of each case character-

istic of the RIEs and of each score are documented in annex 8.5. 

For more information about the application of QCA in this review, please refer to annex 8.4.  
                                                        
6  The coding scheme derives from the main evaluation questions and emergent conditions for the attainment of pre-defined outcomes based on the QCA. 

THE EXPLANATORY MODELS 
By using qualitative comparative analyses (QCA), circumstances under which RIE leads to each re-

spective outcome were identified. Separate QCAs were conducted for each of the three outcomes, as it 

is assumed that not only different combinations of the same factors may enable a specific type of use, 

but also that for each evaluation use, a different set of factors may be causally relevant. The conditions 

for an outcome may include structural factors, such as the setting in which an RIE takes place, or proxi-

mate factors, such as aspects of RIE design and implementation (Schneider/Wagemann 2006). 

 

For each of the analyses, an explanatory model was developed. The model contains conditions that 

are assumed to be the most relevant ones to explain how RIE contributed to operational learning, con-

ceptual learning or accountability. The number of conditions was limited to five for each analysis in or-

der to exclude the possibility that findings resulting from the QCA are a product of chance. The five 

conditions for each outcome were selected by the review team from a pool of case characteristics that 

were assessed for each RIE. The selection process took place during a workshop in November 2018. 

A re-evaluation of the selected conditions took place at a second workshop in February 2019. 

 

The detailed definitions of the selected conditions can be found in annex 8.5. Moreover, the percentage 

and the absolute number of cases in which the condition was present can be found in the graphical 

representation of each explanatory model. 
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5 Findings 

Almost all users at GIZ see RIE as a value adding measure to promote operational learning, promote concep-

tual learning and strengthen accountability. The support by a specialised, central unit at GIZ is pivotal to facili-

tate an RIE that is tailored to the intended use. 

 

5.1 Use of RIE at GIZ 

The initial case mapping indicated that (quasi-) experimental impact evaluations are presently commissioned 

and steered by projects or staked out initiatives. Consequently, knowledge management was often restricted to 

the project, sectoral or regional levels, which limits organisation-wide access to findings and knowledge ex-

change regarding methodologies used. This also reflects the fact that multiple cases were only identified at 

later stages of the review. 

 

Between 2014 and 2018, 39 RIEs were applied across all regions and various sectors (see figure 3), such as 

agriculture (14), rural development (11), governance (4) and employment (4). Most of the identified RIEs were 

implemented in the region of Africa (29), followed by Asia (7), Europe (2) and Latin America (1). As further 

cases were identified over the course of the review, it is likely even further relevant cases exist. Moreover, Lep-

pert et al. (2018) presents an externally managed RIE of GIZ interventions,7 

 

                                                        
7  The RIE assesses a technical approach within an environmental and rural development programme in the Philippines managed by GIZ. This case was excluded from further 

analysis in this review, as the RIE was neither initiated nor managed by GIZ. 

Figure 3: Distribution of 39 RIE cases between 2014 and 2018 identified in case mapping. 
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Results of the case mapping suggest that RIE is usually conducted at the following organisation level: (1) hier-

archical structure, (2) network structure and (3) decentralised structure. In approximately half of the cases, 

RIEs were conducted in bilateral projects (decentralised structure). In those cases, RIE implementation was 

mostly driven by the interest of local project stakeholders rather than by institutional demand. In the sectors of 

employment and governance, however, RIEs were initiated through regional or sectoral networks. The ‘Wir-

kungsinitiative in Governancevorhaben’ (results initiative for governance interventions) was initiated by the sec-

toral department and the Africa department in 2016 in order to explore opportunities to apply RIE more system-

atically in governance interventions (Funk et al., 2018). Furthermore, the German Federal Ministry for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) commissioned a study in 2014 to develop evaluation designs 

that are capable to measure net employment impacts (Kluve/Stöterau, 2014). To gain experience with RIE and 

to generate knowledge about the effectiveness of labour market interventions, the sector project ‘Employment 

Promotion in Development Cooperation’ initiated several pilot evaluations of representative approaches across 

different GIZ focal countries in 2016. Finally, two global programmes prospectively embedded RIE into their 

intervention design to evaluate the impact of an overarching approach across different countries and contexts 

(hierarchical structure). As part of a special initiative, these programmes were characterised by high political 

relevance. 

 

Independently of the internal structures, project managers and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) experts com-

monly expressed a need for a specialised, central support structure. Functions that support structures need to 

include: i) consultation on the potential use of RIE, ii) evaluability and feasibility assessment, iii) commissioning 

the RIE, i.e. development of the terms of reference (ToR) and selection of RIE implementer, iv) methodological 

support, v) networking for peer-to-peer learning and vi) dissemination of findings. 

 

5.2 Supporting operational learning, conceptual learning and accountability 

 

In the 19 analysed cases, RIEs were used for operational learning (in 53% of the cases), conceptual 

learning (68%) and strengthening accountability (31%). A deep integration of RIE into the project’s monitor-

ing framework and the provision of RIE results in a timely manner form a combination of factors leading to the 

use of RIE. The demand for rigorous data emerges as an important driver for conceptual learning. Nonethe-

less, the results indicate that support by a specialised, central unit at GIZ is pivotal to facilitate systematic and 

strategic learning from RIE. Furthermore, RIE strengthens accountability if the demand for more rigorous data 

by commissioning parties of GIZ is met by positive results on the project’s outcome or impact level whilst being 

deeply integrated into the project’s monitoring framework.  
  

HYPOTHESIS  

RIE strengthens the evidence base for decision-making, conceptual learning, and accountability. 
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Operational learning 

RIE was used for operational learning in ten out of 19 cases. Decisions by project management regarding 

the implementation of activities during the current project phase were guided either by the results of the RIE 

(four out of the ten cases) or by learnings that occurred during the implementation process of the RIE (six 

cases). Interview partners emphasised that taking part in the RIE process improved their understanding of the 

project context and helped to refine the results logic of the project. Moreover, in most of the cases, the baseline 

data of the RIE already provided useful information to project management to effectively adjust the intervention 

design prior to its implementation. In five out of nine cases in which the RIE did not lead to management deci-

sions, it was reported that the RIE still contributed to a better understanding of the project’s results logic.   

THE EXPLANATORY MODEL FOR OPERATIONAL LEARNING 
 

 
Figure 4: Explanatory model for operational learning use. 

Note: Percentages of all cases (N=19) and absolute numbers (provided in brackets) indicate the presence of the outcome and 

conditions.  

Five conditions are assumed to influence the use of RIE for operational learning: deep inte-

gration into the project’s monitoring framework, strong local support, short-term orientation, 

timeliness and central support. Deep integration into the project’s monitoring framework presup-

poses that the implementation of RIE starts at the same time as the implementation of the pro-

ject/component (investigated by the RIE) or at the same time the monitoring system is established, 

whichever starts later. Moreover, it is only assumed to be present if RIE complements monitoring 

data, i.e. RIE or RBM do not separately produce data redundancy. Strong local support describes a 

high capacity to conduct the RIE. A high project capacity can be guaranteed either by evaluators 

who were continuously engaged or by the project staff itself, i.e. that the project had sufficient work-

force, methodological knowledge and strong leadership to enable the project to implement RIE. 

Both conditions – a deep integration into the project’s monitoring framework and strong local sup-

port – are aspects of deeper integration of the RIE into the project implementation, which is hypoth-

esized to ensure that collected data is useful to the project. The conditions short-term orientation 

and timeliness are aspects of an RIE’s management orientation. An RIE is assumed to be manage-

ment oriented if the project results investigated by the RIE are below the level of a project objective, 

and if the RIE provided results at least half a year before the end of project implementation. A 

stronger focus on short-term results is expected to foster the use of RIE for operational learning as 

it allows one to assign RIE results to specific project activities. Central support refers to support that 

the project received in commissioning an RIE from a central unit at GIZ, such as a sectoral depart-

ment or a coordination unit of a global programme. The high number of projects in which this condi-

tion is present can be explained by the number of country packages as part of a global programme 

and projects that are part of a sector initiative among the cases considered.  
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None of the cases applied “nimble” RIE designs that are specifically tailored towards supporting operational 

learning. For promoting operational learning, nimble RIE designs particularly differ from traditional RIE designs 

in three aspects as displayed in the table 1 below.  

 

The results of the QCA show that in almost all cases in which RIEs were used for operational learning, a 

deep integration of RIE into the monitoring framework of a project was given (see figure 5 below). Hence, 

an early integration of RIE into the project design or the monitoring system seems essential to ensure opera-

tional learning use.  

 

In 60% of all cases in which an RIE was used for operational learning, it was deeply integrated into the pro-

ject’s monitoring framework and provided results at least six months before the end of the current project phase 

(path 1). Here, the usefulness of the results was ensured, while the opportunities to use RIE results for deci-

sion-making were maximised. If integration into the monitoring framework is not present, central support must 

facilitate RIE to focus on short-term results in order to produce evidence that is useful to project management 

and to influence decision-making on project level (path 3). 

The empirically most important path requires RIE results to be available in a timely manner (path 1). 

The second and third path, in contrast, include cases in which the RIE did not provide results before the end of 

the project phase. The reasons for not being able to provide RIE results in a timely manner were manifold. In 

some cases, the contracting of evaluators or ethical clearance processes led to delays of RIE results. In others, 

increased security measures were cited. Moreover, RIEs were sometimes simply not planned to provide results 

at least six months before the end of the project; in particular in cases with a regular project phase of up to 

 Nimble RIE Traditional RIE 

Intervention Usually a low-cost modification to an 

existing product 

A modification to an existing product or 

an entirely new product 

Data source Largely administrative (internal data-

bases) 

Administrative & survey  

Outcomes Limited to first-order outcomes Higher order outcomes 

Table 1: RIE designs. 

Adopted from: Dibner-Dunlap & Rathore 2017 

Figure 5: Paths to operational learning use. 
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three years. If timeliness are absent, the decision-making process can only profit from insights that were gained 

during the implementation of the RIE. Even in such a situation, it is still sufficient when an RIE is well-integrated 

into a project’s monitoring framework to influence local management decisions – but only if central support is 

absent (path 2). An explanation for this could be that if central support is absent, then the RIE’s design and im-

plementation is most effectively tailored towards the interests of local project stakeholders. However, for those 

cases in which evaluation results were not provided in a timely manner and in which central support was pro-

vided, the RIE must concentrate its data collection efforts on short-term results to produce evidence that is use-

ful to project management (path 3).  

While QCA served to identify combinations of conditions which lead to the use of RIE for operational learning, 

two strategies to further increase the usefulness of RIE for operational learning were identified in the 

qualitative analysis: Testing of implementation alternatives and a successive implementation of project 

activities. In some cases, implementation alternatives of an activity (treatment arms) have been tested against 

each other, and both have been tested against a control/comparison group (counterfactual). Testing alternative 

intervention approaches has enabled the project teams to choose the most effective implementation alternative 

in the current project phase and to base the design of follow-up projects on these findings. Another approach to 

make the RIE more management-friendly was to implement interventions as well as the RIE successively. This 

procedure allowed the project team to learn from the RIE findings of the first round of implementation and to 

inform the implementation of the second round.  
  

HOW TO READ A PATH DIAGRAM 
Paths represent parallel ways in which RIE have achieved a high corporate value by having opera-

tional learning, conceptual learning or increasing accountability. The path diagram provides all paths 

that lead to the outcome under study. Each path is numbered and put in a separate row. The two 

columns on the right side of the diagram (with a grey background) inform regarding the outcome un-

der study and the percentage of all RIE reaching the outcome on the respective path. As some 

paths are not mutually exclusive, an individual RIE may reach the outcome on several of these 

paths. The plus symbol in the first of the two grey columns indicates that the outcome was achieved. 

The columns with coloured background in the middle of the diagram represent the conditions that 

were employed in the analysis. A plus in the column of a condition means that the respective condi-

tion must be present to achieve the outcome on the respective path. A minus means that the path 

leads to the outcome only when the condition is not present. If in one of the rows there is neither a 

plus nor a minus for a given condition it means that this condition is irrelevant for the respective path 

to the outcome. For example, the first row in Figure 5 indicates that 60% of the RIEs that contributed 

to operational learning achieved this outcome because they were deeply integrated in the monitor-

ing framework and provided results at least six months before the end of a project phase. 
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Conceptual Learning 

Conceptual learning is approximated here as a cross-country exchange on the findings of the evalua-

tion that has taken place within GIZ. Such a cross-country exchange has taken place for 13 out of the 

19 cases. Conceptual learning refers to learning by GIZ and typically includes the fact that learnings from one 

project are applied in another project. The presentation and communication of RIE findings within GIZ and 

across countries is a critical aspect of conceptual learning. The type of exchange that took place differed 

across cases. While country packages of global programmes shared their results in working groups of the 

global programme, bilateral projects exchanged information on RIE findings via presentations within GIZ head-

quarters or within their respective sector network. Notably, in hardly any of the investigated cases were RIEs 

strategically planned to address institutional evidence gaps through cross-country comparison. 

THE EXPLANATORY MODEL FOR CONCEPTUAL LEARNING 

 
Figure 6: Explanatory model for conceptual learning.  

Note: Percentages of all cases (N=19) and absolute numbers (provided in brackets) indicate the presence of the outcome and 

conditions. 

Central support, demand for rigorous data, the replicability of the intervention, significantly 

positive results, and the absence of a short-term orientation were assessed to lead to the 

use of RIE for conceptual learning. While central support ensures that a corporate unit or depart-

ment is directly involved in the implementation of an RIE, and could act as knowledge brokers inside 

GIZ, a demand for rigorous data by commissioning parties or partners increases pressure to learn 

from the RIE. Furthermore, GIZ itself may be more inclined to learn from the findings of an RIE if the 

evaluated intervention is replicable. In light of the fidelity discussion: replicable refers here to ex-

tremely standardised interventions such as a safe delivery check list for nurses. If the evaluated in-

tervention is replicable the perceived utility of the RIE’s findings may be higher, as there are oppor-

tunities to directly apply the newly gained knowledge whenever the intervention is reconsidered. To 

arrive at a rating of replicability two aspects of an intervention were assessed. First, the number of 

countries was determined in which the intervention was implemented in a comparable manner. Sec-

ond, the standardisation of the intervention was assessed. The degree of standardisation was rated 

rather high if activities were standardised not only regarding their type (e.g. workshop or financial 

support) but also regarding their specific format or content (e.g. type of workshop or mode of deliv-

ery of financial support). Also, for a rating of “rather highly standardised” these activities had to be 

delivered identically to all beneficiaries that were supposed to receive the respective activities. An 

example of a replicable intervention is a health checklist with a fixed content that is provided to all 

beneficiaries. Further, GIZ may not only be more inclined to learn from the findings of an RIE if the 

intervention is replicable, but also if the RIE’s findings are significantly positive and provide infor-

mation on outcomes and impacts. If RIE findings show a positive effect of project activities on pro-

ject results project managers are expected to act as knowledge brokers and disseminate infor-

mation on the successes of their project inside GIZ. Finally, RIE results on outcome and impact 
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The demand by GIZ’s commissioning parties and cooperation partners for rigorous or additional data 

that allows for plausible contribution emerged as an important driver for conceptual learning. Its pres-

ence is required by the two empirically most significant paths (1 and 2, see figure 6). In 61% of the cases in 

which an RIE has contributed to conceptual learning, the involvement of a specialised, central unit in the imple-

mentation of the RIE ensured that newly gained knowledge was disseminated within GIZ, provided that the de-

mand for rigorous data on project results is met by the RIE through the provision of information on outcomes 

and impacts (path 1). Irrespective of an existing central support, significantly positive effects can facilitate con-

ceptual learning in cases where commissioning parties or partner of GIZ demand rigorous data on project re-

sults (path 2). As mentioned earlier, it is assumed that in these cases, the project management acts as a 

knowledge broker. Path 3 is the only path leading to a dissemination of RIE results across countries within GIZ 

though central support is not provided, and an external request for rigorous data is not necessarily required. 

This path, however, only leads to conceptual learning if the RIE evaluates a highly standardised, multi-country 

intervention and if the effects are at least measured on the outcome level. In these cases, the implementation 

of the same standardised intervention across different countries (beyond GIZ) sparked interest among project 

managers to further engage in an exchange on the methodological approach to measure the (net-) effect at-

tributable to the intervention or to share evidence for future project designs. 

 

While demand for rigorous data emerges as an important condition, the results indicate that support by a 

specialised, central unit at GIZ facilitates systematic learning from RIE. This condition is part of the empir-

ically most important path (path 1). If there is no central support, GIZ limits its opportunity to learn from RIE to 

cases where interventions are successful (path 2) or highly standardised (path 3). While the former path cannot 

be planned, the latter path might be only available for a limited number of projects which use highly standard-

ised interventions. Roughly half of the interventions that were assessed for the study were considered highly 

replicable. RIE cases with highly replicable interventions generally contributed to conceptual learning. The 

qualitative analysis identified that the involvement of a central support unit, when absent, could have facilitated 

the RIE beforehand; particularly, in terms of knowledge management, methodological advice on design and 

implementation, feasibility and timeliness of the RIE.  

Figure 7: Paths to institutional learning 

level are assumed to be of more interest for cross-country learning than results on outputs. The 

condition that is met most frequently is significantly positive results. It must be mentioned that RIE 

results were mixed in several cases. If the results were mainly positive, significantly positive results 

were assessed to be present.  
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In addition to disseminating findings within GIZ, RIE findings were also shared outside of GIZ. This might also 

lead to conceptual learning by GIZ as project teams can access published RIE results. The evaluators pub-

lished scientific papers or presented their results at a scientific conference in 47% of all cases with po-

tentially more publications or conference participations coming. Moreover, findings were shared with interna-

tional (donor) organisations. Finally, while conceptual learning is operationalised here as an exchange 

with regard to RIE findings, also an exchange regarding the methodology seems to have taken place 

within GIZ and thus, a methodological capacity building. Similar to the exchange about findings, an exchange 

about methods took place in form of jour fixes of global programmes or within sector networks. Moreover, in 

one case, the design of an RIE explicitly built on a previous RIE that was conducted in another country for the 

same intervention.  

 

Accountability 

RIE increased accountability in 5 (26%) out of the 19 cases, i.e. project managers used the results for re-

porting purposes and commissioners affirmed that the evidence produced by the evaluation significantly im-

proved the overall quality of the available evidence concerning the project. RIE supported the communication 

of development results to the commissioning parties of GIZ by providing more rigorous data on project results 

and by improving the transparency and reliability of the reported outputs, outcomes or impacts. Additionally, an 

evaluation conducted by an independent evaluator is seen as beneficial to the annual reporting to commission-

ing parties as it increases credibility. Moreover, RIE enabled one project team to argue that the project inter-

ventions have a positive effect on project outcomes even though regular monitoring indicated a negative trend 

regarding the project outcomes for the group of beneficiaries. In that case, the trend for the group of beneficiar-

ies was less negative than the trend which was observed for the control groups. Generating knowledge on pro-

ject interventions’ efficacy by means of RIE is also part of some projects’ service delivery as agreed upon with 

commissioning parties. In these cases, the main purpose of RIE was not only to increase accountability on pro-

ject interventions but also formed part of the assistance service to partner institutions as well as generated new 

knowledge on behalf of the commissioning party. 

THE EXPLANATORY MODEL FOR ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
Figure 8: Explanatory model for accountability.  

Notes: Percentages of all cases (N=19) and absolute numbers (provided in brackets) indicate the presence of the out-come and 

conditions. 

The explanatory model for the use of RIE for accountability purposes comprises the following 

relevant conditions: Absence of a high degree of focus and of a short-term orientation of RIE, 

demand for rigorous data, deep integration in the project’s monitoring framework and signifi-

cantly positive results. First, the model assumes that the more project’s activities are covered by 

an RIE and the more extensively it investigates potential impacts, the more appropriate is the result-

ing evidence to assess the successes and failures of the project as a whole. If it does not have a 
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Figure 9 shows that all RIEs that supported the communication of development results to commissioning par-

ties of GIZ reached this outcome on the same path. In these cases, commissioning parties of GIZ had re-

quested more rigorous data on the project, RIE were deeply integrated into the monitoring framework 

and it provided significantly positive results at the outcome or impact level of the project. While this im-

plies that negative results did not support accountability, it should be noted that, apart from two evaluations, all 

RIEs investigated delivered at least mainly significantly positive results. Furthermore, while in some cases, the 

commissioning parties demanded more rigorous data beforehand, the qualitative analysis shows that in other 

cases RIEs were able to trigger their interest later on in the implementation process of RIE, which also contrib-

uted to an increased accountability. 

 

 

  

Figure 9: Paths to accountability 

high degree of focus and is not short-term oriented, RIEs produce evidence that covers outcomes 

or impacts of a large part of the project’s activities. This makes the evidence suitable for reporting 

on the project’s achievements and thus, for increasing accountability to GIZ commissioning parties. 

Second, a demand for rigorous data and significantly positive results are both expected to increase 

the motivation to use available evidence. While a request for rigorous data is expected to increase 

the pressure to report the results of an RIE, project management is presumed to use the results of 

the RIE more willingly if they are positive and significant. Third, a deep integration of RIE into the 

project’s monitoring framework ensures its complementarity to monitoring data and hence, in-

creases its usefulness for reporting on project implementation and results.  
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5.3 Improving evaluability 

 

Based on its prospective evaluation design, RIE is embedded into the project’s implementation process and 

hereby assumed to support the key functions of CPE, through strengthening key evaluability aspects (see 

chapter 3, value aspect 1). However, up to now, no CPE and only one decentral project evaluation has 

been conducted in a project in which an RIE was also conducted. In the case of the decentral project eval-

uation, RIE results were available only after the end of the project and after the decentral project evaluation 

was conducted. Therefore, the potential of RIE to strengthening the efficiency and effectiveness of CPE has yet 

to be determined. As there are CPE planned for two of the projects in which an RIE was conducted, first results 

regarding the second hypothesis are expected to be available soon.  

 

The evaluability aspects that an RIE is assumed to strengthen such as data availability and quality are also crit-

ically served by planning and results-based monitoring. Therefore, the complementarity of the RIE to the moni-

toring system was assessed. The complementarity of RIE and monitoring systems seem to differ widely 

among the investigated cases. In approximately half of the cases subject to the in-depth analysis, RIEs effec-

tively complemented the monitoring system. In these cases, RIEs particularly supported the ascertainment of 

verifiable baseline data and contributed to an improved monitoring system in terms of indicator quality as exter-

nal consultation was provided. In other cases, RIEs generated datasets useful for project indicators and al-

lowed for comparisons with the dataset generated by the monitoring system. The monitoring data can hence be 

checked and verified. Moreover, as the monitoring data and the results produced by an RIE do not always 

match, discussions about the monitoring system were facilitated. However, in some cases, RIEs produced data 

that did not serve the reporting of project indicators and was largely independent of the monitoring system. Re-

gardless of whether an RIE reported on project indicators or not, interview partners emphasised that RIE al-

lowed them to analyse spillover effects to control groups which could not be analysed with monitoring data. Ad-

ditionally, the implementation of an RIE increased the understanding of a project staff for evaluations. However, 

it was also criticised that while RIEs improve data availability and quality, they also increase the amount of time 

and effort that must be spent on the data collection considerably and according to some interview partners ex-

cessively.  

 

It is important to note that RIEs in many cases only examined specific subsets of a project intervention but did 

not evaluate the whole project in its entirety. Depending on the project type,8 QCA results related to the factor 

“short-term orientation” and “focus of evaluation” also displayed that RIE is limited in its ability to effectively as-

sess outcome or impact level measures for the overall project activities – at least in the case of bilateral pro-

grammes. However, while limited, RIE findings may still support CPE by delivering rigorous evidence for indi-

vidual causal links. 

 

In summary, more evidence for value proposition 1 is needed. However, initial findings indicate that RIE is lim-

ited in fostering evaluability for CPE. RIE is best viewed as complementary evaluation instruments within GIZ´s 

evaluation system that can create significant corporate value in its own right, rather than mediated by support-

ing other instruments.   

                                                        
8  bilateral programme or global programme 

VALUE ASPECT 1 

RIE strengthens the efficiency and effectiveness of CPE.  
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5.4 Mobilising partners and resources 

 

RIE has led to resource mobilisation as well as to strengthened cooperation with project partners in 

several cases (see chapter 3, value aspect 2). 

 

RIEs were co-led by the GIZ project and political partners in 7 cases. Co-led means that either GIZ and its 

partners jointly decided about the design, implementation and use of RIE, or that partners of GIZ had sole re-

sponsibility for parts of the implementation of the RIE. RIEs were never co-led on projects that were part of a 

global programme. This finding supports the hypothesis that a consequence of the presence of central support 

could be that RIE is less tailored to the local needs of the project. Co-leading RIEs resulted in some cases in 

a more frequent exchange between political partners and the GIZ project team as well as in a wider 

range of consultation services for the partners. In one case, two representatives of political partner institu-

tions as well as the GIZ project manager and the evaluator formed an RIE management team that held monthly 

meetings. The political partners in this case were also the only ones among all cases who explicitly requested 

the RIE and more specifically a randomised control trial. The RIE not only led to a frequent exchange between 

partners and the GIZ project team but was also part of service delivery to the partner. Moreover, co-leading 

RIEs might result in widening consultation services for project partners. Consultation on how to plan data col-

lection was provided to partners by GIZ in yet another case which led to the initiation of a capacity building 

training undertaken by the partners themselves. Finally, while co-leading RIEs might strengthen the coopera-

tion with partners, which is valuable in itself, it was mentioned that co-leading RIEs may mitigate risks, espe-

cially in cases involving negative results. Partners were assumed to be more willing to work on adjusting 

the project in case of negative results when they are deeply involved in the evaluation process. A strong owner-

ship, again, promotes sustainability, which can be evidenced by the political intent to further adapt the tested 

intervention beyond GIZ support in some cases or by a nationwide take-up of the intervention after it proved to 

be effective in another project. 

 

Even when RIEs are not co-led, it was reported in some interviews that RIE can strengthen the cooper-

ation with political partners as the results can be used for policy recommendations. The results of an 

RIE were used for policy recommendations in one case in which providing consultation services to political 

partners is part of the project’s service delivery as agreed upon with commissioning parties. Moreover, due to 

RIE findings, political partners scaled up the project’s interventions to a national level in another case. Partners 

might be more confident in project activities based on RIE findings. Nonetheless, while some previous exam-

ples show that partnerships can still be strengthened even when RIEs are not co-led, RIEs seemed to not in-

fluence partnerships in several of the cases analysed. RIE findings were frequently presented together with 

findings concluded from monitoring data, but no further interaction occurred explicitly because of the RIE find-

ings. Moreover, in some cases, the data produced by the RIE did not match with national data collected by the 

political partner, which stressed the partnerships of projects with political partners. 

 

RIE findings have been presented and discussed at conferences of international development partners 

in two cases. These RIEs contributed to the improvement of internationally used indicators or checklists. Thus, 

VALUE ASPECT 2 

Through meeting an increasing demand among key development partners, RIE creates increased opportunities 

for resource mobilisation and partnerships. 
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RIE might not only strengthen partnerships with the project partner but also with other development partners. 

Moreover, in at least three cases, RIEs contributed to a further mobilisation of project resources pro-

vided by international, multilateral or national development partners. 

 

 

5.5 Cost effectiveness 

RIE often requires considerable resources (time, effort and money). Against this background, it is important to 

compare an RIE’s value against the resources invested. A follow-up questionnaire, which was filled by 15 out 

of 19 cases (79% response rate), indicated that all project managers except one (93%) considered the 

(prospective) cost-effectiveness of the RIE to be rather high, thus assessing the RIE worth the cost and 

effort to implement it. By contrast, 74% of respondents to the qualitative interviews of the 19 analysed cases 

indicated that RIEs were believed to be cost effective. This discrepancy can be explained by a combination two 

factors. On the one hand, the qualitative interviews were likely to have generated a better understanding for the 

value of RIE. Hence, when subsequently answering the questionnaire users were able to factor into their as-

sessment additional value that their RIE had generated. On the other hand, the judgement by users is likely 

mainly driven by the ‘absolute’ value generated than the investigators’ ‘relative’ judgement against the potential 

value. While RIE generated substantial value for its users, the review also displayed additional potentials. 

 

The reasons to consider RIE highly cost-effective are manifold. The provision of specific external funding ren-

dered the costs more likely such that RIE was evaluated as cost-effective: While projects that financed RIE 

with their own resources reported to have spent at least 200.000€ on it, several projects had access to ex-

ternal funding, for instance by a sector programme or regional initiative. However, not all RIEs with external 

funding were evaluated as cost-efficient by project managers. The same holds for outcomes. While all 

three outcomes – the use of RIE for operational learning, conceptual learning and accountability – as well as 

strengthened partnerships were mentioned as reasons to rate the cost effectiveness of RIE as high, there are 

also cases in which the outcome was achieved yet the cost-efficiency rate was low. Therefore, there seems to 

be no single recipe to achieve high cost-effectiveness, as assessed by project managers.  

 

However, this might also be due to the subjective nature of the variable itself and because of the different con-

ditions under which RIE is conducted. RIE is pre-dominantly conducted in a highly decentralised manner. 

The project manager or an M&E specialist initiated RIEs in almost all cases as they were convinced these RIEs 

are useful for specific purposes. For some of those project managers, RIEs provided the basis of an effi-

ciency analysis. They recognised RIE as the only way to attribute effects to project interventions and thereby 

to assess the value of an intervention compared to its costs. In other cases, generating knowledge is part of 

a project’s service delivery as agreed upon with the commissioning parties (see chapter 5.2). Therefore, 

the cost-effectiveness of RIE is not only assessed by comparing the usefulness of the process and the findings 

to their costs but also by assessing whether RIE serves the goal of knowledge generation. Finally, in those 

cases in which an RIE was designed to assess the impact of project pilots, the RIE cannot be separated 

from the project itself such that the cost-effectiveness could not be assessed separately for the project and 

the RIE. 
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6 Conclusion 

RIE offer significant corporate value for GIZ that has yet to be realised to its full extent. Nearly all investi-

gated users at GIZ view RIE as a cost-effective measure. Moreover, the evidence clearly indicates that further 

substantial corporate value for GIZ has yet to be seized from RIE. On the one hand, additional value can be 

generated through better exploiting the already existing evidence-base established through RIE. On the other 

hand, a more strategic implementation of RIE in the future can substantially increase the utility of RIE for gen-

erating evidence to continuously increase effectivity of GIZ interventions.  

 

The key conclusions of this review display that opportuni-

ties for adding corporate value through RIE systemically 

exist at the demand and supply side as well as within the 

enabling environment, as displayed by figure 10. Oppor-

tunities can be seized i) on the demand side by utilising 

RIE as a vehicle for strategic positioning with partners 

and ii) on the supply side, as a more purpose-sensitive 

use of RIE can substantially increase its utility. Systemati-

cally facilitating iii) the delivery of RIE as a service and iv) 

global support structures within GIZ can create a 

strengthened enabling environment for seizing demand 

and supply side opportunities. 

  

RIE require purpose-sensitive facilitation. RIE can serve conceptual learning, operational learning and ac-

countability. However, these purposes require different sets of conditions for their achievement. This is strik-

ingly displayed by the different paths or sets of conditions which the QCA has identified for each purpose. 

Hence, purpose-sensitive facilitation that tailors RIE design as well as implementation strategy and monitors 

context conditions is critical for achieving its intended use. It is important to note that this, in turn, implies that 

not all purposes can be equally achieved, at least not to the same extent. For example, if a RIE measures the 

project’s outcome or impact level, it may well serve conceptual learning and accountability, but is less likely to 

generate results that can be used for operational learning during the current project phase. So far, the use of 

nimble RIE designs, particularly for operational learning, is completely unexploited. None of the RIE cases 

identified at GIZ for the purpose of this review applied a nimble RIE design. Meanwhile, most cases did specify 

operational learning as an intended use. Among the cases that successfully used RIE for operational learning, 

a very limited number did so through using the RIE findings. On the one hand, this shows that process use can 

be an effective driver for operational learning. On the other hand, it also confirms that an increased RIE utility 

for operational learning can be gained through comprehensive facilitation of process use and use of findings.  

 

Furthermore, in many cases, RIE is not strategically planned to address evidence gaps and to generate find-

ings that allow for synthesis across multiple context. Cross-contextual synthesis, however, substantially in-

creases the value of RIE, as it can help to reduce critical limitations to external validity and generalisation, re-

spectively, inherent to RIE. Fostering cross-contextual synthesis particularly aids conceptual learning and 

accountability. However, the review findings suggest that the potential for synthesis across multiple contexts 

was only successfully exploited by one global programme. Whilst existing sectoral or regional initiatives bared 

the potential to generate comparable knowledge across different countries and projects, exploring the method-

ological approach appeared to be the key incentive to initiate RIE within the given sectors.  

Figure 10: Maximum corporate value of RIE 
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Global support structures are critical for effectively facilitating the corporate value of RIE. This is partic-

ularly evident for conceptual learning, which can only be achieved without central support in cases of highly 

replicable interventions or if results display the effectiveness of the intervention. However, systematic concep-

tual learning must not be limited to such cases, as this is likely to introduce bias. Effective conceptual learning 

depends on identifying all interventions of merit – not just already standardised, implemented and documented 

ones – for their corporate wide promotion. Meanwhile, excluding evidence on interventions for them not being 

successful also substantially diminishes conceptual learning. However, so far, RIEs are used almost exclu-

sively in isolation. Even in case of similar RIEs that bare the potential for further exchange, results are not sys-

tematically discussed or analysed for cross-contextual learnings. Hence, already existing potential is not fully 

exploited. Moreover, a global support and coordination structure is pivotal to strategically plan RIE to address 

evidence gaps9 in line with the corporate strategic needs and interest.  

 

QCA results indicate that central support is less critical for operational learning and accountability. In case of 

operational learning central support can even hinder the use of RIE. This can be explained through the fact that 

central support units are deliberately promoting global interest that may hinder the primary project focus on the 

function of operational learning. However, users were generally not aware of the varying conditions that apply 

to different RIE uses. Independent of the intended RIE use, central support can substantially add value by help-

ing users to clearly identify the intended RIE use from the start, and by advising on the relevant conditions for 

achieving it. Subsequently, a further engagement of the central support unit may depend on the identified, in-

tended use. 

 

RIE is best promoted as an integrated service delivery. Rather than conducting RIE exclusively for as-

sessing the effects of services to partners, RIEs are seen more useful if they are provided as a service delivery 

to the project partners and are firmly integrated into the project design as agreed upon with commissioning par-

ties and partners. Whilst bearing a considerable value to increase ownership and sustainability of results, it can 

equally mitigate risks, particularly, if the RIE indicates a negative intervention effect.  

 

RIE present a vehicle for strategic positioning of GIZ. While demand is not yet systematic, a trend of in-

creasing demand is evident on multiple levels. Among GIZ’s commissioning parties demand for RIE remains 

mainly driven by individuals within the agencies. However, efforts to more systematically facilitate RIE are un-

derway. For example, DEval has initiated a research project to support more adequate and systematic use of 

RIE within German development cooperation as far as both implementation of RIE and the utilisation of results 

(e.g., systematic reviews) are concerned. Some of the divisions at the German Federal Ministry for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (BMZ), such as the division for transitional development assistance, increas-

ingly foster the systematic use (quasi-) experimental evaluation designs in German development cooperation. 

While demand among commissioning parties may not always be existent from the on-set of an RIE, the investi-

gated cases have proven that this can very much change once data is available. Finally, the cases of RIE iden-

tified for this review illustrate that there is also an internal demand. Internationally this trend is particularly dis-

played by organisations that have so far made little use of RIE. Investments in RIE among these organisations 

primarily focus on the systemic use of RIE to complement the existing evaluation system. Hence, rather than 

increasing the scale of such evaluations, a highly strategic use of RIE is the main aim.  

 

 

  

                                                        
9  Recent evidence gap maps have been conducted in the area of climate change adaptation (DEval/Green Climate Fund) and building peaceful societies (3ie/DEval/GIZ/BMZ). 

In the latter case, a systematic review is being commissioned by GIZ to consolidate results of the mapping exercise. 
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8 Annexes 

8.1 Glossary 

Expression Definition 

Difference in Dif-

ferences 

Difference-in-differences (DID) is a quasi-experimental research design “also known as 

the ‘double difference’ method, compares the changes in outcome over time between 

treatment and comparison groups to estimate impact. DID gives a stronger impact esti-

mate than single difference, which only compares the difference in outcomes between 

treatment and comparison groups following the intervention (at t+1). Applying the DID 

method removes the difference in the outcome between treatment and comparison 

groups at the baseline. […] The major limitation of the DID method is that it is based on 

the assumption that the indicators of interest follow the same trajectory over time in 

treatment and comparison groups. This assumption is known as the ‘parallel trends as-

sumption’. Where this assumption is correct, a programme impact estimate made using 

this method would be unbiased. If there are differences between the groups that change 

over time, however, then this method will not help to eliminate these differences.” (White 

& Sabarwal 2014: 9, 10). 

Formative Impact 

Evaluations 

A Formative Impact Evaluation is understood in this review as an impact evaluation that 

focusses on causality using attribution approaches and is conducted at discrete point(s) 

of measurement during the implementation of an intervention. Hereby impact evalua-

tions refer to the “[e]xamination of the degree to which development measures have 

brought about changes in an initial situation by analysing causal links and assumptions 

related to causal links and assessing causality in terms of the results logic (e.g. of a pro-

ject)” GIZ (2018a: 16).  

Instrumental Var-

iable 

The instrumental variables approach is a quasi-experimental method. “In simple terms, 

this approach involves identifying a special variable that affects outcome and interven-

tion, but without the two having any causality. IV approach is needed if the causal rela-

tionship between intervention and outcome run the opposite direction. Such a scenario 

occurs when (i) the intervention has been deliberately targeted or (ii) participants have 

joined the programme for specific reasons. This implies that potential unobserved char-

acteristics or omitted variables have not been taken into account.” (BMZ 2011 :17) 

(Quasi-)experi-

mental methods 

“(Quasi-)experimental research designs […] test causal hypotheses. In both experi-

mental and quasi-experimental designs, the programme or policy is viewed as an ‘inter-

vention’ in which a treatment – comprising the elements of the programme/policy being 

evaluated – is tested for how well it achieves its objectives, as measured by a pre-speci-

fied set of indicators. (Quasi-)experimental designs identify a comparison group that is 

as similar as possible to the treatment group in terms of baseline (pre-intervention) char-

acteristics. The comparison group captures what would have been the outcomes if the 

programme/policy had not been implemented (i.e., the counterfactual). Hence, the pro-

gramme or policy can be said to have caused any difference in outcomes between the 
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treatment and comparison groups.” (White & Sabarwal 2014: 1). For experimental meth-

ods see randomised control trials. 

 

“A quasi-experimental design by definition lacks random assignment, however. Assign-

ment to conditions (treatment versus no treatment or comparison) is by means of self-

selection (by which participants choose treatment for themselves) or administrator se-

lection (e.g., by officials, teachers, policymakers and so on) or both of these routes.” 

(White & Sabarwal 2014: 1) 

Randomised 

Control Trials 

An experimental “research or evaluation design with two or more randomly selected 

groups (an experimental group and control group) in which the researcher controls or 

introduces an intervention (such as a new programme or policy) and measures its im-

pact on the dependent variable at least two times (pre- and post-test measurements). In 

particular RCTs – which originated in clinical settings and are known as the ‘gold stand-

ard’ of medical and health research – are often used for addressing evaluative research 

questions, which seek to assess the effectiveness of programmatic and policy interven-

tions in developmental settings.” (White & Sabarwal 2014: i). 

Regression Dis-

continuity Design 

 

Regression discontinuity design is a quasi-experimental design that “[…] can be used 

when there is some kind of criterion that must be met before people can participate in 

the intervention being evaluated. This is known as a threshold. A threshold rule deter-

mines eligibility for participation in the programme/policy and is usually based on a con-

tinuous variable assessed for all potentially eligible individuals. For example, students 

below a certain test score are enrolled in a remedial programme […] Those just either 

side of the threshold are not very different, however. If the threshold for being enrolled in 

a remedial study programme is a test score of 60, students enrolled in the programme 

who get a score of 58 to 59.9 are not very different from those who get a score of 60 to 

60.9 and are not enrolled. Regression discontinuity is based on a comparison of the dif-

ference in average outcomes for these two groups.” (White & Sabarwal 2014: 7) 

Rigorous meth-

ods 

GIZ believes that a rigorous approach includes not just experimental evaluation de-

signs but also any methodological approach that systematically deals with the at-

tribution of results to measures. These include experimental, quasi-experimental, 

statistical, theory-based and participatory approaches (GIZ 2018). 

Output Outputs describe the changes and conditions achieved by the project’s activities, such 

as products, goods, services, acquired technical skills and knowledge, institutions and 

regulations. 

Outcome Outcomes are the probable or actually achieved short-term and medium-term changes 

that occur as a consequence of the use of an intervention’s outputs. They correspond 

more or less to the achievement of the programme/project objective and include both 

the use of the outputs delivered by the project by the intermediaries and target groups, 

and the direct benefit. 

Impact Impacts are the long-term, overarching development results (is in line with OECD-DAC). 

They are usually located at the level of the DC programme objective. 
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8.2 Differences in the understanding of impact evaluations 

 
 
 

  

Agency Definition 

GIZ Examination of the degree to which development measures have brought about changes in an ini-

tial situation by analysing causal links and assumptions related to causal links and assessing cau-

sality in terms of the results logic (e.g. of a project). It offers a range of benefits, including the anal-

ysis of assumed causal mechanisms and the provision of information on the modification of results 

models and hypotheses. (2018: 16) 

DFID  Impact evaluation approaches focus on establishing cause and effect. (…) Impact evaluation can 

be conducted for pilot initiatives (…). DFID-funded impact evaluations use an appropriate design 

which is able to measure impact credibly given the type and context of the intervention. This must 

include a counterfactual or similar analysis to address attribution and establish causality. It should 

be noted that where a randomised trial or use of a control group is not appropriate or feasible, al-

ternative approaches can and should be used. (DFID, 2013: 13) 

AusAID/ 

DFAT 

[I]mpact evaluation links cause and effect: it assesses the direct and indirect causal contribution of 

the intervention to change in people’s lives. (…) AusAID recognises that a range of methodological 

approaches can be used for impact evaluation. (2012: 3) 

World Bank IE [impact evaluation] assesses the causal effects (impacts) attributable to specific interventions, 

where the outcomes of interest are compared with a counterfactual situation. (…)IEs are structured 

to respond to one question in particular: the causal effect of a program on short-, medium-, or long-

term outcomes. (IEG, 2012: 3) 

USAID Impact evaluations measure the change in a development outcome that is attributable to a defined 

intervention; impact evaluations are based on models of cause and effect and require a credible 

and rigorously defined counterfactual to control for factors other than the intervention that might 

account for the observed change. (2016: 3) 

3ie A study of the attribution of changes in the outcome to the intervention. Impact evaluations have 

either an experimental or quasi-experimental design. (2012) 

Better Eval-

uation  

An impact evaluation provides information about the impacts produced by an intervention - positive 

and negative, intended and unintended, direct and indirect. This means that an impact evaluation 

must establish what has been the cause of observed changes (in this case ‘impacts’) referred to as 

causal attribution (also referred to as causal inference). (2018) 
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8.3 Methodological remarks to QCA use 

Qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) is based on the assumption that different configurations of conditions 

may lead to the same outcome, e.g., that depending on the setting, different aspects of the design and the im-

plementation of RIE may combine to produce a specific type of evaluation use. These configurations are called 

“paths to the outcome” (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, 330). The assumption that several paths may lead to 

the same outcome is called “equifinality” (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, 78). In its ability to identify several 

paths to the same outcome, QCA’s approach to causal analysis is in stark contrast to that of statistical anal-

yses (Grofman & Schneider 2009). While statistical procedures such as linear regression analyses reduce 

causal complexity to a single model that provides a partial explanation of an outcome across cases, QCA iden-

tifies parallel cause-to-effect chains that provide an exhaustive explanation of the outcome for all cases. Thus, 

statistical analyses derive net-effects of individual variables regardless of the context in which they operate, 

while QCA determines which causal conditions are decisive in which contexts (Ragin 2008, 182). The results of 

a configurational analysis are therefore particularly suitable for context-sensitive recommendations. 

QCA’s ability to identify sets of paths to an outcome rests on an asymmetrical understanding of causation. In-

stead of positing that a factor correlates with a dependent variable, QCA hypothesises that a factor is either a 

necessary or a sufficient condition for an outcome (or part of a configuration of conditions that is necessary or 

sufficient). If it is posited that a factor correlates positively with a dependent variable, it is assumed that the 

higher its value is, the higher is the value of the dependent variable, and the lower its value is, the lower is the 

value of the dependent variable. If the hypothesised correlation is negative, the inverse is expected, but in both 

cases, the posited relationship is the same for high and low values on both sides of the equation. Such a hy-

pothesis is one of causal symmetry. QCA assumes a different kind of causation. Necessary and sufficient con-

ditions are both forms of asymmetric causality. If, for example, it is hypothesised that the support of a central, 

specialised unit at GIZ in implementing an RIE is a sufficient condition for conceptual learning, this hypothesis 

does not imply that conceptual learning does not occur when the RIE was not centrally supported. Likewise, if it 

was posited that central support is a necessary condition for conceptual learning, this does not mean that con-

ceptual learning could not be absent when central support is present. 

 

A logical minimisation process identifies the configurations of conditions that consistently lead to the outcome 

among the set of conditions that feature in the explanatory model. In the present study, the resulting paths of 

each of the three QCA represent the circumstances under which RIE were used for operational learning, con-

ceptual learning, or accountability. Together, these paths also represent an answer to the question why some 

RIE have provided cooperate value in the forms of evaluation use, while others have not. The robustness of 

this answer depends on the number of conditions that are included in the model, and the number of cases ana-

lysed (Marx & Dusa 2011). In order to exclude the possibility that the resulting paths of our QCA are a product 

of chance, the number of conditions was limited to five for each analysis. If five conditions are included in the 

configurational analysis of 19 randomly generated cases, the analysis leads in 93% of the cases to contradic-

tory results (Befani 2016, 154). This means that if the three QCA of evaluation use in our study lead to logically 

coherent sets of sufficient configurations, these results are almost certainly not a product of chance (Marx & 

Dusa 2011). 

 

A QCA thus represents a systematic and transparent cross-case analysis. The empirical basis for the QCA are 

detailed case studies. For the present study, each RIE, or each country in which an RIE was implemented, rep-

resents a case. These case studies consist of assessments for each condition and each outcome under study. 

Rules must be defined that allow researchers to perform assessments of each condition for each case accord-

ing to the same criteria. Thus, each choice that a researcher makes in characterising a case is made explicit, 

and the analysis is retraceable for the reader (Legewie 2013).  
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The assessment of conditions differs for crisp-set QCA (csQCA) and fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA), which are the two 

most common methods of formalised set-theoretic analysis (Schneider & Wagemann 2012, 13). Crisp-set QCA 

operates on sets with membership scores of either 0 (full non-membership) or 1 (full membership). Fuzzy-set 

QCA allows cases to have gradations of their set membership between 0 and 1. For example, in fsQCA, a case 

could receive one of four scores for its membership in a given set. 0.00 would express that the case is not a 

member, 0.33 that it is rather not a member, 0.66 that it is rather a member, and 1.00 that it is a full member of 

the set. Thus, a condition could be said to be fully absent, rather absent, rather present, or fully present in a 

given case.  

 

In this review conditions have first been assessed on a four score scala, which was reduced to a two score 

scala for the analysis. That is, “fully absent” and “rather absent” were recoded as “absent,” while “rather pre-

sent” and “fully present” were recoded as “present.” The case characteristics “Significantly positive results” and 

“Conceptual learning” are exceptions. Here, only “fully present” was recoded as “present”, while all other rat-

ings were recoded as “absent”. Assessing conditions on a four score scala allows to reflect on which differ-

ences between the projects are regarded as the most important ones. However, csQCA is then used for the 

analysis as the additional value of fsQCA for explaining the different outcomes does not match the additional 

difficulties in analysis and interpretation. First, the added precision of the measurements does typically not lead 

to the identification of different paths to the outcome (Schwellnus 2013). Second, consistency and coverage of 

necessary conditions and sufficient paths have no easy interpretation in fsQCA. Whereas in csQCA a coverage 

value of a sufficient configuration of conditions can be translated directly into the number of cases that reach 

the outcome through that path, in fsQCA, cases have partial memberships in a configuration, and the coverage 

value represents the sum of these partial memberships. Given that familiarity with QCA is often low among the 

intended audiences of applied research, this represents an additional complication for the practical interpreta-

tion of results. Third, the formulae to calculate consistency and coverage in fsQCA include cases that are irrele-

vant for the hypothesised set relationship (Schwellnus 2013). Thus, consistency and coverage values may indi-

cate that a condition is sufficient and that it covers a substantial part of the outcome, while there is no typical 

case confirming the assumption of sufficiency. Such erroneous evaluations of consistency and coverage are 

impossible with csQCA. 
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8.4 Short definitions of conditions 

Condition Definition Expected sign 

Operational 

learning 

Conceptual 

learning 

Accountabil-

ity 

Deep integration in 

monitoring framework 

The implementation of the RIE started at the 

same time as the implementation of the interven-

tion (or the component the RIE evaluated, re-

spectively) or at the same time the monitoring 

system started operating, whichever came later. 

+  + 

Strong local support 

for RIE 

Evaluators were continuously engaged with the 

project, or the project itself had a high capacity to 

support the RIE. 

+   

Short-term oriented 

RIE 

The project results the RIE investigated where 

below the level of a project objective. 
+ - - 

Timely RIE The RIE provided results at least half a year be-

fore the end of project implementation. 
+   

Central support The project received support from a specialised, 

central unit at GIZ in at least two of the following 

tasks: (1) Joint reflection of the suitability of RIE 

for the intervention and the intended purpose, (2) 

support in developing the ToR for the RIE, (3) se-

lection of evaluators, and (4) briefing of evalua-

tors. 

+ +  

Demand for rigorous 

data 

Commissioners of the GIZ or cooperation part-

ners requested additional data on the project’s 

contributions to results or on the attribution of re-

sults to the project at the beginning of the evalua-

tion. 

 + + 

Replicability of inter-

vention 

The intervention was implemented in more than 

two countries, activities were specified regarding 

their specific format and content, and all benefi-

ciaries in a country received identical activities. 

 +  

Significantly positive 

results 

The results of the RIE indicated that the evalu-

ated project or activities were overall successfully 

implemented and produced the intended results. 

 + + 
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8.5 Definitions of conditions and thresholds 

High project volume 

Project volume refers to the budget available for the project in the current intervention cycle. The more 

budget the project has available the higher the project volume.  

Fully  

absent 

Budget is less than three million Euros. 

Rather ab-

sent 

Budget is between 3 to 6 million Euros. 

Rather pre-

sent 

Budget is between 6 to 10 million Euros. 

Fully pre-

sent 

Budget is higher than 10 million Euros. 

 

High political relevance 

Highly politically relevant are projects that are part of the special initiatives “One World, No Hunger”; “Stabil-

ity and development in the MENA region” and “Tackling the root causes of displacement, reintegrating refu-

gees” as well as those within the title “Transitional development assistance” 

Fully  

absent 

The project is not part of a special initiative/transitional development assistance 

Fully pre-

sent 

The project is part of a special initiative/transitional development assistance 

 

High number of project countries 

The investigated activity/activities are implemented in several countries in a comparable manner. 

Fully  

absent 

The investigated activity/activities are implemented in one country. 

Rather ab-

sent 

The investigated activity/activities are implemented in two countries. 

Rather pre-

sent 

The investigated activity/activities are implemented in three to five countries. 

Fully pre-

sent 

The investigated activity/activities are implemented in more than five countries. 

 

High degree of intervention replicability 

The degree of intervention replicability refers to the ability to reproduce activities in a comparable manner. 

This ability depends on the documentation of technical specificities of activities and is fostered when activi-

ties have been delivered identically to all beneficiaries. 

Fully  

absent 

Activities are not specific AND not delivered identically to all beneficiaries that are supposed 

to receive a given type of activity. 

Rather ab-

sent 

Activities are specific at the level of the mechanism (e.g. type of training or type of agricultural 

innovation), but not delivered identically to all beneficiaries that are supposed to receive the 

respective activities. 

Rather pre-

sent 

Activities are specific at the level of the mechanism (e.g. type of training or type of agricultural 

innovation) AND delivered identically to all beneficiaries that are supposed to receive the re-

spective activities. 

Fully pre-

sent 

Activities are fully specified through a handbook, technological blueprint or standard product 

AND delivered identically to all beneficiaries that are supposed to receive the respective ac-

tivities. 
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Deep integration in monitoring framework 

RIE is an integral part of the monitoring and evaluation framework of the project. Synergies with results-

based monitoring are sought and/or achieved. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the 

evaluator is subsidiary to the perception of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

RIE starts after the first year of project/component implementation OR the RIE and the moni-

toring systems are almost complete substitutes.  

Rather ab-

sent 

RIE starts after the beginning of project monitoring, but within the first year of project/compo-

nent implementation. 

Rather pre-

sent 

RIE starts at the same time as project/component implementation (and potentially after the 

monitoring system has been set up) OR RIE starts at the same time as the monitoring system 

is being set up (and potentially after project/component implementation has started). 

Fully pre-

sent 

RIE is already mentioned in the impact matrix as a means to collect data on indicators AND 

starts at the same time as the project/component. 

 

Continuous engagement of external evaluators 

To assess the continuity of the engagement of external evaluators in the evaluation, we distinguish three 

phases of the evaluation: (1) Design, (2) baseline data collection, (3) data analysis and reporting. Engage-

ment can mean physical presence at the implementation site, personal exchanges with project stakeholders 

via telephone or video chat, or written consultation via, e.g., e-mail. The evaluator may vary with each 

phase. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the evaluator is subsidiary to the percep-

tion of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

External evaluators were engaged in the evaluation in only one phase of its implementation. 

Rather ab-

sent 

External evaluators are engaged in the evaluation in two of the three phases of its implemen-

tation, namely the design and the data analysis and reporting phase.  

Rather pre-

sent 

External evaluators are engaged in the evaluation in all three phases. 

Fully pre-

sent 

At least one external evaluator is embedded in the project team OR at least one evaluator is 

consulting with the project team between phases as well. 

 

High capacity of project to support RIE 

A high capacity of the project to support the RIE means that there is adequate knowledge, work force, and 

leadership to support its implementation. It is implied that knowledge, work force, and leadership are not 

only available, but also used in support of the RIE. The project is considered to have “adequate knowledge” 

when project staff responsible for the evaluation have previous experience in commissioning and managing 

or in implementing an evaluation with a QED. The project is considered to have “adequate work force” if the 

GIZ staffer responsible for the project was not described as being strapped for time and resources. If work 

force is not explicitly mentioned by the interview partner when s/he is asked about challenges during the RIE 

implementation in general, an adequate work force is assumed. “Leadership” is assessed as adequate if it is 

not explicitly emphasised as challenging. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the 

evaluator is subsidiary to the perception of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

None of the three aspects (adequate knowledge, work force, and leadership) are present. 

Rather ab-

sent 

One aspect is present. 

Rather pre-

sent 

Two of the three aspects are present. 

Fully pre-

sent 

All three aspects (adequate knowledge, work force, and leadership) are present. 
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High degree of focus of the evaluation 

The objectives of an evaluation may cover an entire project/country package or focus on parts thereof. If an 

evaluation’s objectives and questions concentrate on one specific project activity OR an area of project ac-

tivities within one specific project component, a high degree of focus is present. Note: In the case of conflict-

ing views, information given by the evaluator is subsidiary to the perception of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

The project or country package has several components in which several activities are imple-

mented AND the objectives and research questions of the RIE cover several activities in 

more than one of these components. 

Rather ab-

sent 

EITHER: The project or country package has several components in which several activities 

are implemented AND the objectives and research questions of the evaluation focus on one 

entire component. OR: The project or country package consists of several activities AND the 

research questions of the evaluation focus on all of these activities. 

Rather pre-

sent 

EITHER: The project or country package has several components in which several activities 

are implemented AND the objectives and research questions of the evaluation focus on sev-

eral activities of one component. OR: The project or country package consists of several ac-

tivities AND the research questions of the evaluation focus on several of these activities. 

Fully pre-

sent 

EITHER: The project or country package has several components in which several activities 

are implemented AND the objectives and research questions of the evaluation focus on one 

activity of one component. OR (1): The project or country package consists of several activi-

ties AND the research questions of the evaluation focus on one of these activities. OR (2): 

The project or country package consists of one activity AND the research questions of the 

evaluation focus on this activity. 

 

Short-term oriented evaluation 

The project results investigated by the evaluation can be located at different levels along the results chain. 

This also presents a time hierarchy. Direct results of activity are the most immediate. Changes on subse-

quent levels require additional time. Hence, the lower the level on which the result is located along the pro-

ject´s results chain, the more short-term orientated the evaluation. Note: In the case of conflicting views, in-

formation given by the evaluator is subsidiary to the perception of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

The results investigated are beyond the project objective (Modulziel). 

Rather ab-

sent 

The results investigated are a project objective (Modulziel). 

Rather pre-

sent 

The results investigated are below the project objective (Modulziel) and beyond specific out-

puts, i.e. outcome at the project component level.  

Fully pre-

sent 

The results investigated are immediate effects of activities, i.e. outputs. 

 

Timely evaluation 

The timeliness of an evaluation is measured relative to the duration of the project. The more time in the in-

tervention cycle remains after evaluation results become available, the timelier the evaluation is. The evalua-

tion results do not necessarily have to be available in form of a final report, but can also be available in form 

of presentations, memos and the like. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the evalua-

tor is subsidiary to the perception of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

The evaluation is an end-of-project or ex-post evaluation. 

Rather ab-

sent 

There is less than half a year between the time at which results of the evaluation become 

available and the end of project implementation. 
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Rather pre-

sent 

There is more than half a year between the time at which results of the evaluation become 

available and the end of project implementation. 

Fully pre-

sent 

There is more than a year between the time at which results of the evaluation become availa-

ble and the end of project implementation. 

 

Comprehensive partner involvement in evaluation 

Comprehensive partner involvement in the evaluation is achieved when political partners have decision-

making power with regard to the design, implementation, and use of the evaluation or if they are involved in 

the implementation of the RIE. It implies that political partners are in a positon to veto changes to the evalua-

tion. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the evaluator is subsidiary to the perception 

of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

Partners have not been informed in the design phase of the RIE OR are not regularly briefed. 

Rather ab-

sent 

Partners were informed in the design phase of the RIE AND are regularly briefed about the 

progress of its implementation, as well as the further use of its results. 

Rather pre-

sent 

The RIE is co-led by GIZ and partners. GIZ and partners jointly decide about design, imple-

mentation and the processing of results OR partners are responsible for parts of the imple-

mentation. 

Fully pre-

sent 

The RIE is partner-led. Responsibility for design, implementation, and processing of results 

lies with partners. 

 

Central support 

Central support refers to support received by the project and given by a specialised, central unit at GIZ dur-

ing the commissioning phase of the evaluation. It comes mainly in the form of advice and quality assurance. 

Four tasks are differentiated: (1) Reflection of suitability of RIE for the intended purpose and intervention at 

stake; (2) development of Terms of Reference, (3) selection of evaluator(s) (including dissemination of ToR); 

and (4) briefing of evaluator(s) after selection. 

Fully  

absent 

Project received no central support. 

Rather ab-

sent 

Project received central support in one of the tasks. 

Rather pre-

sent 

Project received central support in at least two tasks. 

Fully pre-

sent 

Project received central support in all four tasks. 

 

Demand for rigorous data 

Demand for rigorous data refers to requests for additional or more rigorous data on project outputs, out-

comes or impacts put forward by commissioners or cooperation partners of GIZ. 

Fully  

absent 

There was no demand for more rigorous or additional data. 

Rather ab-

sent 

There was a demand for plausible additional data on project results, but no specific demand 

for more rigorous data. 

Rather pre-

sent 

There was a demand for more rigorous or additional data on project results. This demand 

was predominantly for additional data on the project’s contributions to results. 

Fully pre-

sent 

There was a demand for more rigorous or additional data on project results. This demand 

was specifically for additional data on the attribution of results to the project. 

 

Significantly positive results  

The RIE produced positive AND statistically significant results regarding the project’s outputs, outcomes or 
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impacts. Note: In the case of conflicting views, information given by the evaluator is subsidiary to the percep-

tion of the project manager. 

Fully  

absent 

The RIE produced predominantly negative AND statistically significant results. 

Rather ab-

sent 

The RIE produced predominantly negative results that are not statistically significant. 

Rather pre-

sent 

The RIE produced predominantly positive results that are not statistically significant. 

Fully pre-

sent 

The RIE produced predominantly positive AND statistically significant results. 

 

Use of RIE for operational learning 

The evaluation supported decision-making on the project level during the current intervention cycle of the 

project. Specifically, a use for operational learning is present when a decision by project management with 

regard to the implementation of the project has been influenced by insights generated in the process of the 

evaluation (process learning) or derived from the evaluation’s findings and conclusions.  

Fully  

absent 

Project implementation did not change during the current intervention cycle OR changes in 

project implementation did not take place in reaction to the evaluation process or its findings 

and conclusions. 

Rather ab-

sent 

Project implementation did not change during the current intervention cycle OR changes in 

project implementation did not take place in reaction to the evaluation process or its findings 

and conclusions. However, the evaluation has reportedly contributed to a changed under-

standing of the intervention and/or its impact. 

Rather pre-

sent 

Project implementation has been affected by a management decision. In consequence, im-

plementation of project activities changed. The decision was taken in reaction to the evalua-

tion process. 

Fully pre-

sent 

Project implementation has been affected by a management decision. In consequence, pro-

ject implementation or outputs changed. The decision was taken in reaction to the findings 

and conclusions of the RIE. 

 

Use of RIE for conceptual learning 

Conceptual learning refers to learning by GIZ. This is understood to have taken place when an exchange 

about the findings of the RIE has taken place within GIZ. 

Fully  

absent 

The results of the RIE have not been disseminated. 

Rather ab-

sent 

An exchange has taken place, but it was exclusively about the methodological aspects of the 

RIE. 

Rather pre-

sent 

An exchange about the findings of the RIE has taken place within GIZ, but not across coun-

tries. 

Fully pre-

sent 

A cross-country exchange about the findings of the RIE has taken place within GIZ. 

 

Increased accountability 

The evaluation supported the communication of development results to the commissioners of GIZ. Because 

the evaluation provided more rigorous data on project implementation or impacts, the perception of the pro-

ject regarding its transparency and the quality of its reporting improved. 

Fully  

absent 

The evaluation did not have a positive effect on the perceived transparency or quality of re-

porting of the project from the perspective of the commissioners of GIZ. 

Rather ab-

sent 

The evidence produced by the evaluation increased the ease of reporting for the project. This 

is indicated by the project’s use of the evaluation’s findings and conclusions in reports.  
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Rather pre-

sent 

Commissioners perceive that the data produced by the evaluation on the project’s implemen-

tation or impacts significantly increased the amount of available evidence on the project. 

Fully pre-

sent 

Commissioners perceive that the data produced by the evaluation on the project’s implemen-

tation or impacts significantly improves the overall quality of the available evidence on the 

project. 
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8.6 Data tables 

Table 2: Significance and replicability of intervention 

ID 

High project  

volume 

High political 

relevance of 

project 

Highly repli-

cable inter-

vention 

High no. of 

implementing 

countries 

High degree 

of standardi-

zation 

1 1 0 0,33 0 1 

2 1 0 0 0 0,33 

3 1 0 0,33 0 0,66 

4 1 0 1 1 1 

5 1 1 0 0 0 

6 0,33 0 0 0 0,33 

7 0,66 0 0,33 0 0,66 

8 1 1 1 1 1 

9 0,66 1 1 1 1 

10 1 1 1 1 1 

11 1 1 1 1 1 

12 1 1 0,33 0,66 0,33 

13 1 1 0,33 1 0,33 

14 1 1 0,33 1 0,33 

15 1 1 1 1 1 

16 1 1 0,33 1 0,33 

17 0,33 0 1 1 1 

18 0,33 0 1 1 1 

19 0 0 1 1 1 

Table 3: Deep integration of RIE in project 

ID Deep integration 

in monitoring 

framework 

Strong local  

support for RIE 

Continuous  

engagement of 

evaluators 

High capacity of 

project to  

support RIE 

1 0 0,33 0,66 0,33 

2 0,33 1 1 0,66 

3 1 0,33 0,33 0,66 

4 0,66 0,66 0,33 1 

5 0,66 0,33 0,33 0,66 

6 1 0,66 0,33 1 

7 0 1 1 0,66 

8 1 0,33 0,66 0,33 

9 1 0,33 0,66 0,33 

10 1 1 0,66 1 

11 1 1 0,66 1 

12 0,66 1 0,66 1 

13 0 1 0,66 1 

14 0 1 0,66 1 

15 0 0,33 0,66 0,66 

16 0 1 0,66 1 

17 1 1 1 0,66 

18 0 0,33 0,66 0,33 

19 1 1 1 0,66 
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Table 4: Management orientation of RIE 

ID High degree of  

focus of RIE 

Short-term oriented  

RIE 

Timely RIE 

1 1 0,66 0,33 

2 0,66 0,66 1 

3 0 0 0,33 

4 1 0,33 0,33 

5 0 0,33 1 

6 0,33 0,33 0,33 

7 1 0,66 0 

8 0 0,33 1 

9 0,33 0,33 1 

10 0 0,33 1 

11 0 0,33 1 

12 0,33 0,66 1 

13 0,33 0,33 1 

14 0,33 0,33 1 

15 0,33 0,33 1 

16 0,33 0,33 1 

17 1 0,33 0,33 

18 0,66 0,33 0,33 

19 1 0,33 0 

Table 5: Other aspects of RIE implementation 

ID Comprehensive 

partner  

involvement 

Central support Demand for  

rigorous data 

Significantly  

positive results 

1 0,66 1 0,33 1 

2 0,66 0 1 1 

3 0,66 0 1 1 

4 0,66 1 1 0,66 

5 0 1 1 0,66 

6 0,66 1 1 0,66 

7 0 0 0 1 

8 0 1 1 1 

9 0 1 1 1 

10 0,33 1 1 1 

11 0 1 1 0,66 

12 0,33 0,33 0,33 1 

13 0 0,66 0,33 0,66 

14 0 1 0,33 0,66 

15 0 1 0,33 0,33 

16 0 1 0,33 0,66 

17 0,66 0,33 1 1 

18 0,33 1 1 0,66 

19 0,66 0 0 0,33 

Table 6: Types of evaluation use 

ID Operational learning Conceptual learning Accountability 

1 0,66 0,66 0,33 
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2 0,33 1 0,33 

3 0,66 1 1 

4 0 1 0,33 

5 0,66 1 0,33 

6 0,33 1 0 

7 0 0 0,33 

8 1 1 1 

9 1 1 1 

10 1 1 1 

11 1 1 0,66 

12 0,66 0,66 0,33 

13 0 0,33 0,33 

14 0,33 1 0,33 

15 0 0,33 0 

16 0,33 0,33 0,33 

17 0,66 1 1 

18 0,33 1 0,33 

19 0,66 1 0,33 
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URL-Verweise: 

This publication contains links to external websites. Responsibility for the content not contain any 

URL links. The listed external sites always lies with their respective publishers. When the links to 

these sites were first posted, GIZ checked the third-party content to establish whether it could give 

rise to civil or criminal liability. However, the constant review of the links to external sites cannot 

reasonably be expected without concrete indication of a violation of rights. If GIZ itself becomes 

aware or is notified by a third party that an external site it has provided a link to gives rise to civil 

or criminal liability, it will remove the link to this site immediately. GIZ expressly dissociates itself 

from such content.  

 

Maps: 

The maps printed here are intended only for information purposes and in no  

way constitute recognition under international law of boundaries and territories.  

GIZ accepts no responsibility for these maps being entirely up to date, correct  

or complete. All liability for any damage, direct or indirect, resulting from their  

use is excluded. 
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