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Smart Implementation in Transformation: Findings and Outlook

Pauline Heusterberg, Renate Kirsch, Elke Siehl, and Albrecht Stockmayer

The guiding framework for development cooperation in the coming years
is the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which promotes a con-
ceptual shift from “aid” to “global goods,” and from development work to
international cooperation. Achieving this vision as well as the set goals
and targets requires new forms of cooperation and implementation of our
programs with our partners. In this final chapter, we take stock of how the
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) gover-
nance programs are implemented, discuss identified strengths and weak-
nesses, and review if we are prepared for the upcoming challenges. In the
second part of this chapter, these findings are then related to the discussion
on Doing Development Differently (DDD) and the Problem-Driven Itera-
tive Adaptation (PDIA) initiative. We do so from the perspective of an
implementing agency owned by the Federal Republic of Germany and
established with the purpose to promote international sustainable develop-
ment by implementing measures in the field of capacity development for
German ministries and international donors.

IMPLEMENTATION IN GIZ GOVERNANCE PROGRAMS: EXPERIENCES AND FINDINGS FROM

NINE CASE STUDIES

Based on nine case studies, we present key findings for smart implementa-
tion in GIZ programs. We further examine if elements for sound imple-
mentation identified by other practitioners and scholars are supported by
these findings or not and if additional lessons can be drawn. Teams were
asked to explain how they implemented programs rather than describe
what they did. The focus is on explaining the unpredictable and unex-
pected parts that caused deviations from the original design and planning.

The case studies reveal a very rich and diverse picture of implementa-
tion experiences. At first glance, the chosen instruments and approaches
vary considerably, and comparisons between cases are not readily appar-
ent. The governance programs also have little thematic overlap and vary in
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topics, from extractive industries, decentralization, public-sector reform,
and rule of law to gender. However, regarding the five questions posed in
the introductory chapter to smart implementation, the cases can be com-
pared and commonalities identified. The following analysis is structured
along these five questions, which we asked program teams to address and
which are listed here again.

• What kinds of challenges occurred during program implementation?
What did working in uncertain, unpredictable, complex, and political
environments mean in your case?

• How did program teams and partners orient themselves in complex and
unpredictable environments?
• Which principles, instruments, or approaches were referred to or

adopted?
• What kind of analysis was used? How was insufficient information

handled?
• How did teams and partners learn?

• Were there tensions between achieving predefined results and adapting
to changing circumstances? How were they handled?

• Which frame conditions (at the level of the development organization
and in country) were conducive or hindered implementation in com-
plex environments?

• What aspects of implementation were transferrable between contexts
and countries, and what was context-specific and needed to be newly
created?

Tackling implementation challenges

The first question posed to program teams asked what working in uncer-
tain, unpredictable, complex, and political environments meant to them
and what implementation challenges they faced.

The array of implementation challenges portrayed in the case studies is
broad. They range from unexpected political developments; resistance to
changes from staff within organizations who are needed to implement
reforms; mistrust among actors avoiding cooperation; visions for change
that were still so vague that they lacked common understanding and agree-
ment on central elements among actors to operationalize them; capacity
and resource constraints; and the institutional environment not providing
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sufficient flexibility for programs to adapt to changing local circum-
stances. Working in uncertain, unpredictable, complex, and political envi-
ronments was often referred to as “challenging.” The following pages
describe how teams addressed these challenges in more detail.

Most implementation challenges are political by nature

Political challenges were mentioned most often as the reason why pro-
grams deviated from their plans. All of the case studies mention how
vested interests, power struggles, and exercised influence affected the
implementation of the programs. They led to irritations, for which the pro-
grams had to find answers (Melia, 2016; see also Organisation for Econo-
mic Co-operation and Development, 2015). The following description
illustrates what kinds of political issues arose and how they were
addressed.

In Liberia, vested interests of
decision-makers were affected when
the introduction of a new mine licens-
ing system was proposed. The new
system (called the Mining Cadastre
and Revenue Administration
approach) addressed the highly
unregulated mining economy by
putting a set of rules in place that pre-
vent the individual allocation of min-
ing licenses and enables the govern-
ment to monitor fiscal and social
license compliance. The program
team invested in the regional
exchange of experiences demonstrat-
ing the benefits of the new regulation
and how individual concerns can be
answered.
Overcoming vested interests of influ-
ential and powerful middle-class vot-
ers regarding potential cuts to fuel
subsidies was one of the challenges
the team in Indonesia faced. Govern-
ment partners from the Ministry of
Finance and GIZ team decided to
tackle the issue by convening broad

public consultations. This issue was
only partly related to the program’s
objective to develop new approaches
for financing climate change mitiga-
tion. Cutting fuel price subsidies
would have a notable positive impact
on greenhouse gas emission reduc-
tions, but it was only one aspect in the
wider set of options. The public con-
cern over potentially raising fuel
prices dominated the discussion so
strongly that it needed to be
addressed first in order to advance the
broader agenda on climate change
mitigation. In this instance, the Min-
istry of Finance deliberately decided
not to be the convening party in the
consultations but left it to universities
to convene the deliberations while the
ministry itself just participated as one
of several institutions defending its
point of view. This effort contributed
toward creating sufficient political
space for a new incoming government
to reduce the fuel subsidies.
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In the case of the Philippines, resis-
tance to change came from one of the
conflict parties: Armed groups pre-
vented the local population from tak-
ing part in information events orga-
nized by the program and its partners
to start a communication with city
officials on socio-economic develop-
ment in an area they controlled. The
program team rescheduled the event
to avoid further confrontation and
made sure that interested communi-
ties had multiple ways to express
their points of view.
In contrast to the above, in some
cases political dynamics could be
used to excel the implementation pro-
cess and leapfrog ahead. In the case
of Tunisia, GIZ had tried to convince
authorities of the benefits of munici-
pal networking and regional integra-
tion prior to the revolution, without
much success. The Arab Spring led to

a change in the government’s priori-
ties on these ideas, and the govern-
ment asked for assistance in review-
ing options for decentralization in
Tunisia.
Yet another perspective is provided in
the case of South Caucasus. The pro-
gram team decided to deliberately
take a neutral standpoint on local
politics and focused on legal issues
when the dynamics were such that
legal boundaries were pushed. This
helped to maintain a good relation-
ship with the partner and to increase
the influence of the program as a
trustworthy facilitator over time. Still,
the team needed insights into the
political dynamics to be able to assess
the situation correctly and to decide
upon this move. Staying out of local
politics does not mean that the pro-
gram can take up an apolitical pos-
ition.

Solutions need to be crafted to fit the local context

Most of the case studies present problems to which solutions were not
readily available but had to be found. These local problems often led to
junctures, thereby changing the course of the envisaged implementation
path. In responding to these problems, teams often started the search for
options or solutions. This was done either by experimenting or by retreat-
ing to experiences and available knowledge in the form of best practice
examples, international standards, or previous program applications. How-
ever, previous knowledge only provided a first entry point. Each of these
ideas had to be crafted to fit the local context and needed modulation to
achieve the required accuracy necessary to fit the local situation
(Andrews, 2015; Levy, 2014). The case studies stress that trust among
partners and advisors is essential to work in this manner. Trust was even
considered a precondition for identifying partner needs and problems – let
alone solutions. It was argued that, without trust, partners hardly allow an

Pauline Heusterberg, Renate Kirsch, Elke Siehl, and Albrecht Stockmayer

330

https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845280516-325, am 19.04.2024, 13:30:44
Open Access –  - https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845280516-325
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb


inside perspective to the real issues that the support structure is suppose to
help address.

The case studies explain how they came to context-specific solutions,
which were then tested incrementally.

The Indonesia case study outlines in
detail how the program used interna-
tional and regional experiences of cli-
mate financing and combined them
with local knowledge on instruments
for fiscal decentralization to come up
with a proposal that would fit the pur-
poses and interests of the govern-
ment. They used this information also
to address political sensitivities.
The team in Costa Rica recalls inter-
nal discussions on how to best strike
the balance between maintaining
international evaluation standards
when developing capacities in min-
istries while also addressing the inter-
ests, culture, and needs of the collab-
orating ministries involved in order to
build their commitment for more
transparent, accountable, and
evidence-based information at the
institutional level. The team realized
that this balance had to be constantly
reassessed and re-established. Fre-
quent reflection sessions allowed for
reviewing when it was adequate to
accept context-appropriate evaluation
designs and when there was an oppor-
tunity to demand higher standards and
more progress in institutionalizing
them.
The Peru program aims at reducing
and preventing violence against
women. It advocates and promotes a
policy agenda that leads to a different
program design. For example, they
were able to independently select
their partners and choose their focus
area. This case is thus an example
that portrays what it means to uphold

a policy objective while still having
to find local solutions to see changes
in attitudes and behaviors in a spe-
cific context. The program identified
the private sector as a societal entity
that could assist in changing attitudes
and prevent violence against women.
The program started out wooing the
private sector to become a partner in
advocating for the cause and taking
action to prevent abuse and violence
in the workplace and at home.
Knowledge of the local context and
contacts of the national program staff
helped identify options for coopera-
tion. Yet, it took several “experi-
ments” to find the right hook that
caught the attention of businesses to
get them involved: It was a research
program that calculated the monetary
effects of partner violence for busi-
nesses, which caught the most atten-
tion. Thereafter, local businesses
started to engage in awareness-raising
and training.
The most illustrating description on
how local solutions are being crafted
is given by the quote of a counterpart
in the South Africa case study, who
stated:
“GIZ’s approach was not as such sell-
ing one model or one approach. It
was much more trying to work
through the “mess” in the most sup-
portive and thoughtful ways, which
were context-sensitive and trying to
traverse the space between the polit-
ics that were there and the interna-
tional relationships and the expert
issues. Requests were accommodated
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in the concepts always, and initial
nets spun wider to bring something in
which did not fit in initially.”
The team says that identifying the
right time to use opportunities and to
set the right incentives is not rocket

science when the partner’s context is
properly understood and the coopera-
tion is grounded on a trustful relation-
ship (see the South Africa case study
from Godje Bialluch et al. in this pub-
lication).

Instruments and principles that facilitate implementation

The second question asked which principles, instruments, approaches, and
analysis provided orientation to teams when faced with insufficient infor-
mation in complex and unpredictable environments.

Multi-stakeholder approaches are a craftsman’s hammer for smart
implementation

The instrument most often mentioned in the case studies for facilitating
implementation was stakeholder consultations and adopting a multi-
stakeholder approach, with particular attention to bringing stakeholders
together that had not interacted with each other before. It was the instru-
ment of choice for addressing conflicts, overcoming bottlenecks, and find-
ing locally relevant and legitimate solutions that make sustainable change
more likely. The case studies mention that the instrument helped to tackle
several implementation challenges:

• first and foremost, a multi-stakeholder approach allows for the partici-
pation of stakeholders, making it a core cooperation principle that can
build trust and ownership as well as support learning. Stakeholders
provided valuable information, whereby actors saw the process at
present and how things would develop;

• the focus on working jointly with as many parties as possible supports
the coordination of interest groups, even donor agencies, around a local
problem;

• activities that are performed simultaneously by different actors could
be connected, and then new lines of communication, options for coop-
eration, and alliances for change could be created;
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• stagnancy could be tackled by portraying opposing views, conflicts of
interest, and vested interests, and subsequently by identifying space for
agreement and compromise among actors;

• consultations provided space for reflection and learning and influenced
opinions that addressed social patterns and behavior;

• it was also mentioned that decisions remained with local actors and
that ideas for solutions that evolved from consultations took local aspi-
rations, traditions, dynamics, and know-how into account;

• multi-stakeholder approaches support inclusion and participation,
which in turn builds confidence and trust among actors and strengthens
cooperation. This is often the basis for developing or trying out new
options and solutions within a complex change process. The initiated
cooperation can facilitate joint action that drives the process forward.

The following three case study examples show how stakeholder consulta-
tions shaped the implementation process.

The inclusion of multiple national
stakeholders through a round of con-
sultations was crucial in Liberia to
obtain support for the establishment
of a data exchange system. The con-
sultations helped in clarifying and set-
ting priorities for the system. The data
exchange system itself improved data
availability – a quick-win approach
the team chose in order to foster con-
fidence among actors and broader
support for the reform on mine licens-
ing.
The GIZ team in the Philippines
opted to handle the volatile conflict
situation through an inclusive and
participatory approach (“leaving no
one behind”). Engaging all relevant
and affected stakeholders through dia-
logues, workshops, and overall trans-
parency enabled the team and its part-
ners to deal with powerful economic
background interests. At one point,
the program was pushed by influen-
tial stakeholders exercising their
power to a critical juncture they did

not foresee: The peace-building
efforts between Butuan City and the
precluded communities in the forest
areas had shown first encouraging
results. This occurred when investors
and brokers exercised pressure on the
mayor to enter into a concessional
agreement for the area, which would
allow for economic investments in the
forest areas. Responding to these
demands would have violated the
principle of inclusion and common
agreements and put the peace-
building efforts at risk. Yet, these
powerful actors could not be ignored
either. Referring to the commonly
agreed principle of consultation and
joint decision-making, the mayor
asked the investors to become respon-
sible for developing criteria for con-
cessions and economic operations in
the restricted area. The negotiation
process was tedious, and it took sev-
eral years before an agreement among
all parties involved could be made.
This bought time to strengthen the
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peace-building process between the
City and the forest communities.
On the other hand, the GIZ team in
Azerbaijan encountered challenges
due to the fact that they were con-
fined to working with only one part-
ner institution, which set the pace on

implementing activities and did not
support broader consultations. Later
on in the process, it was not possible
to gain support from a broader group
of stakeholders to broaden perspec-
tives and options.

Working incrementally allows for gradual adaptations during
implementation

All programs implemented their activities incrementally instead of rolling
out predefined activities on a large scale; it seems to be the principle of
choice in uncertain and hard-to-predict environments with insufficient
information. Experimenting with new rules, approaches, or activities in an
incremental manner allows teams to closely evaluate their fit to the spe-
cific context at every step. Short feedback loops help to detect failures and
inadequate fits early on and provide for readjustments and changes that are
gradual and not abrupt. The iterations between planning and implementa-
tion as well as between activity and adjustment are short, which provides
flexibility to stay tuned to a changing environment. The quick adjustments
improve the accuracy of an intervention’s fit to the specificities of the
local context. The approach is even more useful when several experiments
run in parallel and effects can be observed in comparison. Incremental
implementation also helps teams to achieve quick wins, which boosts
stakeholders’ confidence that results and successes can be reached and
presented. Confidence and trust in the process and the cooperation form
the basis on which more difficult aims can be tackled. Furthermore, work-
ing incrementally also helps to manage and reduce risks (DDD Manifesto
Community, 2014; Wild, Andrews, Pett, & Dempster, 2016). Cooperation
is an effective tool to work in this manner. However, bringing incremental
results to scale is a challenge for GIZ programs.

The case studies present various examples how ideas, approaches, or
solutions were implemented incrementally.
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The program in Costa Rica assisted
the government in utilizing evalua-
tions better to enhance evidence-
based policy-making. The first evalu-
ations were selected via a competi-
tion. However, time pressure and
competition among different min-
istries proved to be counterproductive
for creating a collaborative environ-
ment among stakeholders. Trust,
rather than competition, was the
incentive for more cooperation
among ministries. Collaboration
among these actors was required to
achieve the overall objective to con-
duct evaluations in public agencies
consistently. Once the team realized
that the chosen instrument did not
serve the purpose well, they changed
to a joint selection procedure for eval-
uations.
The program in the Philippines care-
fully planned how to re-engage with
communities in the land management
zone. They had to act cautiously,

focusing on being trustworthy to peo-
ple who perceived city representa-
tives as enemies. Working incremen-
tally in this case meant relying on a
non-governmental organization
(NGO) that entered the region offer-
ing assistance with socio-economic
needs but eventually facilitated the
contact between the two conflicting
parties.
The team in Peru conducted several
experiments on a small scale to iden-
tify the best avenues for engaging the
private sector in a joint agenda to
combat violence against women.
These included a series of business
breakfasts, training programs in
selected companies, and introducing a
government seal to praise active com-
panies. The activity that spurred the
most reactions and engagement was a
research program with the university
that showed the costs of domestic
violence for businesses.

A multi-level program design assists in addressing implementation hurdles
and risks

A multi-level program design provides flexibility when operating in com-
plex systems. Systems theory acknowledges non-linearity in social change
processes, with ruptures, blockages, reversals, and accelerations happen-
ing simultaneously in different parts of the system. A multi-level program
design is a way to deal with these overlaps during implementation. It
enables teams to support issues where the energy or opportunity for
progress exists, while only preparing or nudging subjects along that need
to be addressed but where there is little dynamic for change. Different
routes and speeds of progress can be accompanied with different measures
and levels of intensity. A multi-level program design provides sufficient
flexibility to shift attention among topics if a target has been met or new
opportunities arise. The interdependence of different levels is used to drive
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the reform process forward as a whole. How GIZ designs programs at dif-
ferent level has been briefly explained in the introductory chapter. The
case studies illustrate how multi-level program designs were used to
maneuver implementation in complex environments.

In Liberia the GIZ governance pro-
gram supported the introduction of a
new licensing system in the mining
sector. Strong vested interests caused
resistance and delays at the policy
and institutional levels. Developing
the capacity of technicians in the new
administration system was a low-risk
entry point to which general support
from all stakeholders was ensured.
This set of activities enabled the team
to show movement in one area of the
reform process. Simultaneously, the
setup of an inter-agency task force for
better data-sharing on mining rev-
enues was facilitated, which
improved transparency and coopera-
tion among ministries. Members of
this task force identified issues that
needed response from the policy
level. This signaled a need for change
at the level where resistance was
strong. Here, the multi-level program
design made it possible to use the
interdependence between the institu-
tional and policy levels in the mining
sector to induce catalysts for change
at the levels where progress was slow.
The program supported the signaling
by providing additional impetuses
(e.g., via the exchange of experiences

with the mining program in Sierra
Leone, where a similar reform was
successful, and expert study tours to
forge alliances for change among
leaders) to create momentum for
opening a debate on new rules for
awarding mining licenses in Liberia.
The challenge to enhance understand-
ing and communication between the
media, citizens, and the government
in the case study from South Africa
was an issue that arose mainly at the
municipality level. However, the pro-
gram facilitated awareness-raising
and discussions between the govern-
ment communicators and community
media for factual and just media
reporting simultaneously at the
provincial and national levels. It
worked with these government insti-
tutions and non-state agencies
because all of these actors influenced
how the media would be perceived in
the Eastern Cape province. This
approach was easy to convene due to
a multi-level program design that pro-
vided the opportunity to engage
national-, provincial-, and local-level
stakeholders in a process with only
moderate political attention at the
upper levels.

Short, quick, ad-hoc information collection and analysis is needed to still
the constant demand for information

Context and political economy analysis are crucial for program teams to
determine their position within the system and for identifying which con-
tributions fit best when, where, and how. The need to conduct sound con-
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text analysis at the outset to inform program appraisal and design has been
stressed in development cooperation for several years now; many develop-
ment organizations, including GIZ, have raised the bar on formalizing and
consistently integrating this type of analysis into their program cycles
(Fritz, Levy, & Ort, 2014; Booth, Harris, & Wild, 2016; GIZ [Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit], 2015). Yet, problem-
driven political economy analysis (called “context analysis” in GIZ termi-
nology), which is a standard tool in the Capacity WORKS repertoire, has
only been mentioned in four of the nine case studies as an instrument that
provides orientation for implementation. Some programs mentioned using
available analysis published by universities, research institutes, and other
development agencies to detect options and inform decision-making.
Some programs also mentioned their performance-monitoring system as
an important source of information to steer the program. Upon inquiry, it
became apparent that the analysis of day-to-day implementation issues is
considered inevitable in order to maneuver a program, and thus it is an
integral part of project management. However, formal, systematic analysis
with long preparation time does not seem to be the right fit for program
implementers. Instead, quick, short, light-handed, problem-specific, and
ad-hoc analysis on technical and political economy issues that have a very
specific purpose and an immediate application provides the information
that can be absorbed and utilized. This seems to be even more the case if a
program has been running for several phases and the team’s knowledge on
technical, sector, and political issues has been built over time. In this case,
new research is incorporated in due course during regular adaptations.
Wild, Booth, and Valters describe a similar use of analytical work during
program implementation at the United Kingdom’s Department for Interna-
tional Development (DFID). More attention is given to what they call,
with reference to Hudson et al., “everyday political analysis,” which
involves the ongoing questioning of incentives, space, and capacity for
change (Hudson, Marquette, & Waldock, 2016; Wild, Booth, & Valters,
2017, p. 20).

The case studies also reveal that analysis is used as an instrument for
providing advisory services. Teams invest in generating new analysis to
underpin the relevance of an argument with local evidence, to inject new
information into a debate, or to start a discussion with a new constellation
of actors. Here, analysis is used to direct the cause of implementation.
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The team in the Philippines continu-
ously analyzed the interests, concerns,
and stakeholder dynamics with rapid
appraisal methods. This information
was used to assess security risks,
monitor conflict dynamics, and iden-
tify the scope for cooperation and
peace-building. Sharing all available
data and analysis without exception
among all stakeholders was used as
an instrument to enhance trans-
parency and generated trust and
peace-building during implementa-
tion.
In Tunisia, the team conducted short
capacity analyses to develop a strat-

egy for how to transform a ministry
with an unclear mandate and central-
istic habits into an active proponent
of local and regional autonomy. The
analyses hinted at structural problems
that required the training of individu-
als combined with organizational
change in the public administration.
The team in Indonesia used the rich
amount of available information on
benefits and costs of fuel price subsi-
dies to start a public debate raising
awareness that these subsidies impede
reaching targets to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.

The aim of learning is to create a ground for joint action

Capacity WORKS identifies learning and innovation as one of the five
success factors for managing programs in complex environments success-
fully. Learning is thus an integral element of GIZ program design. It is
generally approached by offering learning opportunities at the individual,
organizational, and societal levels. The formal learning instruments most
often mentioned in the case studies were workshops, formal or informal
monitoring and evaluation exercises, field visits, study tours, and action
learning events. However, more informal reflection and feedback sessions
and learning events – internally and with partners – were also mentioned
several times. Implementers refer to the basic logic of program cycle man-
agement, in which a cycle of short planning, action, and review phases is
established. This “learning by doing” approach provides scope to alter
activities and the course of implementation based on what is learned. The
main purpose of learning was described as creating a ground for innova-
tion and joint action (Valters, Cummings, & Nixon, 2016; Valters, 2016;
Green, 2016a; Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017, p. 20).
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The iteration between identifying an
option and planning, trying, and
reviewing it, which leads to a change
of course and the identification of
alternative ideas, is most prominently
described in the Peru case study.
Here, the team tried several avenues
to get the attention of businesses to
act on violence against women.
The Costa Rica team sees their contri-
bution for creating collective spaces
for learning as one of their greatest
successes:
“[T]he project was able to attract and
include an increasingly large number
of diverse voices over time and build
a platform for collective learning and
impact. This did not happen by

chance.… The project identified and
approached cooperation partners
deliberately and opened options for
their participation and involvement.
… Spaces and processes for reflec-
tion, learning, and cooperation were
created.” (See the Costa Rica case
study from Sabrina Storm in this pub-
lication)
The program in Tunisia adopted an
action-learning approach for the Inter-
national Academy for Good Gover-
nance, because this approach makes
real change more likely compared to
theoretical learning, in which prob-
lems with the transfer of knowledge
to local contexts may occur.

A mutual focus on results and process provides sound orientation for
implementers

The third question asked how program teams integrate the two differing
logics of result and process in program implementation.

The results logic defines measurable objectives and outcomes to be
achieved by implementing the program. Results are defined during the
program design phase and evaluated when the program has come to a
close. A program’s success or failure is assessed by comparing the
planned results against what has been achieved. The process logic empha-
sizes how these results have come about: “Results are not simply delivered
to the partner but co-produced in a flexible process of search, negotiation,
and implementation” (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenar-
beit, 2008, pp. 3, 9; author’s translation). A process orientation empha-
sizes staying tuned with the course of a transformation and adopting
strategies and activities when the process requires it. Success is measured
here in the degree of ownership, the acceptance, and the legitimacy of the
proposed changes and solutions offered for problems.

As can be seen in the case studies, “planning for results” and “imple-
mentation as a process” are not mutually exclusive concepts in these pro-
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grams. They are different perspectives on the same program,1 co-existing
in GIZ programs. One of the essential ingredients in the craft of imple-
mentation is how to achieve results, not as stand-alone elements but as
integral parts of an ongoing process.

Both perspectives serve as milestones along the way and mark the cor-
ridor in which implementation takes place in a non-linear change process.
As the case studies deal with specific challenges, with critical junctures
and tipping points, discussions revolve around staying tuned to the local
processes and finding ways to bring the program back on track or find
alternative avenues. In this regard, results and process orientation are com-
plementary concepts. However, the established form to present success
and progress to commissioners is in the logic of results. Narratives that
show legitimacy and acceptance are less well-known but helpful for
assessing progress in multi-stakeholder constellations. Flexibility to adjust
the elements of the results matrix or log frame in due course, if the process
requires it, is pivotal for integrating the two logics in program manage-
ment. Otherwise, there is a risk that external rather than local demands
will determine the implementation path, which can lead to unsustainable
results and isomorphic mimicry (see Andrews, Pritchett, & Woolcock,
2012, pp. 1, 3, 5; Andrews, 2009; Pritchett & Woolcock, 2002). Consider-
ing that a conflict of interest between these two dimensions surfaced only
in the one case study points to sufficient flexibility in the institutional
arrangement between commissioner and implementer in German develop-
ment cooperation to operate with both perspectives.

The program in Azerbaijan offered
capacity development for government
staff to prepare for an EU rapproche-
ment process. At the beginning of the
program’s implementation, the gov-
ernment of Azerbaijan suspended this
intention and thus altered an impor-
tant precondition for achieving the
program objective. The program

adjusted the initial plan by altering
the time frame, quality, and format of
the program, but it kept the originally
agreed upon objectives. However, this
was not the team’s preferred option,
and concerns regarding the sustain-
ability of results were raised.
In the case of Indonesia, two pro-
grams received a request from the

1 The World Development Report 2017: Governance and the Law refers to this dual-
ity by introducing two domains that have to be considered: the rules game and the
outcome game. The World Bank proposes to start paying more attention to the rules
game again, which, in our case, is referred to as process orientation that works with
and shapes the rules of the game (World Bank, 2017, p. 18).
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Ministry of Finance for support in a
line of work that was not captured in
their design during the planning
stage. The program had sufficient
flexibility to accommodate the part-
ner’s demand mid-course, informed
the commissioner accordingly, and
incorporated the new line of engage-
ment in the designs during the follow-
ing phase.
The team from the Philippines
explains how the results logic facili-
tated communication and agreement
among parties. The team decided to
develop indicators jointly with the
stakeholders. Deciding on a measure-
ment for success together was an
important trust-building element
among conflicting parties. Here, the
results framework was used to
enhance accountability and trans-
parency in decision-making and to
forge common agreement among con-

flicting parties. Interestingly, it is also
this team that states explicitly: “The
fact that today both the City and the
local population of the project area
are benefiting from inclusive socio-
economic development is first and
foremost a result of the process that
was applied” (see the Philippines case
study from Yvonne Müller and
Stephanie Schell-Faucon in this pub-
lication).
The governance program in Tunisia
was a response to a political demand
in the aftermath of the Arab Spring.
The political environment had
changed considerably since the pro-
gram started and is still in flux. Thus,
the program gave preference to a pro-
cess orientation focusing on staying
tuned to the partner’s demands and
adapted the program outputs several
time during implementation.

Supportive and impeding conditions for implementation

Supportive and impeding frame conditions for implementation in complex
environments was the topic of the fourth question posed to case study
writers.

The case study authors mention several aspects that influence the suc-
cess of program implementation: Long-term engagement in a transforma-
tion process, strong ownership for reform and change in partner institu-
tions, and flexibility to respond to local demands were mentioned as con-
ducive frame conditions. Political changes that led to ruptures, imposed
interests, policies that have no grounding in local issues, and lack of own-
ership on the partner’s side were mentioned as impeding factors to suc-
cessful implementation.
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Long-term engagement shapes implementation

Supporting transformation in partner countries requires engagement in a
sector for a longer period of time – even spanning more than two or three
decades.2 GIZ often has the opportunity to provide long-term support to
partner countries by offering a sequence of consecutive programs. The
content, partners, institutions, and program designs change over time as
the transformation progresses, but there is continuous engagement and
support offered for the theme of the transformation and its stakeholders. A
great advantage of this approach is the knowledge and understanding of
the context, as well as the relationships and levels of trust that are built
over time, all of which provide an indispensable source of information for
implementers. Thus, short- or long-term engagement shapes the opportu-
nities for implementation and the quality of results a program can achieve.

Four of the nine cases (South Africa, Philippines, South Caucasus, and
Indonesia) describe their contribution as a step or phase of a longer
engagement and explain their challenges in relation to the transition the
program tries to support. In three cases, the long-lasting support was not
confined to a country but benefited the development of a region.

The program in South Africa has
been supporting the government in
transforming the public administra-
tion into a transparent and
development-oriented service
provider since 1994. The authors state
that the way they implemented the
program would not have been doable
without the mutual understanding and
trust among parties, which had been
established in the sector via a succes-
sion of different governance programs
over a 20-year period. The way the
program phase was designed and
implemented was partially deter-
mined by the history and long-term

perspective of the program as a
whole.
In the case of Indonesia, the govern-
ment’s request for assistance in devel-
oping financing mechanisms for cli-
mate mitigation would have hardly
occurred without the close and long
working relationship between the
Ministry of Finance and the two GIZ
programs.
The case studies from Liberia, South
Caucasus, and Peru outline how a
regional program design assisted in
fostering change in countries where
the issue still had low priority. An
exchange of experiences as well as
competition among neighboring

2 As an example, see the evaluation on “German Development Support to Rwanda’s
Health Sector” over a span of 30 years before it was finalized in 2014 (Schweder-
sky, Noltze, & Gaisbauer, 2014).
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countries was deliberately used to
inject incentives for change or to
overcome national blockages. The
Liberia team used the positive experi-
ence in Sierra Leone to demonstrate
that a single and independent
approval system for mine licensing
was key for keeping the vested inter-
ests of actors at bay. The South Cau-
casus team used the successful
implementation of the new adminis-

trative law in Georgia to challenge
Azerbaijan and Armenia not to stay
behind.
On the contrary, the short implemen-
tation period of 28 months in Azer-
baijan was perceived as a hindrance
to achieving sustainable results. Only
through the integration of this compo-
nent into a broader governance pro-
gram was it possible to make results
last.

Ownership defines, and at times constrains, what is implemented and how
implementation occurs

As explained in the introductory chapter, GIZ adopts the principle of joint
responsibility for implementation between the partner institution and the
advisory team. In this logic, ownership is a prerequisite for achieving sus-
tainable results. Yet, ownership is not static but alters with changing actor
constellations and their priorities in a transformation over time (e.g., after
a change of government and different parties heading partner institutions).
Such situations lead to pain or inflection points during implementation,
requiring the program to change course and adapt. Frequent changes in
political or leadership constellations and fluctuating ownership can cause
severe disruptions or delays for program implementation. In this setup,
ownership influences the pace, scope, and direction of the implementation
process and determines what is done when and how. A lack of ownership
restricts the options for implementation and can cause unsustainable
results if ignored. Smart implementation is based on partner ownership; it
probes and ensures ownership of each aspect of the program throughout
implementation and adjusts respective parameters if a lack of ownership
becomes apparent.

In the beginning, the South Cauca-
sus team invited a selected group of
leaders and legal experts for study
trips to Europe as an instrument to
assist in creating ownership across
states and systems for a common
reform process. This ownership was

later tested when the legal text of the
administrative law was submitted to
parliament for debate, which meant
political exposure and defending the
draft against opposing interests.
The program in Costa Rica noticed
that partner ownership began to
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decline after a new procedure was
introduced, and the reasons were sub-
sequently investigated. The program
initiated a contest in which ministries
could win resources to conduct
results-oriented evaluations. This pro-
cess generated competition and
resentment between ministries and
led to a disengagement of actors.
Once the mismatch became apparent
during a workshop, the program pro-
posed a different selection procedure

with a focus on enhancing coopera-
tion.
The advocacy program in Peru faced
very different conditions. Here,
obtaining ownership from the private
sector to address violence against
women was an objective and not a
precondition. It took a considerable
amount of time and effort before
Peruvian companies introduced mea-
sures to protect women against vio-
lence.

Program implementation is a local affair, which requires discretion for
local decision-making

Development programs are support structures for complex change pro-
cesses in partner countries. In this understanding, implementation is pre-
dominantly a local affair that requires frequent and quick decisions at the
local level. From a managerial point of view, this implies that program
staff require discretion to take decisions jointly with their partners. These
decisions need to strike a balance between local interests, national pol-
icies, the program’s mandate, and the commissioner’s guidelines. The
institutional arrangement in German development cooperation supports
adaptive management in program implementation and requires program
personnel to use their discretion in managing the program in keeping with
local needs and conditions. The intention here is to enable the implement-
ing agency to react to constraints and opportunities as they arise, in a
timely manner. There are, of course, instances where objectives, out-
comes, and indicators need to be renegotiated and accordingly adjusted
during a program phase. The commissioning framework between the Ger-
man Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
(BMZ) and GIZ allows for such cases, in which GIZ submits an adjusted
program document to the commissioner for approval.

This managerial space is perceived as an essential instrument to be able
to work in a problem-focused, locally-led, and incremental way. How this
discretion is applied in practice is illustrated in the following case study
examples.
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The situation in the aftermath of the
Arab Spring meant that political
decision-makers needed time to
decide how they wanted to use and
govern decentralization in their coun-
try. The program in Tunisia started
several initiatives in parallel, experi-
menting in order to discover the best
fit for the Tunisian partners in this sit-
uation. For example, the team
responded to specific training needs
and expanded the scope of its support.
Flexible funding and decentralized
decision-making structures made
these adaptations possible. The team
further stressed that building trust
among actors and confidence in their
own capacities to master the chal-
lenges were preconditions before
partners really committed to an action

plan and felt that they possessed own-
ership for a common program.
In Peru, the implementation process
was shaped by various experiments.
The decisions – to hold business
breakfasts to create a space where
actors from the private sector could
exchange their experiences regarding
the impacts of violence against
women, to collaborate with research
in order to build a solid argument to
act on violence against women, and
the collaboration with the GIZ water
program to reach utilities for PR cam-
paigns – were all taken by the pro-
gram team and enabled them to con-
duct experiments on a small scale and
to quickly respond to emerging
opportunities.

Implementation is a craft with some transferrable skills

The final question asked what aspects of implementation were trans-
ferrable between contexts and countries, and what was context-specific
and needed to be newly designed.

Practitioners mention transferring their knowledge and experiences
from previous posts to different contexts. Such knowledge can include
acquired theories, techniques, conceptual bits and pieces, rules of thumb,
or elements of best practices that can be tried out in different contexts and
which serve as entry points for implementation. These elements are com-
parable to crafting tools that one learns to use skillfully over time. How-
ever, it still requires talent and experience to customize each element so
that it fits the context and the parts can be assembled into a functional
product. In this picture, implementation is a craft rather than a science. In
more complicated or even complex settings, the experiences of one person
are not sufficient, but the experiences of several people with different
areas of expertise are required to reach the objective. A program advisor
team resembles this picture: The expertise of people with different profes-
sional backgrounds is combined in interdisciplinary teams working hand
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in hand to provide assistance to a complex change process. This team
works in close collaboration with a broad range of organizations (NGOs,
think tanks, universities, agencies, the private sector), and thus expands
the network for support.

Facilitating implementation in transformative settings requires inside
and outside; practical; technical and theoretical; as well as national and
international expertise and skills. The composition of a GIZ advisory team
in country ideally tries to capture these dimensions: GIZ advisors work
permanently in the field, often for several years in one country and in one
sector. There is one set of advisors who provide services to partner organi-
zations, operating at arm’s length with the partner institution (Booth,
2013). They support domestic actors in their capacity to lead and drive the
change process forward. A second set of advisors are fully embedded in
partner organizations and work as either development workers or inte-
grated experts and report to the partner organization. The vast majority of
staff (presently two-thirds) are national advisors, and thus non-expatriate
staff. They provide indispensable insights into the dynamics and politics
of the transformation and ensure close proximity to the demands and inter-
ests of stakeholders. Different advisory teams who work in different sec-
tors in a country form a network or platform that combines different capa-
bilities, yet all of them actively implement a (joint) reform program. In
these networks, professional and political knowledge and savvy are com-
bined to assist in driving national reforms.

The composition and roles of advisory teams change throughout
implementation

Advisors take up different roles throughout the process that are, to a cer-
tain extent, transferrable between contexts. The advisor’s role and that of
the team change throughout the implementation process. Likewise, several
roles can be needed at the same time. The roles include that of a broker,
facilitator, and convener; an organizational development advisor; an ana-
lyst and experimenter; or that of a technical or political expert with inter-
national know-how and expertise. Facilitating, accompanying, and assist-
ing roles are valued most by partners, for example as conveners of hitherto
opposing groups or institutions, and as brokers of ideas or standpoints to
generate new options (Ernsthofer & Stockmayer, 2009; Frenken & Müller,
2010; Richter, 2017). The partner’s request for support alters according to
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the shifts and turns of the change process, and the team’s composition
adapts to it accordingly from program phase to phase.

These two functions of advisory teams – the advisory networks and the
multiple roles they offer – are resources to support driving the change pro-
cess. Offering and utilizing these skills purposefully and strategically dur-
ing program implementation is the art in the craft of smart implementa-
tion.

The role of broker and convener is
emphasized in the South Africa case
study in particular, where the program
supported interdepartmental coordi-
nation. It did so by moderating and
facilitating a series of meetings and
workshops, which led to joint
decision-making and monitoring of
activities across departments.
Actors in Liberia perceived GIZ staff
as independent facilitators, honest
brokers, and well-trusted partners.
The fact that Germany does not have
a large mining industry, and thus very
few national interests in the sector,
was noticed by partners and helped
the team to fulfill these roles.
In Tunisia the team had an important
role in facilitating a common under-
standing among government entities
on the purpose and type of decentral-
ization the country wants to pursue.

An example for utilizing an advisory
network or platform is best illustrated
in the case of the Philippines, where
a local NGO partnered with the advi-
sory team. The NGO started to work
with communities in the conflict area,
which was inaccessible to all other
stakeholders. The NGO managed to
become a trusted party for these com-
munities and was eventually able to
establish communication between
them and the city authorities. In this
case, expanding the advisory network
led to new options for peace-building.
Working with inside and outside
expertise is illustrated in the South
Caucasus case. The technical exper-
tise of a deployed German professor
helped push the agenda forward in
one instance.

LINKING SMART IMPLEMENTATION TO DOING DEVELOPMENT DIFFERENTLY

In this final section, we relate the findings of the case study analysis back
to the discussion on DDD and explore whether the praxis of an imple-
menting agency operating between donors, national policies, and partners
can follow these principles, and to which extent. We do so by reviewing
our institutional and conceptual frameworks and by presenting the imple-
mentation experiences of our governance programs – and not by present-
ing examples in which programs deliberately tried to do something differ-
ently or tried to put the DDD principles into operation. In this regard, we
present the experiences and learnings from our present position, relate
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them to what DDD envisaged, and thus give a siting of an international
development organization.

The DDD initiative aims at enhancing the impact of development assis-
tance. A manifesto issued in 2014 outlines that many development initia-
tives fail because they do not address the complexities of the development
process adequately. The initiators identified six principles for DDD in
development cooperation (DDD Manifesto Community, 2014; Wild &
Booth 2016; Wild, Andrews, Pett, & Dempster, 2016).

Box 1: The Doing Development Differently Manifesto

Six Principles for more effective development cooperation in complex
setting:

• Focus on solving local problems that are debated, defined and refined
by local people in an ongoing process

• Legitimise reform at all levels (political, managerial, social), building
ownership and momentum throughout the process

• Work through local convenors who mobilise all those with a stake in
progress

• Blend design and implementation through rapid cycles of planning,
action, reflection and revision

• Manage risks by making “small bets,” pursuing activities with
promise and dropping others

• Foster real results – real solutions to real problems that have real
impact

Source: DDD Manifesto Community (2014)

Subsequently, we discuss factors that support or hinder GIZ in following
the envisaged principles and how doing so might affect our work in the
future.

To briefly recap, we explained in the introductory chapter how GIZ per-
ceives complex social change and what our role as advisors can be within
it. Adapting a systems approach and the concept of transformation to pro-
gram management are responses to the outlined challenges and influence
how we plan, implement, and evaluate programs. A systemic view on
social change is more and more shared by other development organiza-
tions (Green, 2016a, 2016b). Guidance on how to translate this thinking
into program management is, in GIZ, provided by the management model
Capacity WORKS.
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The case studies reveal how the conceptual understanding of complex-
ity and transformation not only informs but shapes the implementation of
GIZ governance programs.3 The following list summarizes a few promi-
nent points, which also constitute core elements of what GIZ terms “smart
implementation.”4

• Implementation is perceived as a predominantly local and time-
intensive affair that requires active engagement and patience. Thus,
advisory teams work on site and have a high level of discretion to take
decisions locally and jointly with their partners. This is in response to
the understanding that certain aspects in implementation are not pre-
dictable; they cannot be foreseen or planned. Teams focus on solving
problems that local partners identify. They operate in messy situations
that require flexibility and autonomy to develop a process that can gen-
erate solutions and achieve sustainable results.

• The principle of joint responsibility for implementation between GIZ
teams and partner organizations supports a focus on solving local prob-
lems. Joint responsibility also requires ownership by partner organiza-
tions. Ownership shapes how implementation occurs. A lack of – or
fluctuating – ownership by partners impedes the scope and pace that
implementation can take. Most program teams invested a lot of effort
in forging ownership with partner institutions and adapted approaches
if it was weakening.

• Long-term engagement is pivotal for achieving sustainable results in a
transformation that aims at changing behaviors and attitudes. Behav-
ioral change is difficult to accomplish and easy to reverse until it is
rooted in social norms, which takes time. Lasting support that helps to
ingrain these behavioral changes increases the chances for sustainable
change (Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017). The case studies covered the
period of one or two program phases, but most programs placed this
contribution in perspective of the long-term engagement in the sector,
which in some instances had a history of 20 years.

3 For a more elaborate discussion see Whaites, Gonzalez, Fyson, and Teskey (2015).
4 Graham Teskey discusses in a blog contribution that a lot of work which is labeled

DDD is actually only DDP – doing development properly. He describes this work
as “based on data, designed and managed with extensive citizen participation, real-
time monitoring” (Tesky, 2017, p. 3). Some of the smart implementation points
relate to this. According to Teskey, the risk to this practice is that it possibly dilutes
the core features of DDD.
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• Most programs adopted a multi-level program design, acknowledging
that change occurs on different levels simultaneously. This enabled
teams to respond to dynamics wherever and whenever they occurred in
the system. Teams could stay engaged overall, even when specific
areas stagnated temporarily. A multi-level program design helps in
aligning the pace of implementation to the partner’s demands. Joint
responsibility requires the advisory program to adjust to the pace of
reform in the partner country and to accept when decision-making
takes more time than the proposed program design. A multi-level
approach provides flexibility to divert resources to a different layer, if
the process takes more time at one level.

• The case studies confirm that most implementation is political by
nature. Program teams addressed this by working in a politically
informed and astute manner. Some answers that program teams found
to overcome challenges during implementation were, for example,
attending to conflicting interests, investing in negotiating compro-
mises, and forging coalitions for change and collaboration among par-
ties. In one instance, it was even the conscious decision to stay out of
local politics when legal borders started to be stretched. ”Crawling” the
program space to address political issues required longer and more
deliberate strategic approaches in some cases than in others (Pritchett,
Samji, & Hammer, 2012).

• All teams adopted an experimental, iterative, and incremental approach
to implementation in complex environments because it allows for grad-
ual and flexible adaptations rather than abrupt shifts. This incremental
and adaptive management style operates with short intervals between
planning and implementation with short but frequent reflections. These
feedback loops provide the information needed to assess the situation
and the position of the program in relation to it, based on which fre-
quent, small course corrections are made. Experiments and adaptations
are done in the understanding that the knowledge for solving even
severe problems exists predominantly locally, where the system’s intel-
ligence resides.

• The advisory teams’ knowledge, experience, and skills provide the
starting point for engagement. However, each element of the imple-
mentation strategy is then tested and tailored to fit the specificity of the
local context. In this regard, smart implementation is staff- and skill-
intensive. Knowledge and learning is the single most important input
for implementation, helping to develop skills that can contribute to
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overcoming new and unknown challenges. In this understanding,
implementation is a craft rather than a science, in which practitioners
adopt several roles throughout the process. The predominant role is
that of facilitators and conveners of new cooperation, where support is
mainly provided in kind.

• Last but not least, cooperation is a central principle to facilitate
progress in complex environments. This is why GIZ’s management
model Capacity WORKS adopts cooperation management as the lead-
ing concept for design and implementation.5 It promotes in-depth ana-
lysis of the context in which programs operate as well as the develop-
ment of a strategy for implementation. Thus, it does this only along
selected parameters, reiterating the need for constant, short, and ad-hoc
analysis to assess the context dynamics as well as flexibility to contin-
uously adapt to a moving process.

These findings – derived from the analysis of nine case studies of GIZ
governance programs – offer insights into how, and to which extent, the
six identified DDD principles are used in daily management. Furthermore,
the institutional setup of development organizations has tremendous impli-
cations for how they implement programs (Andrews, Pritchett, & Wool-
cock, 2017). The terms of engagement between GIZ and its main commis-
sioning party (BMZ) have been explained in the introductory chapter. A
few points in the authority structure of German development cooperation
seem formative for the way we work and encourage further discussion.

The conditions of engagement between GIZ and its main commissioner
(BMZ) provide space and flexibility for the implementing agency to
respond to local problems and to move with the local process. Two
arrangements facilitate this orientation: The first is the freedom to adapt
elements of the original program design, the implementation strategy, and
the results framework at any point if the dynamics of the local context
require it. This includes changes to budget allocations and time frame.
Changes at the outcome level during a program phase require agreement
by the commissioners but are generally supported in practice. Commis-
sioner and implementer come to a decision for adaptation through a com-
mon understanding of the change process and transparent communication.

5 The World Development Report 2017: Governance and the Law stresses this point
as well when identifying commitment, coordination, and cooperation as drivers of
effectiveness in development cooperation (World Bank, 2017, p. 5).
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A second mechanism supporting problem-driven and locally-led imple-
mentation is the margin of discretion for decision-making at the program
level, with periodic involvement, supervision, and control from headquar-
ters to ensure transparency and accountability. This space permits new
solutions that were not considered at the outset to emerge as the action
unfolds. These solutions can respond to local specificities – a condition for
more effective and sustainable results.

Trust is needed on multiple levels in this authority structure to institu-
tionalize these mechanisms. It requires constant, open communication and
deliberation between the BMZ and GIZ to generate a common understand-
ing of the situation and responsible and transparent management on the
implementer’s side to earn this trust. All of this creates additional com-
plexity in the setup, but these mechanisms strongly determine the way
GIZ implements its programs and the kinds of results they achieve. A
recent study shows that development organizations that gave staff auton-
omy in decision-making and space for judgment performed better in frag-
ile states than those that focused on upward reporting, control, and narrow
measurements (Honig, 2015, in Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017). The com-
missioning framework between GIZ and its main commissioner, BMZ, is
not merely a “conducive environment” but a fundamental and formative
condition for technical assistance to play the role it has in development
cooperation as a qualifier of people, a supporter of the long-term establish-
ment of organizations, and a facilitator of societal processes.6

A last point regarding the authority structure relates to the development
discourse on results. In GIZ’s experience (and supported by the DDD prin-
ciples), a results orientation has to be combined with a process orientation
to ensure locally-led and problem-driven development. The case studies
show that they are guided by objectives and indicators that are clearly
spelled out and do not lose their validity in the face of complexity. How-
ever, the case descriptions also show that the assumed implementation
path is changing all the time and that a focus on process is equally impor-
tant. Hence, the art is to find the right balance between the two perspec-

6 Cornelia Richter, Managing Director of GIZ, stated in a blog contribution on the
future of technical assistance in development cooperation: “To ensure that German
technical assistance is able to continue to fulfill its role, it is dependent on flexibil-
ity, scope for design within the commissioning framework, including budget alloca-
tion, innovative modalities, and alliances as well as excellent cooperation with local
partners” (Richter, 2017; author’s translation).
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tives. The case studies demonstrate that combining adaptive management
with a results logic is doable. However, it is a shaky balance that requires
attention by commissioning parties and implementers alike.7 The estab-
lished form to demonstrate evidence is results. Narratives that show legiti-
macy and acceptance, as evidence for a successful process, are less well-
known but of importance in constellations with multiple actors, contribu-
tors, and owners of a program. Ideally, success should be portrayed as a
combination of impacts and legitimacy. Program teams air their concerns
over this existing duality by saying that they find it difficult to measure
and present results they think the program has achieved. They complain
about an inadequate fit between actually achieved and predefined results.
A second, yet related observation is that it has proven difficult to apply
rigorous evaluation designs to GIZ programs. The reason for this might be
the team’s focus on process, which leads to frequent small adaptations.
Rigorous evaluation techniques, such as randomized controlled trials,
establish a causal relation between a set of activities and the result (here
understood as outcomes or impacts). Adaptations cause interruptions to
this cause–effect relationship, making it harder to portray which effects
can be attributed to the program’s intervention and which cannot –
whereas results that occur as the process unfolds and which were not con-
sidered at the outset can be overlooked. Measuring and portraying results
produced by a non-linear and adaptive implementation approach requires
measurements and evaluation designs that also detect and assess process
results. This is worth considering because the case studies show that sus-
tainability is also influenced by the way people and institutions interact,
the values they bring to the table, and how they negotiate outcomes. Sus-
tainability is hence not only determined by impacts but also by process
characteristics.

Neil Hatton summarizes this disaccord nicely in his contribution in this
book when saying that, at present, implementing organizations such as
GIZ are already letting practitioners out in the field improvise and develop
jazz music (with a high degree of improvisation and context-specificity)
together with their partners, “but when they come back to their organiza-
tional bases, they often struggle to capture what they have done in classi-
cal notation.” He advocates for taking the skills and knowledge acquired

7 For a more elaborate discussion on results orientation and DDD, see Valters (2014a,
2014b, 2015a, 2015b).
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in the field out of the realm of personal gut feeling and individual intuition
and giving these skills a hearing in the decision-making of development
organizations and networks. The challenge he sees is to change the author-
ity structure of development organizations in such a manner that an
implicit individual intuitive skill can be turned into an explicit organiza-
tional core competence. In his assessment, GIZ managed to do this, in
part, with the introduction of Capacity WORKS (see Neil Hatton’s contri-
bution in this publication).

Wild, Booth, and Valters also refer to this tension in their review on
DDD at DFID. There, the emphasis on results “conveys a strong bias
against the notion that a process … could be considered a legitimate out-
put” (Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017, p. 24). The DDD community calls for
a shift from a “log-frame” to a “search-frame” logic to better balance
results and process logic. This can be done by introducing scheduled short
context assessments that lead to subsequent, formally noted adaptations in
the implementation strategy and program design (Andrews, Pritchett, &
Woolcock, 2017). Other development organizations are experimenting
with making their planning frameworks more flexible to support program
learning and adaptation. DFID, for example, is testing an adaptive
logframe. “It sets out a set of clear objectives at the outcome level, and
focuses monitoring of outputs on the quality of the agreed rapid-cycle
learning process” (Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017, p. 24; also Bain, Booth,
& Wild, 2016, for DDD at the World Bank). Accompanying this kind of
experimentation at the institutional level and acquiring lessons from it in a
wider community is a great opportunity that needs to be set in value.

Next to the abovementioned favorable aspects of GIZ’s institutional
setup, there are also some challenges that need further observation and
deliberation.

• The budgets of GIZ programs have increased consistently over the
years. There is also greater diversification in commissioning partners
that jointly fund GIZ programs (i.e., co-financing of programs), each of
whom introduces a new set of rules and regulations. This trend has
been recognized in other development organizations as well and is
likely to persist. Both developments increase the levels of complexity
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in managing programs and might not be favorable for an approach that
emphasizes staff-intensive cooperation and deep skills.8

• Scaling-up incremental results is a challenge for GIZ’s mode of opera-
tion but important for achieving effectiveness. Bringing results to scale
occurs mostly when concepts for scaling-up are included in the design
of the program and planned for with specific activities. The case stud-
ies hardly mentioned strategies or instruments to achieve scale or to
bring incrementally achieved changes to scale.9

• A related issue is the kind of innovation generated by a focus on local
problems. Can a focus on local problems and finding local solutions
tackle regional or global development challenges? The example from
the two regional programs presented in this book (South Caucasus,
Latin America) shows that peer learning and pressure can be an instru-
ment to advance the process. However, more observation and learning
is required to better understand if and how local solutions can influ-
ence addressing regional and global challenges.

• Like most development organizations, GIZ’s program portfolio is also
increasing in fragile states. Conditions for implementation differ in
fragile and conflict situations. A recent analysis on the evaluative work
of German development cooperation in Afghanistan highlights the
political economy in donor countries, which emphasizes a short-term
perspective on aid in such contexts and a focus on tangible outputs
rather than long-term impacts (Kirsch, 2014). Such a perspective can
impede the addressing of local problems and the facilitation of local or
regional reform processes.

• David Booth calls for bringing political economy work out of the gov-
ernance ghetto and engaging more strongly with sector specialists
(Booth, 2015, p. 21) – a challenge that GIZ has to tackle as well. The
notion that transformation is political by nature is most advanced in
GIZ’s governance and conflict division. Other sector divisions
acknowledge the fact but remain more implicit in addressing it. Booth
calls for treating governance as a skill-set rather than as sector work,

8 Green acknowledges this constraint by saying “DDD requires skills like facilitation
to identify problems and convene lots of different players to solve them, and lots of
time, but big money is often neither necessary nor particularly helpful” (Green,
2016c).

9 DDD and PDIA do not address scaling-up but propose replication and diffusion
(Andrews, Pritchett, & Woolcock, 2017).
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and for deploying governance advisory resources into multidisciplinary
teams to solve specific problems (Booth, 2015). This is a suggestion
that could work for GIZ as a long-term goal. For the time being, a
combination of governance as sector work and skill-set still seems
inevitable (GIZ, 2012).

• Digitalization makes knowledge universally available, particularly
technical knowledge, and provides tremendous opportunities for inno-
vation and new solutions to development issues. It adds a layer of com-
plexity, as it injects new information into the system without direct
intention or orientation toward results. In this regard, digitalization has
characteristics of transformation, but it does not offer a process for
how to use the available information. Furthermore, the effects of digi-
talization are only partly predictable and manageable. Digitalization
will change the role of advisors, diminish the relevance of technical
expertise and expand the role of knowledge brokers.

Finally, we see three challenges that address the DDD agenda itself.

• The initiative has been very quiet about discussing the implications of
DDD on partners and local actors. It is stated that “donors don’t actu-
ally ‘do’ development” but rather governments and people in partner
countries do (Wild, Andrews, Pett, & Dempster, 2016, p. 3). Yet, DDD
primarily discusses the role of outsiders. There are important aspects to
the interface of this relationship (e.g., whose knowledge is it that is
used to find local solutions?) as well as issues affecting the relationship
between outsiders (donors, implementers, advocators) and insiders
(partner governments and local actors) that should be debated. Includ-
ing the partner’s perspective more rigorously in what is done differ-
ently as well as discussing potential consequences for the relationships
is a pivotal aspect of success that should be brought center stage.

• Furthermore, the relevance and influence of official development assis-
tance in partner countries is diminishing; consequently, the form and
function of development cooperation is changing rapidly. New financ-
ing mechanisms, partnerships, and coalitions are springing up with
their own rules and experiences. The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development stresses the importance of new global partnerships and
programs that represent joint responsibility for the global goods and a
different notion of partnership – one that overcomes a donor and recip-
ient relationship. These new partnerships are realized with the help of
multi-actor approaches, in which new alliances for learning,
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knowledge-exchange, standard-setting, and political agenda-setting are
forged. In this context, the DDD agenda seems too focused on the tra-
ditional role of donors in partner countries and does not yet capture the
options that the approaching changes can offer for doing developing
differently. It would be worthwhile exploring how the DDD learnings
can be actively used to shape new alliances and international coopera-
tion in the spirit of the new global partnerships.

• A final concern relates to showing that working in the spirit of doing
development differently makes a difference and actually leads to more
effective and sustainable development. Evidence that this assumption
is reliable needs to be developed.10 Reporting, monitoring, and evalua-
tion designs need to be adjusted, and methods need to be expanded
beyond case studies that pay attention to progress on DDD dimensions.

Finding new ways to support locally-led problem-solving by taking a
more strategic approach to delivery and results and to better integrate flex-
ibility for adaptation into the design stage are recommendations that point
to the way forward (Wild, Booth, & Valters, 2017, pp. 31–32). Creating
multi-actor partnerships, as promoted by the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, is likely to address identified constraints in the relationship
between reformers and outside supporters that should be tried out and
learned from bravely.
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