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A.

The issue

Today, official development assistance (ODA) exceeds 50 bn € p.a. Given the tight overall
budget situation in many of the donor countries, taxpayers can expect the ministries in charge,
as well as their implementing agencies, to evaluate the efficiency, effectiveness and
sustainability of their activities in a credible way and to report to the public respectively.
While in former decades of development assistance, donor agencies provided only limited
insight into the reality of aid, there have been increasing efforts for better accountability in
more recent years. However, improved evaluation and more frequent reporting could not
resolve all doubts in the public. In particular, high degrees of aid effectiveness published in
nicely designed brochures have been less convincing than expected by donor agencies. On the
contrary, they have inculcated scepticism and provoked questions as to the objectivity of the
evaluation findings.
The intention of this article is not to reassess previous studies of donor agencies on the
effectiveness of their aid activities. We rather concentrate on their evaluation procedures and
the credibility of evaluation outcomes. In this context, we shall attempt to answer the
following questions:
Who has a genuine interest in evaluations and why?
To what extent does this interest influence the way evaluations are carried out
(focus, methodology, selection of evaluator)?
Which evaluation outcomes are to be expected under these conditions?
These issues will be addressed using a political-economic approach which will also enable us
to derivie institutional settings conducive to realistic evaluation results and evaluation-based
learning. In the framework of the Theory of Agency and the Theory of Bureaucracy it has
frequently been shown that monitoring and evaluation are actually reliable instruments to

1 This paper presents the main outcomes of our more theoretically oriented study “ Wer evaluiert was, wie und
warum? - Eine politökonomische Analyse am Beispiel der deutschen Entwicklungszusammenarbeit”, which
will be published in: Ahrens, Heinz (ed.): Zur Bewertung der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit, Schriften des
Vereins für Socialpolitik, Berlin. We are indebted to the evaluation departments of BMZ, GTZ and KfW for
providing the evaluation data used in our analysis.
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solve the information problem in principal-agent-relations. 2 From this theoretical point of
view, the ultimate objective of an evaluation is to control the principal’s agent. Evaluations
should serve as an incentive for the agent to perform a task assigned to him so as to fully meet
the principal’s interest.
In reality, however, evaluations often have a multiple function. They do not only serve as a
control for the agents, but are also expected to promote individual and institutional learning.
Moreover, they are often intended to strengthen the principal’s own accountability with regard
to the projects and programmes he is responsible for. If, however, the principal has a
preference for specific (optimistic) evaluation outcomes, this can be expected to have a
negative bearing on the objectivity of the evaluators and their reports.
There is only a small body of literature addressing this evaluation dilemma in the field of
development co-operation. A study by Mummert et.al (2002) is probably the only formal
political-economic analysis of this problem. In addition, Carlsson, Köhlin and Ekbom (1994)
as well as Nitsch (2003) feed the discussion by emphasising the advantages of the politicaleconomic methodology. Easterly‘s (2002) fundamental critique of current donor practices
also suggests this type of approach. And finally, Brüne (1998) and Kadura (1995) provide
some related practical insights. We draw from these studies, but try to extend the theoretical
framework to formalise the interrelations and interactions of various actors in the evaluation
process in a political-economic model. The model allows for the formulation of a number of
hypotheses which will be discussed in the light of empirical evidence for Germany. Finally,
some recommendations are derived from the theoretical and empirical analysis, which may
contribute to an improved credibility and usefulness of future evaluations in the field of
development assistance.

B.

Evaluation in development co-operation :
some theoretical insights

Development co-operation differs from other policy areas because taxpayers of industrialised
countries, who give policy makers a mandate for the delivery of aid, do not benefit directly
from the results achieved. Mostly, there is a considerable geographical, political, social and
cultural dislocation between the direct beneficiaries of recipient and the citizens of donor
countries. Various intermediate institutions are involved in supplying aid services. Taxpayers
of donor countries normally have no possibility to get in touch with aid recipients. And
foreign beneficiaries have no voting rights in donor countries and thus no political leverage on
2 See: Dixit (2000); Wintrobe (1997, pp 439); Townsend (1979); Mookherjee and P’ng (1989); Moe (1997, pp
464); Melumad and Mookherjee (1989).
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donor politicians. As a result, there is a broken feedback loop that induces a performance bias
in aid programmes (Martens et.al. 2002 pp 154-155). Graph 1 depicts the constellation of
players, where voters mandate politicians to provide official development assistance (for
example to alleviate poverty), and this mandate is delegated to the government or the relevant
ministry and further on to public and non-governmental aid service suppliers (covering nonprofit organisations and private consultings). In partner countries, the mandate is forwarded to
representatives of donor aid agencies, local consultants and NGOs as well as to partner
institutions. It would be possible to include additional layers and their actors within these
levels and institutions. However, this would further increase the complexity of our model.
Graph 1: The broken feedback-loop
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From this perspective development co-operation appears as a hierarchical system of
principal-agent relations. Members or institutions of each level aim at their specific
objectives, which do not necessarily coincide with the objectives of their direct principal or
the mandated objective of voters, here: poverty reduction. Their objectives can be expressed
by a set of stylised utility functions, assuming that the utility depends upon public approval
(votes) in the case of politicians, upon their budget in the case of public aid service suppliers,
upon profits in the case of private suppliers and, in the case of all suppliers upon pleasant
working conditions (slack). Each report requested by the principal from his direct agent
passes the filter of the agent’s specific utility function. In such a framework, it appears hardly
possible that citizens sitting at the end of the pipe are supplied with somewhat realistic
information on the effectiveness of aid. However, taxpayers depend on this filtered
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information because it would be far too costly for them to obtain first-hand insights on their
own. In order to bridge the broken feedback loop and compensate for the information cost
disadvantage of taxpayers, evaluation seems to be an appropriate mechanism (Martens et.al.
2002, p 155).
Evaluation implies costs that the principal has to bear; however, it allows him to control the
services of his agent(s) and actually provides the agent with the required incentive to perform
in the principal’s interest. Moreover, true reporting can be stimulated by sanctions to be
imposed in case an evaluation reveals false declarations by the agent (see for example
Mookherjee and P’ng 1989). This clearly explains that evaluations are of particular
importance in the field of development co-operation or in any other policy field where direct
feed-back channels - like direct information from programme users - are not available
(Martens 2002, S. 155).
However, as mentioned earlier, evaluations are not merely used as a control for the agent but
also, among other things, to demonstrate the effectiveness of the development assistance as
requested by the citizens. In fact as each principal up to the ministry is himself the agent of
some other principal up to the voter, each of them has a genuine interest to let his work appear
successful. If evaluation results are used for accountancy purposes, for each principal, there is
a trade-off between requesting truthful evaluations which will imply the strongest working
incentives for the agent, and positively biased evaluations which will make the principal
himself appear very successful. Faced with the expectation of positive results, the evaluator
engaged to carry out the project assessment – regardless of whether he is recruited externally
or from the principal's own staff – gets into a similar dilemma. If he has to assume a strong
preference of the principal for a positive image, he will be inclined to avoid a realistic
evaluation in order to please the principal and – in the case of a private, external evaluator – to
ensure follow-up-orders. However, in the long run, unduely biased evaluation results may
spoil the evaluators reputation so that he faces a trade-off just like the principal.
In addition, the incentives for truthful evaluation results also depend on the evaluator’s
relationship with the agent. Thinking of the agent at the lowest level of the hierarchical
structure as the project manager or “expert” on the ground, it becomes clear that this person
can greatly facilitate the evaluator’s work through providing him with the relevant contacts
and information. Obviously, these contacts may be selective and the information may be
biased in order to hide potential problems in project management. But the evaluator may
accept that and collude with the agent to the detriment of the principal.
Modelling the individual utility function of each actor involved in the delivery of aid can
reveal a clearer picture of the problems resulting from this constellation. In order to control
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for the complexity of interrelations to be analysed, the model is reduced to four main actors:
(1) The aid agency’s expert working in the recipient country; (2) the aid agency as his
principal; (3) the evaluator evaluating on behalf of the aid agency and (4) the politicians of the
donor country acting as the aid agency’s principal and being politically accountable for
development assistance on the whole. From our model, which is described in detail in
Michaelowa/Borrmann (2004), a number of hypothesis‘ can be derived:
Hypothesis 1: Overall success rates as published by development ministries and agencies
are typically of little informative value.
Hypothesis 2: The hierarchical level at which the evaluation is commissioned
affects the evaluation results.
Hypothesis 3: The evaluator’s preference for pleasant working conditions (slack) induces
distortions of evaluation results caused by a collusion between evaluator
and expert, and leads to an overemphasis of evaluation criteria requiring
relatively little effort.

C.

Biased evaluation : empirical evidence for
Germany’s development co-operation

To find some empirical evidence for these hypotheses for the German case we use data
provided by the evaluation units of the Federal Ministry for Economic Co-operation and
Development (BMZ) and two of its leading executing agencies Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau
(KfW) and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). 3
Hypothesis 1: Overall success rates as published by development ministries and agencies
are typically of little informative value.
Overall success rates, as calculated and published by these organisations, result from an
aggregation of ratings of a number of projects evaluated within a certain period of time.
Table 1 shows the relative frequency of GTZ and KfW projects, which these agencies
classified as successful in recent years.

3 BMZ data are derived from six annual cross sectional analyses‘ of 278 mid-term evaluations carried out
between 1990 and 1996 exclusively by external consultants. KfW data stem from about 1200 ex-post
evaluations, prepared by default for all projects between 1988 and 2001, mainly by KfW staff members, only
some 30% by external consultants. A sample of these reports were subject to external checks by KfW’s
auditing company. GTZ data were obtained from a 50:50 mix of completion and mid-term evaluations
prepared between 1993 and 2000 amounting to a total of about 1200 reports. These reports are the result of a
self-evaluation process by GTZ’s operational staff, although external random checks have also been made by
GTZ’s auditing company. For details of the evaluation system of BMZ, KfW and GTZ see Borrmann et.al.
(1999) and Borrmann et.al. (2001), GTZ (2001) and KfW (2002)
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Table 1: Share of successful GTZ and KfW projects, 1994-2000
GTZ (final review)
GTZ
(project progress preview)
KfW (completion reports)

1994-2000
84%
87%

2000
82%
96%

1998-99
88%
87%

1997
81%
87%

1996
85%
89%

1995
85%
88%

1994
78%
74%

70%

73%

66%

69%

85%

72%

64%

Technical Notes: Projects are considered „successful“ according to the agency’s specific marking system. KfW’s
projects are classified as successful, if the evaluators grade them between 1 to 3 out of 6 when they have to
answer to the final question of the overall result. Respectively, GTZ success categories are “very successful“,
“successful“ and “successful with reservations“.
Source: GTZ, KfW.

What is the real explanatory power of these results? Has GTZ really been avoiding any
mistakes in its current projects since the turn of the millennium? Is KfW really less successful
in development co-operation than GTZ? According to these figures, it appears more probable
to assume that KfW has been applying tighter evaluation standards. This could likely result
from KfW’s status as a bank and from the respective perception of its clients from the private
sector. They would hardly find success rates close to 100% credible, particularly in the field
of development co-operation. However, low success rates of less than 60% would noticeably
affect KfW’s image. Since there is no objective or exogenous rating scale for total success, it
can be calibrated by aid agencies according to a desired range. Overall success rates result
from an aggregation of single ratings of a set of different evaluation criteria like effectiveness,
efficiency, development impact, sustainability. The agency may include or exclude certain
criteria or weigh them discretionarily. Data for BMZ evaluations as shown in Table 2 reveal
that average project success differs considerably depending on the criteria selected and the
aggregation method applied. In contrast to BMZ and GTZ, KfW’s leeway in calculating
success is limited, however, since the overall result must not arbitrarily deviate substantially
from the rate of return, which is a relatively tight criterion and applied by the bank in ex-post
evaluations of its financial assistance projects. Aid agencies providing technical assistance
normally are not bound that way.
Table 2: Share of successful BMZ projects according to key evaluation criteria1
Indicator

Effectiveness

Sustainability

Efficiency

Share of successful projects
(standard error)

71%
(0.028)

55%
(0.032)

83%
(0.025)

1
2

Overall Success
39%
(0.033)

2

BMZ’s projects are classified as successful, if evaluators mark 1 to 3 out of 6
Overall success is defined here as successful according to all three individual criteria simultaneously.

Source: BMZ.

To sum up, evidence found here for arbitrary judgements on overall success supports our first
hypothesis. Therefore, it seems that current evaluations are actually little effective as an
instrument to bridge the broken feed-back loop mentioned above. However, it appears
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possible to reduce discretionary power of aid agencies by introducing at least some more
objective evaluation criteria such as the rate of return.
Hypothesis 2: The hierarchical level at which the evaluation is commissioned
affects the evaluation results.
The underlying idea of this hypothesis is that, at a higher level within the hierarchical
principal-agent structure, principals are typically responsible for a higher number of projects
so that their own image does not depend so much on the success of any individual project.
This should leave more independence to evaluators so that evaluation results can be expected
to be less positive. In the German context, we would therefore expect that results of BMZ
evaluations tend to be more critical than those produced by GTZ and KfW. Table 3 compares
the success rates reported by these different institutions. Unfortunately, data are reasonably
comparable only for the effectiveness criterion. They are available for BMZ projects, for a
small part of KfW cases and for a fraction of GTZ projects with completion reports. It should
be noted that the projects selected by BMZ for complementary evaluations were not selected
at random, a fact that may slightly distort results 4 .
Table 3: Effectiveness by commissioning agency and type of project
Commissioning Agency
BMZ
BMZ
KfW
BMZ
GTZ

Type of Project
All projects evaluated
KfW-projects2
KfW- projects2
GTZ- projects2
GTZ- projects, final reviews

Share of Successful Projects1
71% (0.028)
71% (0.095)
74% (0.080)
67% (0.038)
79%

Technical Note: Standard error in parentheses as far as availability of primary data allows for a calculation.
1 Effectiveness is considered as “successful“ if evaluators mark them 1 to 3 out of 6 (KfW, BMZ) or place them
in the category “effectiveness > 60%” (GTZ).
2 Joint project of GTZ and KfW excluded.
3 1998-2000 only.
Source: BMZ, GTZ and KfW.

Table 3 reveals that, on average, results for both GTZ and KfW projects are less favourable
when evaluations are not commissioned by the respective agency but externally by BMZ. The
discrepancy is particularly striking in the GTZ case. KfW ratings differ by 3 percentage points
only, a difference that is statistically insignificant. Again, it appears that KfW’s selfconception as a bank is also present in its aid activities and seems to be hardly comparable to
a mission of a typical aid bureaucracy. Moreover, development assistance plays only a minor
role in the banks overall portfolio.
When the commissioning level for evaluations is taken into account, it is no longer justified to
consider GTZ projects as more successful than KfW projects as Table 1 might have

4 Some projects were selected because they faced particular problems, or, on the contrary, because they were
considered as an example of best practice (“model projects”).
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suggested. The difference between BMZ ratings of GTZ and KfW projects is insignificant,
and in fact, the share of successful projects is actually slightly higher for KfW than for GTZ.
It follows that there is no empirical evidence for hypothesis 2 in the case of KfW, but some
support in the case of GTZ. When the comparison between GTZ and BMZ evaluations is
extended to additional criteria like planning, implementation, project management and
sustainability, even stronger evidence can be found for these findings.
It must be pointed out, however, that beside the hierarchical level of commissioning
evaluation, results are also influenced by the degree of institutional independence of
evaluators. It is difficult to separate the impact of these two factors. For example, better
results produced by GTZ as compared to BMZ ratings of GTZ projects may also be due to the
fact that, as a rule, GTZ does not recur to external consultants for final project evaluations.
However, a comparison of GTZ project progress reviews and final reviews reveals (see
Table 1) that the introduction of external evaluators does not automatically improve the
credibility of the evaluation process. On the contrary, GTZ project progress reviews, fully or
partly carried out by external consultants, show more favourable overall results than GTZ
self-evaluations upon completion normally done by the operational staff. In particular when
GTZ entrusted project managers in the field to commission project progress reviews and to
recruit the required external consultants, success rates were reported to be at their highest ever
and reached a more than dubious level of 96%. Under these conditions, the independence of
the so-called “external” evaluator is probably at least as questionable as the independence of
an evaluator who is not external to the aid agency, but from a different department not
involved in project management.
Hypothesis 3: The evaluator’s preference for pleasant working conditions (slack) induces
distortions of evaluation results caused by a collusion between
evaluator and expert, and leads to an overemphasis of evaluation criteria
requiring relatively little effort.
If expert and evaluator coincide, as is the case in GTZ’s final reviews, collusion is at its
maximum. But also for normal cases, we expect that the assumed collusion between evaluator
and expert leads to a higher-than-average rating of criteria the expert is directly responsible
for. This holds particularly true for project implementation. We assume that the evaluator
working closely together with an expert in the field day by day and being highly dependent on
his support is inclined to attribute project failures more to unfavourable framework conditions
than to shortcomings in project implementation, for which the expert is directly responsible.
BMZ data in Table 4 actually point in this direction. Project coordination, framework
conditions and project planning show significantly lower ratings than project implementation.
Efficiency is the only criterion with even more favourable evaluation results. However, this
could be explained by the fact that in many cases, efficiency is not assessed at all, so that
those projects where it actually is, may be a positive selection of the overall sample.
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Table 4: BMZ ratings for key evaluation criteria
Share of projects
considerd at least
satisfactory

Standard
error

Number of
projects

Implementation
Definition of objectives
Project coordination
Framework conditions
Project planning

72,0%
70,3%
60,7%
60,6%
56,1%

0.028
0.027
0.030
0.029
0.030

261
283
262
282
278

Efficiency
Effectiveness
Sustainability

82,7%
70,6%
54,6%

0.025
0.029
0.032

225
255
249

Criterion

Source: BMZ.

Missing information on individual evaluation criteria is worth being examined more closely
as such. Beside efficiency, missing information is also quite frequent for sustainability.
Assessing efficiency and sustainability requires the application of more sophisticated
analytical tools as compared to the evaluation of the definition of objectives or of framework
conditions, which is more or less a matter of simple description. The number of projects for
which these easily obtainable ratings are available is much higher than for sustainability and
efficiency. Evaluators often complain that either time and budget constraints or specific
project characteristics do not permit a cost-benefit-analysis. Some evaluators circumvent this
problem by assessing efficiency and sustainability in a brief, barely founded and intuitive
way. Similar behaviour of evaluators can be observed for the development impact criterion
which is not included in the BMZ-dataset. It has long been criticised that the Ministry failed
to introduce more a sophisticated set of empirical methods to evaluate such a fundamental
issue (see for example Stockmann 1996). A comprehensive attempt, the first of it's kind, has
been made only recently (BMZ 2000).
All in all, there is some empirical evidence for hypothesis 3. To further examine the impact of
collusion on the information provided on different evaluation criteria, it would be useful to
compare mid-term evaluations and ex-post evaluations where the project manager can no
more interfere. This is not feasible, however, since real ex-post evaluations are carried out
only by KfW and its dataset does not show separate results for implementation.
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D.

Starting points for a more efficient evaluation system

Both, from a theoretical and an empirical point of view, the explanatory power as well as the
credibility are apparent problems in current evaluations of development co-operation. Critical
issues are:
the evaluator’s dependence on the acceptance of the results by the principal,
the probable collusion of the evaluator and the expert in the field
being in charge of project implementation, and
the limited disposition of the evaluator to introduce powerful,
but costly evaluation methods (in terms of time and effort).
To arrive at a more efficient evaluation system, institutional solutions, which change the
prevailing incentives of both evaluators and aid agencies, need to be identified.
As to greater independence of the evaluators, GTZ, KfW and other German aid agencies
have recently made considerable progress by establishing evaluation units that are distinctly
separate from operational line management. BMZ’s evaluation function is autonomous even
since 1970. Nevertheless, further reforms are required. GTZ still leaves the responsibility for
the final project reviews with the local expert in charge of implementation, and GTZ’s project
progress reviews have lost much of their credibility as an independent evaluation tool since
the end of the nineties, when the expert was entrusted with the selection of the evaluator.
In addition, evaluation efficiency can also be improved by strengthening external evaluation.
Mann (2000) has shown for cases outside development co-operation that evaluations initiated
by institutions that are also in charge of project implementation, have a positive bias. It has
been frequently suggested to enhance the independence and professionalism of evaluations by
establishing a separate body or appointing a commissioner for development policy outside the
system of development co-operation (Stockmann 1997; Stockmann 1998, pp. 110-113;
Caspari, Kevenhörster and Stockmann 2003, p. 14). This should contribute to neutral
expertise, to an improvement of evaluation methodology, and to informative assessments of
the development impact and the sustainability of projects – criteria which are frequently
neglected in current evaluations. However, to exclude additional risks of collusion, an
evaluation monopoly should be avoided. Existing institutions like the federal audit court
(Bundesrechnungshof), accounting firms, neutral scientific bodies inside and outside
Germany as well as the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) should be used
instead. Contrary to current practice, these institutions should not limit their activities to spot
checks of existing self-evaluations but extend them to full-fledged re-evaluations of a sample
of projects. To maintain a high standard of evaluation quality, less frequent evaluations are
acceptable. As the principal-agent literature suggests, the incentive for aid agencies to carry
out less biased self-evaluations can be improved by a threat of result-based re-evaluations
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(with the probability of a re-evaluation increasing if the result of the self-evaluation is
positive; Mookherjee and P’ng 1989, p. 408 f.). Re-evaluations should be used for
methodological improvements which could also induce the interest of aid agencies to meet
certain minimum standards and to apply state-of-the art tools. For instance, in the framework
of the project assessments within the DAC Peer Reviews, the reviewers rather than the agency
under review should select the projects to be evaluated. Selection could take place on the
basis of prior evaluations carried out by the agency itself so that results of both assessments
could be compared.
To reinforce the incentive to meet evaluations standards, for instance those of the DAC (DAC
1992) or those of evaluation societies like the DeGEval (Deutsche Gesellschaft für
Evaluation) (DeGEval 2001), evaluations systems of aid agencies should be subject to
comprehensive assessments at regular intervals (Borrmann et al. 1999, p. 333). Ex-post
evaluations including impact assessments should be carried out in greater numbers several
years after project completion. This would also avoid the problem of collusion between
evaluator and expert.
The incentive structure for achieving better evaluation results could also be strengthened by a
higher degree of transparency. Most German aid agencies remain very reluctant in this
respect. However, BMZ started a turnaround in 1999 by granting access to its evaluation
reports with a few reservations only. Moreover, summaries and BMZ's bi-annual evaluation
programme are now available on the internet. Since the early nineties, KfW and GTZ have
been publishing their regular cross-sectional evaluation reports. Recently, KfW started to
publish a condensed version of each evaluation report including main findings and detailed
success ratings (KfW 2002, p. 3). Indeed, this points into the required direction. It mitigates
the transaction costs of NGOs and the media in their information retrieval and hence
strengthens their function as an external control. Aid agencies run a higher risk of being
blamed for all-too positive evaluation results (see also Martens 2002, p. 176). If the general
public is well informed, it is in the agencies’ genuine interest to reduce the evaluation bias and
to put less pressure on their evaluators. Improved external access to evaluation data could
enhance this effect since independent outside research would be facilitated. This would also
stimulate the improvement of evaluation methods.
Finally, the efficiency of the evaluation system could significantly be improved by
strengthening market forces and competition, both among executing agencies and evaluators.
In practice, the link between success and budget in Germany's development co-operation is
rather weak. The allocation of funds to German aid agencies mostly follows political criteria.
Current efforts to merge public agencies with similar portfolios will reduce competition even
more. To obtain real competition, commissioning should be based on at least EU-wide public
bidding, which would give domestic and international private consultants a better chance. The
same procedure should be introduced for evaluators. Partiality of evaluators mainly stems
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from their experience that positive results increase the prospects for subsequent orders.
Therefore, personal contacts as well as "harmonic relations" currently dominate the
recruitment of evaluators, whereas professional skills like sectoral know-how, language
ability, country and field specific experience play only a secondary role (Kadura 1995, p 14,
Brüne 1998, p. 20). To enlarge the market and to reinforce competition, the recruitment of
evaluators should become more transparent in the future. Tendering procedures should not be
restricted to a narrow group of consultants highly specialised on advisory services for
development assistance; international consultants and those, who have gained experience in
other fields, should also be considered. As our model clearly shows, a higher degree of
diversification mitigates the evaluator's dependence upon his principal and hence leads to a
less biased evaluation result. Diversification is particularly required, if the number of
independent principals is very small, which is the case in the field of development cooperation (even if less so for Germany than for most other donor countries). Opening up the
market for international consultants would compound this effect. Increased competition would
also stimulate efforts to improve evaluation quality in general, and evaluation methodology in
particular. Dependence of evaluators on follow-up orders by the same principal would
decline.
To give priority to professional qualification rather than to proven opportunism of the
evaluator, the recruitment could also be transferred to an institution outside the aid system
(Brüne 1995, p. 6). Moreover, a maximum period of consultancy for any specific aid agency
could be introduced for evaluators in order to ensure their independence. They would then
have to work for other institutions during several years before being eligible for the initial aid
agency again. While working for any specific aid agency, the evaluator's primary concern
would then be his own reputation decisive to obtain follow up orders from other institutions.

Conclusions
All in all, there are a number of promising solutions to improve the efficiency of Germany's
evaluation system. Several aid agencies have introduced reforms pointing into the right
direction while others lag behind. The whole system still requires increased transparency and
enhanced competition. From a political-economic point of view, further progress will
primarily depend on the interest of the public. Only if the public shows a stronger interest in
realistic information about aid effectiveness, pressure on politicians will increase, and aid
institutions will be monitored more closely with respect to the credibility of their results.
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