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1 Evaluation objectives and questions  

This chapter aims to describe the purpose of the evaluation, the standard evaluation criteria, and additional 

stakeholders’ knowledge interests and evaluation questions. 

1.1 Evaluation objectives 

Central project evaluations of projects commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Coopera-

tion and Development (BMZ) fulfil three basic functions: they support evidence-based decisions, promote trans-

parency and accountability, and foster organisational learning within the scope of contributing to effective 

knowledge management. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH structures the 

planning, implementation and use of evaluations so that the contribution the evaluation process and the evalu-

ation findings make to these basic functions is optimised. 

 

This evaluation is embedded in the context of the central project evaluation (CPE) and is part of the Evaluation 

Unit’s random sample for final evaluations. The purpose of the evaluation is to provide a summative report syn-

thesising the results of a mid-term review of the project carried out in 2018, an alumni tracer study carried out 

in 2019/2020 and the project progress reports for the whole project period. Due to the existing mid-term project 

review and the de facto end of project activities in 2020, the evaluation will be carried out as a desk study syn-

thesising the mid-term review, the alumni tracer study and various project reports. These will be complemented 

by additional interviews with remaining members of the project team and some partners (GIZ, 2020a; Int_5). 

The findings of the evaluation report may be used for the planning of future scholarship projects. No follow-on 

project is envisaged. 

1.2 Evaluation questions 

The project is assessed on the basis of standardised evaluation criteria and questions to ensure comparability 

by GIZ. This is based on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assis-

tance Committee (OECD/DAC) evaluation criteria (updated 2020) for international cooperation and the evalua-

tion criteria for German bilateral cooperation (in German): relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sus-

tainability. Aspects regarding the criterion coherence, complementarity and coordination are included in the 

other criteria. 

 

The evaluation is not planned as a comprehensive CPE but to complement and/or validate the results of the 

2018 mid-term review. Hence, not all evaluation dimensions and questions from the standardised evaluation 

matrix (separate annex) will be considered. There will be a specific focus on the OECD/DAC criteria of effec-

tiveness and impact, within which all dimensions of the evaluation matrix will be included. For the other criteria 

(relevance, efficiency and sustainability), information from existing documents will be compiled, and their valid-

ity analysed. Additional information gained from interviews will be used; however, no specific tool to gather fur-

ther information will be designed. All criteria and dimensions will be rated to allow comparability with other 

CPEs, though for some ratings there might not be sufficient evidence. If this is the case, it will be reported ac-

cordingly in the evaluation. 

 

Questions regarding fragility will not be included in the evaluation, yet questions on unintended results, external 

factors and alternative explanations for the project’s achievements will be considered as far as possible with 

the existing information.No additional questions or specific interests were raised in the course of the inception 

phase by GIZ’s sectoral unit, the project or other stakeholders mentioned (Int_5). 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
https://www.bmz.de/resource/blob/92884/08507d1204d093141b5f00bf5cbb8db7/bmz-leitlinien-evaluierung-2021.pdf
https://www.bmz.de/resource/blob/92884/08507d1204d093141b5f00bf5cbb8db7/bmz-leitlinien-evaluierung-2021.pdf
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2 Object of the evaluation  

This chapter aims to define the evaluation object, including the theory of change, and results hypotheses. 

2.1 Definition of the evaluation object 

The subject of this evaluation is the project ‘New perspectives through academic education and training for 

young Syrians and Jordanians – JOSY’ (PN 2014.4063.5), initially a stand-alone technical cooperation meas-

ure within the Special Initiative (SI) ‘Tackling the root causes of displacement, reintegrating refugees’. In 2018, 

JOSY was embedded in the technical cooperation programme Education and Employment Promotion in Jor-

dan. 

 

Since the outbreak of the civil war in Syria in 2011, around 5.5 million people have fled the country to escape 

violence and destruction. According to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), by No-

vember 2020 more than 661,997 Syrian refugees had officially registered. Around 7,500 of them are students 

in undergraduate and graduate study programmes. Syria runs the risk of losing an entire generation of aca-

demics, future specialists and managers who have left the country due to the war but are urgently needed for 

the reconstruction of the country after the civil war ends. The government of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jor-

dan’s (hereafter referred to as Jordan) wants to contribute to overcoming the crisis in Syria; higher education is 

regarded as a significant factor in achieving this aim. However, Jordanian universities are not prepared to inte-

grate refugee students into their university structures, given their specific needs and demands. In addition, tui-

tion fees are extremely high because refugee students are treated as international students and pay approxi-

mately two and a half times as much as Jordanians. Furthermore, the present economic situation is 

characterised by a high unemployment rate among young people – including academics – and work permits for 

refugees with a tertiary degree are almost impossible to obtain. As a consequence, both young Syrian refugees 

and the marginalised Jordanian population lack reliable life perspective in the host communities. 

 

GIZ was commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) to 

implement the project ‘New perspectives through academic education and training for young Syrians and Jor-

danians’ (JOSY) with an original project period from 2015 to 2017 and a budget of EUR 4.275 million, which 

was modified several times, resulting in a project period ranging from 2015 to 2020 and an overall budget of 

EUR 11.8 million. 

 

The objective of JOSY was ‘The perspectives of young Syrians and Jordanians in host communities are im-

proved’. Until 2018, JOSY provided scholarships to Jordanian and Syrian students, expecting a certain per-

centage of students to successfully complete their studies (module indicator 1); 50% of the scholarship holders 

should have been female (module indicator 2). Scholarship holders were expected to get involved voluntarily in 

social programmes in the host communities and community-based organisations, thereby contributing to effec-

tively mitigating conflict and social tensions (module indicator 3). The fourth and last module indicator referred 

to the development and implementation of the concept Studying as a refugee through at least two universities. 

In 2018, the concept underlying JOSY was changed. It subsequently operated in three areas of intervention. In 

area of intervention 1 (provision of scholarships), JOSY awarded scholarships for master’s degrees and 

courses at Jordanian universities. Students – Syrians as well as underprivileged Jordanians in the host com-

munities (mainly in the northern region and Amman) – received financial support (scholarships), as well as psy-

chosocial and further academic support according to individual needs. Half of the recipients were young 

women. The project worked on the assumption that well-educated Jordanians are equipped to continue the de-

velopment of their country, while the Syrian students would be the generation that rebuilds their country once 

the war is over. In area of intervention 2 (employment promotion of scholarship holders), the project supported 
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Syrian refugees and disadvantaged Jordanians in attending shorter diploma courses in social work/refugee and 

migration studies at different Jordanian universities, as these are areas of work where professionals are 

needed at the moment and where it is easier for Syrians to find employment. Courses in career counselling and 

life skills were funded to improve the matching of skills of university graduates with those required in the labour 

market. In area of intervention 3 (cooperation with universities), JOSY supported networking and funded stud-

ies to assess the situation of refugees, their motivation for migrating and integration possibilities in universities 

and the Jordanian labour market. Further recommendations for universities to improve their approach towards 

students from marginalised populations and refugee students and for future projects in this sector were elabo-

rated and implemented as pilot measures in one of the project’s universities. 

 

Changing conditions 

The original project offer of 2014, initiated by the German Federal Minister of International Cooperation and 

Development, Dr. Gerd Müller, was based on the assumption that the civil war in Syria would end soon and 

Syrian refugees would return quickly to rebuild their country. In the course of the project implementation period, 

this assumption proved to be far too optimistic. In addition to that, Jordan insisted on securing 50% of total 

scholarships for Jordanians from vulnerable backgrounds. The project strategy had to be changed to be more 

employment-oriented and little consideration was given to the fact that Syrian refugees faced severe difficulties 

in obtaining working permits (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015, 2016b, 2019a). 

 

Positions and roles within the stakeholder structure  

The political partner of the project was the Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation. The Ministry of 

Higher Education and Scientific Research was assessed as a primary actor and not as a key actor or partner 

by the project’s stakeholder map (GIZ JOSY, 2018b), and it was not systematically involved in the project until 

early 2018 when it participated in the second JOSY conference entitled ‘Higher Education and Forced Migra-

tion – From Challenges to Opportunities’. 

 

The scholarship programme (area of intervention 1) – excluding extracurricular activities of psychosocial sup-

port – was implemented by the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (German Academic Exchange Ser-

vice, DAAD). From the beginning, the programme also cooperated closely with the German Jordanian Univer-

sity (GJU). Both DAAD and GJU were marked as key actors in the stakeholder map (GIZ JOSY, 2018b). Other 

universities such as the University of Jordan (UoJ), the Yarmouk University and the Jordan University of Sci-

ence and Technology were recognised in the beginning as primary actors only, but turned out to be more im-

portant after the strategy was changed in 2018 when financial contracts were signed with UoJ to offer a profes-

sional diploma in ‘Refugee studies and forced migration’ to two intakes of students and with the Yarmouk 

University to offer a professional diploma in ‘Career orientation and labour market integration’ to four intakes of 

students. Furthermore, cooperation was established with KIRON (an online learning platform) for a summer 

school. The British Council, the Norwegian Refugee Council and the Danish Refugee Council were contracted 

to deliver additional educational training, such as language training or life skills training, or to implement activi-

ties on social cohesion in the host communities. 

 

Communication took place with other relevant stakeholders and donors within the ‘tertiary education group’, 

such as UNHCR, the European Union (EU) and the European Union Madad Trust Fund. 

 

Socio-economic impact, poverty orientation and human rights  

JOSY was designed to contribute to demand-oriented support for young Syrian refugees and marginalised Jor-

danians by offering master’s scholarships to improve future perspectives for the young generation in Syria and 

the Jordan. The project included elements of psychosocial support, life skills support and support to enter the 

labour market – as far as possible. In addition to having an opportunity to gain a master’s degree as an entry 

ticket into the labour market or to further their academic career, the young people who participated expanded 

their life skills in the areas of communication, conflict prevention and management, social cohesion and, ulti-
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mately, increased self-esteem and trust. This has to be considered within the context of the target group of Syr-

ian refugees, specifically the aspect of war-related traumatisation. To promote employment, in 2019 JOSY also 

supported the establishment of a professional diploma in social work with the GJU to offer labour-market ori-

ented certificates to scholarship holders. The cross-cutting aspects of gender (50% gender rate within the 

group of scholarship holders) and human rights/right to education were well considered in the project design 

(GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2016a, 2018a, 2019b; Wollny 2018). 

 

JOSY took the Agenda 2030 into account and contributed to five of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs): SDG 1 (reduced poverty), SDG 4 (quality education), SDG 5 (gender equality), SDG 8 (decent work 

and economic growth) and SDG 10 (reduced inequalities). Environmental aspects were not included in the pro-

ject design. (BMZ 2011, 2019; UN, 2015a, 2015b) 

2.2 Results model including hypotheses 

The theory of change (ToC) is the central basis expected by GIZ for the theory-based evaluation approach. It is 

essential for assessing the five OECD/DAC criteria, specifically the criteria of effectiveness and impact. An ini-

tial results model and ToC were drafted in the course of the inception mission of the evaluation based on the 

last modified offer and impact matrix of 2019, as neither an impact logic nor an approved impact model or hy-

pothesis were provided during the inception phase. 

 

The ToC (shown in Figure 1) reflects the actual approach and concept responding to the core problems ad-

dressed by JOSY: ‘Both young Syrian refugees and the marginalised Jordanian population lack reliable life per-

spectives in the host communities’. 

 

The ToC does not reflect the original impact logic as envisaged by the project in 2014, as several changes took 

place in the course of the modified offers in 2015, 2016 and 2019. Major changes affected areas of intervention 

2 and 3. 

 

Area of intervention 2, which originally focused on increasing self-help capacities and social cohesion, turned to 

the area of ‘employment promotion’, including training on career planning, start-ups and labour market orienta-

tion in 2017/2018. Likewise, area of intervention 3, which originally focused on networking, changed its area of 

focus to cooperation with universities, concentrating on the implementation of demand-oriented measures 

through universities to address the needs of refugee students (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015a, 2016b, 2017a, 2018a, 

2019a; Int_4, 8, 7). 

 

Furthermore, in 2018, JOSY, which was conceptualised as a stand-alone development cooperation measure 

under the SI ‘Tackling the root causes of displacement, reintegrating refugees’, was embedded in the technical 

cooperation programme Education and Employment Promotion in Jordan. With this shift, JOSY area of inter-

vention 2 was changed to ‘employment promotion’ and JOSY was expected to contribute to the programme’s 

indicator 1: ‘36% of participants in German development cooperation measures in labour market-oriented 

higher education, vocational training courses and labour market services have been employed within 6 months 

after their participation in accordance with their qualification (20% women; 10% Syrian refugees).’ 

 

The present ToC is based on the changed impact logic and focuses on the three areas of intervention ‘provi-

sion of scholarships’ (area of intervention 1), ‘employment promotion of scholarship holders’ (area of interven-

tion 2) and ‘cooperation with universities’ (area of intervention 3). 

 

In area of intervention 1, which includes the provision of scholarships and the supervision and mentoring of 

scholarship holders, JOSY provides scholarships to selected young Syrian refugees and marginalised Jordani-

ans (activity 1A). Apart from the ‘pure’ scholarship programme, JOSY offers – as per the demands of the spe- 
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Figure 1: Results model 
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cific target group – extracurricular activities such as psychosocial and technical support (activity 1C), mentoring 

(activity 1E) and exchange platforms for students (activity 1D) to improve their chances of graduating success-

fully (output indicator 1.1). In order to promote the employability of students after their graduation, JOSY also 

offers extracurricular services on employment promotion (activity 1B) and mentoring (activity 1E) to support 

students in elaborating career plans (output indicator 1.2) and increase their chances of being invited to job in-

terviews (output indicator 1.3). The latter is further supported through exchange platforms (activity 1D). There-

fore, the educational level of supported young Syrians and Jordanians is improved (output 1), not only with re-

gard to their academic knowledge but also their capacities to cope with their past and current living situation 

and to make an informed decision for their future as employees, freelancers, business owners or academics. In 

this regard, the life perspectives of the young people who are supported by the project are improved (outcome). 

Some of the them who are supported – Jordanian as well as Syrian – will have found adequate employment in 

line with their qualifications within 6 months after graduation, contributing to the overall programme objective 

(indicator 1). 

 

Area of intervention 2 was linked to social cohesion at the beginning of the project period. It envisaged that 

JOSY would develop an approach for project-oriented learning (activity 2A), offering counselling and mentoring 

on applied research for master’s scholarship holders (activity 2B). It included a study on the living conditions of 

Syrian refugees in Jordan (activity 2C) and fostered extracurricular activities on social cohesion within the host 

communities for master’s scholarship holders (output 2.1). This was intended to strengthen the capacities of 

young Syrians and Jordanians to deal with the challenges in the host communities (outcome). 

 

Since 2018, area of intervention 2 has been named ‘employment promotion of scholarship holders’. The above-

mentioned activities have been kept for documentation purposes, although no further activities in the field of 

extracurricular activities on social cohesion have been planned. Since 2019, JOSY has been approving grant 

agreements with universities to finance scholarships for short-term professional diplomas – including a profes-

sional diploma in social work – within area of intervention 2 (activity 2D). These diplomas were selected ac-

cording to labour market demands in Jordan and to potential future labour market demands in Syria. It is ex-

pected that the likeliness of the scholarship holders finding employment after graduation will increase, on the 

one hand, due to demand and, on the other, due to the fact that Syrian graduates could be employed as free-

lancers or interns by international organisations in this field. Scholarship holders who completed the demand-

oriented professional diploma (output 2.2.) are expected to have strengthened their capacities to cope with the 

challenges in the host communities (output 2) and, therefore, have better life perspectives. Tracer studies on 

the real employability of graduates with professional diplomas (impact) are not envisaged. 

 

Within area of intervention 3, ‘cooperation with universities’, JOSY strives to improve the systemic approach 

of the inversions, which in the beginning mainly focused on the individual, at the risk of neglecting the institu-

tional context. A collection of case studies on Syrian refugees considers cases of scholarship holders or others 

(activity 3A) and compiles the information and the results of analyses and needs assessments (activity 3B) into 

a demand-oriented concept Studying as a refugee (output indicator 3.1). The concept is shared with others dur-

ing a conference and other networking activities (activity 3C) in order to share lessons learnt and demands, to 

establish measures to improve the situation at universities and to offer professional counselling services (out-

put indicator 3.2). This lays the foundation for Jordanian universities to better deal with refugee students and 

their specific needs as well as Jordanian students (output 3) and, thus, improves the life perspectives for the 

target group (outcome). In the long term, better university services might also influence the employability of stu-

dents, which might influence their economic situation (programme indicator 1).  

 
Hypotheses underlying JOSY’s concept  

In reference to the current project impact logic and the ToC, four hypotheses were formulated to apply the con-

tribution analyses for the criteria of effectiveness and impact: 
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Hypothesis 1 – Extracurricular programme and social projects in host communities: Through project-

related learning and the implementation of projects on social cohesion in host communities, master’s scholar-

ship holders improve their capacities to cope with challenges and to develop solutions, leading to better life 

perspectives (outcome). 

 

Hypothesis 2 – Concept Studying as a refugee: The elaborated concept forms the basis for universities to 

improve their approach/counselling services for students and refugee students, respectively, creating better life 

perspectives for the target group. 

 

Hypothesis 3 – Scholarships: Syrian refugees and marginalised Jordanians improve their access to the la-

bour market or their ability to open their own business by receiving a scholarship (impact). 

 

Hypothesis 4 – Extracurricular activities: Extracurricular activities, such as psychosocial support, and extra-

curricular courses on employment orientation included in the programme’s services help the students to suc-

cessfully complete their studies and make informed career decisions, improving their economic participation 

and employment opportunities (impact). 

 

System boundary and unintended results  

The assumptions behind the intervention logic have to be seen in the light of external factors or alternative ex-

planations for the achievements. Achievements under area of intervention 1 might be influenced – positively or 

negatively – by activities conducted by students’ universities outside the influence of the JOSY project. Univer-

sities might improve their (extracurricular) services because of interventions made by other actors and donors, 

and this may affect JOSY scholarship holders. Moreover, scholarship holders are highly influenced by their 

families and friends, which might affect their performance and/or the probability of finalising their studies. The 

general socio-political environment – and specifically Jordan’s policies on Syrian refugees – might influence the 

behaviour of students from both countries and impact decisions on how and whether they complete their stud-

ies. In addition, further migration of the target group might influence the number of final graduates. 

 

As in the case of area of intervention 1, the activities of other actors and donors might influence the students’ 

progress – positively or negatively. Their progress might also be influenced by the general development of so-

ciety, specifically in regard to social and economic development. 

 

Area of intervention 3 is mainly influenced by the general attitude of universities towards refugee students and 

the application of the elaborated concept as well as the countrie’s policy. The economic situation of the univer-

sities has to be taken into consideration as well. The activities of other donors and actors also have to be con-

sidered when it comes to changes in university approaches and structures. 

 

Unintended results were anticipated when designing the project; these were validated and completed in pro-

gress reports and in the mid-term review in 2018. Major potential unintended results referred to the fact that 

graduates would not find a job after graduation due to the weak labour market or would not even be allowed to 

apply for jobs due to the existing job policy for refugees, leading to considerable frustration among graduates. 

The high vulnerability of refugee scholarship holders was identified as a potential risk factor for dropout, but this 

has not proved to be the case in reality. Considering that the project fostered an even more highly qualified 

workforce for an already limited number of available job opportunities, the increased tension in the labour mar-

ket has had an influence on the population's behaviour and acceptance of refugees. Furthermore, the exist-

ence of further attractive scholarship programmes in the region might increase the expectations of scholarship 

holders, decreasing their initiative and responsibility for their life while depending on ‘external funding’ (GIZ 

JOSY, 2016b, 2018a, 2019b; Wollny, 2018; Int_8, 12). 
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3 Evaluability and evaluation process 

This chapter aims to clarify the availability and quality of data and the process of the evaluation. 

3.1 Evaluability: data availability and quality 

This section covers the following aspects: 

• availability of essential documents, 

• monitoring and baseline data including partner data, and 

• secondary data. 

 

The evaluability of the project was limited. As stated in the ToR, the evaluation was not planned as a compre-

hensive CPE, but rather as a means to review, complete and validate the mid-term review of 2018 (Wollny, 

2018), the tracer study of 2020 (Forbes, 2020) and project progress reports (GIZ JOSY, 2016a, 2017a, 2018a, 

2019b). In the process, a special focus was placed on the dimensions of effectiveness and impact. The infor-

mation in the above-mentioned documents was complemented by a few additional project-related documents, 

such as the concept Studying as a refugee (GIZ, 2018), an article about the psychological challenges faced by 

JOSY scholarship holders (Steinhilber, 2019), the project’s context analyses (Sabra, 2016) and GIZ’s report on 

gender analyses in Jordan (Augustin, 2015). Some informally documented case studies were also made avail-

able, as were examples of extracurricular activities that were conducted (Int_8, 13, 16). 

 

The project partners did not provide any monitoring data that could be considered for the evaluation. The only 

exception was DAAD’s final report (GIZ, 2020b), which covered the number, social status and perfor-

mance/graduation of scholarship holders, as well as the overall implementation of the project activities con-

ducted by DAAD in area of intervention 1. Some additional interviews to verify and complement available data, 

or to grasp different perspectives were conducted with GIZ staff, project staff, DAAD staff, university staff and 

external experts. 

 

The project developed a monitoring system based on project indicators called WebMo. WebMo was estab-

lished in 2015 by an external consultant and was used until the project staff changed. Since 2016, the external 

monitoring expert has identified gaps in the monitoring system. However, recommendations to establish a con-

flict-sensitive monitoring system that includes aspects of unintended results, external factors or escalating and 

de-escalating factors in a fragile context have not been processed. A preliminary impact model was presented 

by an external consultant in 2015 and was completed in 2016, but due to inconsistencies with project staff it 

was not develop further and was not used for monitoring or steering (GIZ JOSY, 2015b, 2016d). The project 

focused on the special monitoring required by BMZ for SIs and the monitoring of indicators for the annual pro-

gress reports (Int_4, 8, 13). The first participatory operational plan was developed in February 2017; it was ap-

proved, but then withdrawn after a few months (GIZ JOSY, 2017b). The 2018 mid-term review also reported on 

the lack of coherent results-based monitoring and the challenges in identifying relevant monitoring data. Since 

then, the situation has not improved, especially as project staff numbers have been cut (Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 8, 

13). Thus, the results presented in the mid-term review regarding a monitoring system can be validated. Never-

theless, updated data on the current status of the project in relation to all indicators could be extracted from the 

2019 progress report (GIZ JOSY, 2019b) and was provided by the project team (Int_4, 8). Further information 

on unintended results and external factors/alternatives for the project’s achievements was obtained from pro-

gress reports (GIZ JOSY, 2016a, 2017a, 2018a, 2019b), the mid-term review (Wollny, 2018), the tracer study 

(Forbes, 2020), DAAD’s final report (GIZ, 2020b) and additional interviews. 
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3.2 Evaluation process 

This section covers the following aspects: 

• milestones of the evaluation process, 

• involvement of stakeholders, 

• selection of interviewees, 

• data analysis process, 

• roles of international and local evaluators, 

• (semi-)remote evaluation (if applicable), and 

• context and conflict sensitivity within the evaluation process (if applicable) 

 

The implementation of the evaluation was based on a preliminary document review/desk study and a launch 

meeting between the GIZ Evaluation Unit, the project team and the evaluator to identify the project’s interest in 

the evaluation, agree on the focus (criteria of effectiveness and impact) and format of the evaluation, and de-

cide upon the evaluation process. 

 

This evaluation was based mainly on the mid-term review conducted in 2018. This review involved various 

stakeholders such as GIZ, the JOSY team, DAAD, GJU, UoJ, British Council, Danish Refugee Council, Ger-

man Embassy in Jordan (advisor for economic cooperation and development), UNHCR and individual experts. 

A second basis for the evaluation was the tracer study (Forbes, 2020), during which comprehensive interviews 

with scholarship holders were conducted. Furthermore, the concept Studying as a refugee (GIZ, 2018) pre-

sents the findings of interviews with stakeholders and universities. Due to the limited time available and limited 

accessibility to stakeholders for this evaluation, only a few knowledgeable respondents were included in the 

process. Interviewees were selected by the project and the GIZ Evaluation Unit based on their responsiveness, 

availability and accessibility. Representatives from BMZ, the Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation 

or the final beneficiaries were not included. This is partly because no added value was envisaged by doing so, 

partly to avoid overburdening respondents by repeated requests for interviews, especially in relation to the final 

target group (Int_5, 4, 8). 

 

 

 
Tableau 1: List of evaluation stakeholders and selected participants 

Organisation/company/target 
group 
 

Overall number of 
persons  
involved in evaluation 
(including gender dis-
aggregation) 

No. of in-
terview 
partici-
pants 
 

No. of fo-
cus group 
partici-
pants  
 

No. of 
workshop 
partici-
pants  
 

No. of sur-
vey partic-
ipants  
 

GIZ 10 (9 females, 1 male) 7 3   

GIZ project team/GIZ partner country staff 

GIZ headquarters Germany 

Partner organisations (direct 
target group) 

4 (all female) 2 2   

Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (DAAD) 

Civil society and private actors 1 (male) 1    

Consultants 
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Organisation/company/target 
group 
 

Overall number of 
persons  
involved in evaluation 
(including gender dis-
aggregation) 

No. of in-
terview 
partici-
pants 
 

No. of fo-
cus group 
partici-
pants  
 

No. of 
workshop 
partici-
pants  
 

No. of sur-
vey partic-
ipants  
 

Universities and think tanks 1 (male) 1    

German Jordanian University (GJU) 

 

The evaluation was planned as a desk study to be conducted by one international consultant. The Evaluation 

Unit will be tasked with transferring the evaluation results, as the project will be over and no project team will be 

available to ensure the dissemination of results. It can be anticipated that lessons learnt and recommendations 

will be considered in case similar projects are planned. A follow-on project is not envisaged. 

4 Assessment according to OECD/DAC criteria 

To introduce this chapter, it has to be restated that the evaluation was not conceptualised as a comprehensive 

CPE but as a desk study to review, validate and – if necessary – complement the mid-term review with a spe-

cial focus on the criteria of effectiveness and impact. 

 

No particular evaluation design was therefore used to evaluate the criteria of relevance, efficiency and sustain-

ability. Available documents that focused on the 2018 mid-term review, project progress reports and the 

2019/2020 tracer study were analysed, compared and triangulated to answer the questions in the evaluation 

matrix. Potential contradictory information was assessed for plausibility, while relevant validation questions 

were included in the additional interviews with staff and stakeholders to allow triangulation. The selection of 

interviewees depended on the availability of respondents as well as their knowledge of the project and their 

ability to answer specific questions. In reference to the criterion of efficiency, the efficiency tool was not applied 

due to lack of data. For all three criteria, all of their dimensions were rated according to the standardised CPE 

format to allow comparison with other CPEs. For some dimensions, insufficient evidence meant that a precise 

rating could not be calculated. In such cases, the evaluator made an ‘educated guess’ and reported this ac-

cordingly. 

The evaluation of effectiveness focused on the project’s outcomes and main outputs. It included a quality check 

of the indicators (using SMART criteria – specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound) as one 

key task, referring to the final indicators in the modified offer of 2019 (GIZ JOSY, 2019a). The basis for the 

evaluation was the latest progress report of 2019 (GIZ JOSY, 2019b) as well as updated figures presented by 

the project team. Aspects of fragility, escalating and de-escalating factors were not included. Moreover, the 

plausible links between project activities, instruments and implementation strategies and the results at the out-

come level were assessed using the contribution analysis. 

 

To evaluate the overarching development results and the contribution to the development programme Educa-

tion and Employment Promotion in Jordan (indicator 1), the following sources were used to define the criteria 

against which the impact was measured: project proposals, modified offers, project progress reports, including 

assigned identifiers (Kennungen) (AO-1, PG-1, GG-1, FS-1). The project’s contribution to five of the 17 SDGs 

was taken into account. The causal relationships between the outcome of the project and its impact were ex-

amined using the contribution analysis method, based on the ToC and the two hypotheses that had been elab-

orated. The tracer study, DAAD’s final report and the concept Studying as a refugee represent the main source 
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for the analysis. These were complemented by information from the mid-term review and the additional inter-

views. 

The occurrence of unintended positive or negative results and/or external factors/alternative explanations for 

achievements (both at the outcome and the impact level) has not been monitored systematically. Some rele-

vant information was found in the above-mentioned documents. Further relevant questions were included in the 

interviews. 

4.1 Relevance 

This section analyses and assesses the relevance of the project Jordan: New perspectives through academic 

education and training for young Syrians and Jordanians. 

 

The evaluation matrix comprises the following assessment dimensions for assessing the project’s relevance: 

• The project design is in line with the relevant strategic reference frameworks. 

• The project design matches the needs of the target groups. 

• The project is adequately designed to achieve the chosen project objective. 

• The project design was adapted to changes in line with requirements and re-adapted where applicable. 

 

The project was conceptualised in line with relevant national and international strategic frameworks. It was 

based on the aim of German development cooperation policy to create perspectives for refugees (BMZ, 2017), 

and the priority areas of cooperation with Jordan including the SIs for refugees (BMZ, 2020) as well as the gen-

eral BMZ policy for human rights (BMZ, 2011) – specifically the rights of young people (No Lost Generation) 

and inclusive development (Leave No One Behind). Furthermore, JOSY was planned in line with the Jordan 

Response Plan for the Syrian crisis (Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, 2016, 2018) and the National Strategy for 

Human Resource Development (Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, 2015). The project design considered interna-

tional strategies such as Agenda 2030 (UN, 2015b; BMZ, 2019) and contributed to five of the 17 SDGs. For 

more detailed information please see Chapter 4.3. 

 

In the realm of the Syrian civil war, JOSY was the first scholarship programme in the Middle East and North 

Africa (MENA) region to focus on master’s studies and offer comprehensive services, including adequate living 

allowances and extracurricular support according to the needs of the target group. Hence, it paved the way for, 

complemented but also competed against other scholarship programmes such as the EU-funded EDU-SYRIA 

programme, the HOPES project (Higher and Further Education Opportunities and Perspectives for Syrian) 

funded by the EU Madad Trust Fund and the UNHCR-funded DAFI programme as well as national pro-

grammes funded by the private sector (e.g. Luminus) or non-governmental organisations (e.g. JOHUD) (GIZ 

JOSY, 2014, 2018a, 2019a,b; Sabra, 2016; Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; Int_6, 4, 8, 9, 12). Due to its close 

alignment to German, national and international strategic frameworks and complementarity with other scholar-

ship programmes, relevance dimension 1 was rated with 30 out of 30 points. 

 

JOSY also met the need of the target group to complete academic educational courses as assessed in a base-

line study conducted by the University of California, Davis and the International Institute of Education in 2013 

(GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015a, 2016b) and verified by assessments and surveys conducted in the course of the pro-

ject’s context analyses (Sabra, 2016), the mid-term review (Wollny, 2018) and the tracer study (Forbes, 2020). 

However, although specific consideration for the vulnerable population, including women and people with disa-

bilities, is mentioned in GIZ’s project offer, this was only introduced as a selection criterion for scholarship hold-

ers in the second intake. For the first intake, the implementing organisation (DAAD) focused on academic per-

formance (Wollny, 2018; Int_7, 8, 11, 13). In addition, different information was presented concerning the 

matching of extracurricular activities (such as JOSY days and further training) to the target group’s needs: in 

some cases, activities were randomly conducted without impact or strategic orientation, target group consulta-

tion or needs assessment, but rather to ‘spend the money’ (Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; Int_4, 8, 11, 9, 16). 
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Some interviewees, however, stated that activities were mutually decided upon and planned together with the 

target group and took into account the changed strategic orientation, e.g. the shift towards employment promo-

tion (GIZ JOSY, 2016c, 2018a, 2019a, 2019b, Forbes, 2020, Int_8, 13, 14, 16). Considering the contradictory 

results obtained for some of the dimension’s questions, relevance dimension 2 was rated with 25 out of 30 

points. 

 

When assessing the project design, it has to be considered that JOSY was planned in 2014 at very short notice 

and under the very optimistic assumption that the war in Syria would end soon and scholarship holders would 

return to Syria to rebuild the country. Although the concept itself was plausible, a detailed impact logic or re-

sults model was never elaborated. Thus, the project design lacks a systematic approach: institutional analyses, 

detailed needs assessments (e.g. labour market analyses) and analyses of external factors were not included 

in the conceptualisation process. Draft impact models and operational plans were not applied further (GIZ 

JOSY, 2014, 2015b, 2017b; Wollny, 2018; Int_6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15). Even the JOSY team was not well prepared 

to offer the required services and, in the beginning, there was no system in place for the care or supervision of 

staff working in this sensitive field. The latter was only offered in mid-June 2016 (Int_7, 8, 13). As a result, rele-

vance dimension 3 was rated with 5 out of 20 points. 

 

In addition, due to the changing conditions and the apparent wrong initial assumption that the civil war in Syria 

would end soon and Syrian refugees would return to rebuild the country, the project’s strategy, outputs and in-

dicators were changed several times (GIZ JOSY, 2015a, 2016b, 2019a). Apart from the financial increase (an 

additional EUR 4 million) and extension of the project (an additional two years) in 2015, indicators were only 

slightly amended without significantly changing the original concept – which is partly rooted in the financial 

grant obligations towards DAAD to implement the scholarship programme. The networking activities stated in 

the original offer were replaced by a strategy for refugee students and the implementation of relevant measures 

by two universities (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015a). In 2016, the project was again extended for two years, amount-

ing up to a total of seven years; the project value was increased from EUR 8.5 million to a total of 

EUR 11.5 million. In the same year, some changes took place: community-based organisations were included 

in area of intervention 2 to implement projects on social cohesion to enable scholarship holders to increase 

their self-help capacities. In response to the project’s experience, further life skills training was offered to schol-

arship holders, and universities were encouraged to implement demand-oriented courses in the area of social 

work and work with refugees. Between 2017 and 2018, it was decided to incorporate the stand-alone project 

into the development cooperation programme Education and Employment Promotion in Jordan. This meant 

that the impact that JOSY had was measured against employment statistics, even though external factors hin-

dering its achievements relating to Syrian graduates were known. From 2018, short-term courses (diploma 

level) were financed (area of intervention 2, output B) and capacity development measures at selected univer-

sities were implemented (area of intervention 3, output C). This was initiated by the development of the concept 

Studying as a refugee (GIZ, 2018), which was included as a module indicator to promote the institutional ca-

pacity development of universities. In 2019, the project term was limited to six years, meaning it was due to end 

in December 2020, and slight amendments were made to the indicator target values. Extracurricular projects 

on social cohesion implemented by scholarship holders were withdrawn, as this concept did not work out and 

the envisaged effects did not materialise. The module indicator for social cohesion was eliminated. Network 

activities under former output C were withdrawn and the concept Studying as a refugee was placed under area 

of intervention 3 (module indicator 3) and complemented by implementation measures based on the concept 

itself. The rationale for and traceability of all these changes during the project period were only partly evident. 

Clear hypotheses resulting from a detailed impact model were missing (Wollny, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2017a, 

2018a; Int_6, 7, 10, 12, 13). Relevance dimension 4 was rated with 10 out of 20 points.  
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Tableau 2: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: relevance 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Relevance 
 

The project design is in line with the relevant strategic ref-
erence frameworks 

30 out of 30 points 

The project design matches the needs of the target 
group(s) 

25 out of 30 points 

The project is adequately designed to achieve the chosen 
project objective 

5 out of 20 points 

The project design* was adapted to changes in line with re-
quirements and re-adapted where applicable 

10 out of 20 points 

Relevance score and rating Score: 70 out of 100 points 
 
Rating: Level 3: moderately 
successful  

4.2 Effectiveness 

This section analyses and assesses the effectiveness of the project. It is structured according to the assessment 

dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see Annex 1). 

 

To assess the project’s effectiveness, the evaluation matrix comprises the following assessment dimensions: 

• The project achieved the objective (outcome) on time in accordance with the project objective indica-

tors. 

• The activities and outputs of the project contributed substantially to the achievement of the project ob-

jective (outcome). 

• No project-related (unintended) negative results have occurred – and if any negative results occurred 

the project responded adequately. The occurrence of additional (not formally agreed) positive results 

has been monitored and additional opportunities for further positive results have been seized. 

 

Moreover, the evaluation reviewed the indicators as a basis for measuring the achievements of the project 

against the SMART criteria. The mid-term review identified several weaknesses in the indicators used in the 

modified 2016 impact matrix (GIZ JOSY, 2016b; Wollny, 2018). Due to the significant changes made to the in-

dicators in the course of the implementation, this evaluation does not include an analysis of the original indica-

tors. The following paragraphs and tables portray the current status of the project as of October 2020, including 

notes on the quality of the current indicators. The data presented refer to the tracer study conducted in 

2019/2020 (Forbes, 2020) and/or updated monitoring data delivered by the project team. 

 

The outcome indicators set for JOSY were effectively achieved except for outcome indicator 1, which had an 

achievement rate of 78%. This indicator is highly influenced by the current labour market situation and the re-

strictive Jordanian labour policy (please see Chapter 2), which lies outside the responsibility of the project and 

was not considered when developing the indicator or when deciding about the open choice of fields of studies 

without considering labour market access in Jordan. External factors were not systematically monitored or 

used for steering purposes. Outcome indicator 2 (gender equity for Syrian scholarship holders) was only 

achieved during the second intake, after GIZ explicitly required the inclusion of vulnerability and gender as-

pects in the selection process of scholarship holders. In the second intake, the focus was shifted to include 

gender during the selection process rather than focusing solely on the academic qualifications of candidates, 

which caused a drop in the number of scholarship holders who had the coping skills to complete a master’s 

study programme. Unintended results like this one were not considered when planning the project; nor were 
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they monitored or used for steering purposes (GIZ JOSY, 2019; Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; Int_4, 8, 10, 11, 

13, 14, 15). 

 
Tableau 3: Outcome assessment according to SMART criteria 

 

An additional indicator to measure the increased life perspectives for Syrian refugees, including aspects of psy-

chosocial and extracurricular measures, would have been an added value, as outcome indicator 1 refers 

mainly to Jordanian graduates. Effectiveness dimension 1 is rated with 30 out of 40 points.  

 

In reference to the effectiveness of dimension 2, the output indicators were mainly achieved or even overa-

chieved. Output indicator 1.2 (with an achievement of 57%) and output indicator 1.3 (with an achievement of 

90%) reflect to a certain degree the labour market situation and/or the possibility for Syrian refugees to enter 

the labour market. External factors had a pivotal influence on the achievement of these indicators but were not 

monitored, nor were they used for steering purposes. Calls for applications, selection of students and awarding 

of scholarships were achieved in time. While all 35 graduates in the first intake completed their studies within 

the 36-month time frame, only 17 out of 32 could do so in the second intake. Consequently, extraordinary 

scholarship extensions had to be approved. This can be explained partly by the shift from the use of academic-

oriented criteria to select scholarship candidates to the use of selection criteria that focus more on vulnerability 

and gender with a subsequent significant drop in the average academic performance. No other relevant delay 

in the implementation could be observed (GIZ JOSY, 2019; Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; Int_8, 11, 13, 15). 

 

 

 

 

 

Project objective: The prospects 
of young Syrians and Jordanians 
in host communities are im-
proved  
Project’s outcome indicators ac-
cording to the change offer of 
2019 

Achievement as of October 
2020 

Assessment according to 
SMART criteria 

Outcome indicator 1. 60% of the 
75 graduates from the scholarship 
programme for young Syrians and 
Jordanians (40% women) found a 
job related to their studies up to 6 
months after graduation or contin-
ued their education 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 60% of the 75 gradu-
ates, which corresponds to 45, in-
cluding 18 women 

Actual value: 34 out of 58 
(59%) graduates who re-
sponded were employed or 
continued their academic ca-
reer; this figure included 8 
women 
Achievement: 76% (44% of 
women on the programme) 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes; however, exter-
nal factors for being employed 
have to be considered 

• Time-bound: moderate; the tar-
get value of the indicator can 
be achieved at the end of the 
project term, as the 6-month 
time frame did not apply to all 
graduates 

Outcome indicator 2. 50% of the 
scholarship holders are women 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 40 scholarships 
awarded to women 

Actual value: 40 scholarship 
holders were women. 
Achievement: 100% 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes 

• Time-bound: yes 
 

Outcome indicator 3. One concept 
about studying as a refugee is de-
veloped and implemented with Jor-
danian universities and representa-
tives of scholarship holders 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 1 university is imple-
menting this concept 

Actual value: concept is devel-
oped, 1 university and 1 non-
governmental organisation are 
implementing measures 
Achievement: 100% 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: no (the development 
of the concept only impacts the 
output level) 

• Time-bound: yes 
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Tableau 4: Output assessment according to SMART criteria 

Project’s output indicators ac-
cording to the change offer of 
2019 

Achievement as of October 
2020 

Assessment according to 
SMART criteria/Assessment 

Output 1.1: 75% of the 80 scholar-
ship holders (50% women) have 
completed their studies successfully 
Baseline (2015): 20 Syrians and 20 
Jordanians have begun their stud-
ies (in total 80 scholarships are 
planned) 
Target value: 60 scholarship hold-
ers (30 of them women) graduate 
successfully 

Actual value: 67 scholarship 
holders had graduated, among 
them 34 women 
Achievement: 112% (113% in 
the case of women) 
 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes  

• Time-bound: moderate; it 
should be considered that sev-
eral students did not complete 
the studies within the sched-
uled 36 months 

 

Output 1.2: 75% of the Syrian 
scholarship holders (50% women) 
have made 2 alternative career 
plans for the first 2 years after stud-
ying 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 30 Syrians (including 
15 women) have developed 2 alter-
native career plans for the first 2 
years after studying 

Actual value: 17 Syrian scholar-
ship holders, including 8 
women, made 1 or more career 
plans 
Achievement: 57% (53% in the 
case of women) 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: moderate; it has to 
be considered that career 
plans for Syrians might not be 
too relevant due to the restric-
tive policy on obtaining work 
permits 

• Time-bound: yes 

Output 1.3: 75% of the 40 Jorda-
nian scholarship holders (40% 
women) will be invited to job inter-
views by the time the project ends 
or they will plan to continue their 
education 
Baseline: 0  
Target value: 30 of the Jordanian 
scholarship holders (12 women) get 
invited to job interviews or continue 
their education 

Actual value: 27 Jordanian 
scholarship holders (including 
15 women) were invited to job 
interviews Among the 31 stu-
dents who responded, 13 (in-
cluding 12 women) plan to con-
tinue their education 
Achievement: 90% (125% in 
the case of women) 

• Specific: moderate; two differ-
ent aspects are included (job 
interview and/or further educa-
tion plans) 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes  

• Time-bound: yes 

Output 2.1: Syrian and Jordanian 
scholarship holders have completed 
10 projects to strengthen social co-
hesion in 2 host communities 
Baseline: 0 projects 
Target value: 10 projects  

Actual value: 10 projects were 
implemented  
Achievement: 100% 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: moderate; the com-
pletion of projects does not 
necessarily strengthen self-
help capacities 

• Time-bound: yes 

Output 2.2: In cooperation with 10 
Jordanian universities, 30 students 
successfully complete professional 
diplomas that will allow them to 
work with refugees 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: Diplomas are 
awarded by 2 universities, 30 stu-
dents (10 Jordanians, 20 Syrians) 
have completed the diploma 

Actual value: 3 universities offer 
professional diploma courses, 
from which 61 students (35 Syr-
ians, 26 Jordanians) graduate 
successfully 
Achievement: number of uni-
versities: 150%, number of 
graduates: 203% 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes 

• Time-bound: yes (if project end 
date is seen as the deadline) 

Output C1: One concept Studying 
as a refugee has been developed 
together with Jordanian universities 
and scholarship holders 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 1 concept 

Actual value: one concept Stud-
ying as a refugee is developed  
Achievement: 100% 

• Specific: moderate; ‘together 
with’ is not precise 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes 

• Time-bound: yes (if the project 
end date is seen as the dead-
line) 
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The focus of the second evaluation dimension refers to the analysis of causal links between project activities, 

outputs and outcomes. Two hypotheses were selected from the ToC to assess these causal links and their 

contribution to the project’s outcome. 

 

Hypothesis 1: partly confirmed 

‘Through project-related learning and the implementation of projects on social cohesion in host communities, 

master’s scholarship holders improve their capacities to cope with challenges and to develop solutions, leading 

to better life perspectives (outcome).’ 

 
Tableau 5: Analysis of hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1: 
(activity – output – 
outcome)  

Development of an project learning approach – advice and technical support on 
how to conduct applied research – study of the living conditions of Syrian refugees 
– mentoring – simultaneously conducting extracurricular projects on social cohe-
sion (output indicator 2.1) – based on the knowledge gained, students’ own capaci-
ties to cope with the challenges arising in the host communities increase (outcome) 

Contribution to the 
outcome 

An additional new scholarship approach was established using a project-oriented ap-
proach (activity 2A). This included providing training and advice to master’s scholarship 
holders on applied research (activity 2B) and supporting them in analysing the living condi-
tions of Syrian refugees (activity 2E). Through extracurricular projects on social cohesion 
conducted by master’s scholarship holders in the host communities (output indicator 2.1), 
master’s graduates strengthened their capacities to cope with the challenges in host com-
munities (output 2) and therefore improved their life perspectives (outcome). Specifically, 
because the project-oriented approach complemented the universities’ theoretical ap-
proach, master’s scholarship holders were better prepared to complete their master thesis 
– which was a precondition for graduation – and at the same time, improve their life skills 
and future perspectives. 
 
Although extracurricular training and activities were essential to improve life skills and em-
ployability, the contribution that students could make to extracurricular volunteer projects 
on social cohesion (output indicator 2.1) was limited, as scholarship holders lacked the 
time to fully engage in social projects and the effect on host communities did not meet the 
project’s expectations. Furthermore, the implementing organisation did not always work 
with the same students as JOSY did. The original plan for 30 extracurricular projects in the 
host communities was changed to a qualitative indicator in 2018 and changed again in 
2019 to 10 projects. After 10 projects were implemented without the expected results, 
there was no further follow-up. 

Risk(s)/unintended 
result(s) 

• Weak contribution of scholarship holders to community projects on social cohesion 

• Frustration of graduates who did not find an adequate job opportunity 

• High costs for the implementation of extracurricular activities 

Alternative expla-
nation(s) 

• Specific wish of BMZ to have a social cohesion component 

• Influence of the labour market situation 

• Influence of general development in society due to limited resources 

• Influence of other national and international actors in the field of social cohesion 

Sources: GIZ JOSY, 2016a, 2017a, 2018a, 2019a, 2019b; Forbes 2020; Int_6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14  

 
Hypothesis 2: partly confirmed 

‘The concept forms a basis for universities to improve their approach/counselling services for students and ref-

ugee students, respectively, creating better life perspectives for the target group’ 

 
Tableau 6: Analysis of hypothesis 2 

Output C2: 2 activities are imple-
mented at 1 Jordanian university 
which helps to improve the advisory 
services for students regarding aca-
demic achievement and career 
counselling 
Baseline: 0 
Target value: 2 activities 

Actual value: Baseline was sur-
veyed in 2019; 1 measure im-
plemented by Yarmouk Univer-
sity, 1 by the non-governmental 
organisation NAUA 
Achievement: 100% (with lim-
itations) 

• Specific: yes 

• Measurable: yes  

• Achievable: yes 

• Relevant: yes 

• Time-bound: yes 
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Hypothesis 2: 
(activity – output – 
outcome)  

Collection of case studies (scholarship holders and others) (activity 3A) – collecting 
results of need assessments and analyses (activity 3B) – compiling results (activity 
3B) – elaborating an evidence-based concept Studying as a refugee (output indica-
tor 3.1) – distributing the information, sharing experiences and networking (activity 
3C) – implementing respective measures in universities (output indicator 3.2) – set-
ting the foundation for better professional services in universities (output 3) – better 
services create better perspectives for young Syrians and Jordanians (outcome) 

Contribution to the 
outcome 

Case studies and results of need analyses of living conditions of Syrian refugees and Jor-
danian students were collected and analysed (activities 3A, 3B) and compiled in a concept 
Studying as a refugee (output indicator 3.1). The information was disseminated among 
universities and relevant line ministries to share experiences and identify activities to im-
prove the situation for Syrian and Jordanian students (activity 3C). In addition to counsel-
ling and mentoring, this was intended to include aspects of labour market orientation, ca-
reer planning and the link to the labour market. The concept was intended to form the 
basis for universities to identify gaps and measures to improve the situation. This in turn 
would establish a basis for better service delivery to promote and facilitate future perspec-
tives for the target group. 
 
The concept was developed and shared with relevant actors and ministries during the sec-
ond JOSY conference entitled ‘Higher Education and Forced Migration – from Challenges 
to Opportunities’. Although the concept was well received by most universities, it did not 
lead to significant changes within the universities’ structures. This shows that there are two 
different perspectives – those of the university management on one hand and those of lec-
turers and students on the other hand – regarding the existing support structures for stu-
dents and refugee students. For example, the topic of counselling was subject to many 
reservations and even taboos, and most university administrators saw little need for action. 
Furthermore, university administrators consistently neglected the specific needs of refu-
gees. Nevertheless, being financially supported by JOSY, several measures based on the 
concept findings were implemented by the partner universities UoJ, Yarmouk University 
and GJU (part of output indicator 3.2). 
 
The concept has created the foundation for a more structured institutional capacity devel-
opment approach to establish structures for sustainable partners (output 3); however, this 
opportunity could be addressed only to a limited extent due to the limited funds (not 
DAAD-bound) still available. It is questionable how far the concept will be used, and 
whether it will lead to sustainable changes within the universities’ structures in order to im-
prove life perspectives for young Syrians and Jordanians (outcome). 

Risk(s)/unintended 
result(s) 

• The financial gap for universities to implement relevant measures 

• The concept will not be used by universities or the ministry to lead to adequate 
change within the universities’ structures 

• The concept is seen as external interference and as neglectful of existing structures 
(universities’ perspective) 

Alternative expla-
nation(s) 

• From the perspective of some universities, some of the information provided by the 
concept was already known to them 

• Intervention of other national and international actors to improve the situation for refu-
gees and students 

Sources: GIZ 2020; Int_4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14  

 

Without the project, most of the scholarship holders would not have been able to start and/or complete their 

master’s studies, although some of them – especially in the first intake – originated from wealthy backgrounds. 

Future perspectives improved for all of them as a result of the project. Scholarship holders who were studying 

for a master’s benefited greatly from the new project-oriented approach, which complemented the theoretical 

approach taken by universities, and from the additional life skills they could obtain by conducting social pro-

jects. Consequently, thanks to the improved competences, their employability increased. The plan to motivate 

master’s scholarship holders to engage in volunteer projects on social cohesion in the host communities did not 

materialise as expected. The elaborated concept Studying as a refugee could have been a basis for structural 

capacity development for universities to adapt their approaches to the specific needs of refugee students, but 

the implementation of recommendations was not taken up by the universities without the intervention of GIZ. 

(Wollny, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2019b; Forbes, 2020; Int_4, 7, 8, 11, 13). Effectiveness dimension 2 was rated 

with 20 out of 30 points. 
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Neither unintended results – positive or negative – nor external factors were systematically monitored or used 

for steering purposes. In the course of the project’s document review and the evaluation interviews, some unin-

tended negative and positive results could be identified. As one of the first scholarship programmes in the re-

gion for Syrian refugees, JOSY was regularly perceived as an example by other stakeholders and the interna-

tional donor community. Several aspects of JOSY were adopted by other programmes, such as EDU-SYRIA 

and HOPES. Lessons learnt could be shared and success stories multiplied. To a certain degree, institutional 

learning within universities took place unintentionally (Wollny 2020; Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14). 

 

With regard to the final target group, a high level of frustration could be perceived among graduates who did 

not find employment based on the qualification they had acquired. The external factor of labour market influ-

ence and the effects of the restrictive national policy were not considered when planning the project; nor were 

they monitored systematically. The selection of scholarship holders did not always correspond to the set target 

group criteria as stated in GIZ’s project proposal (GIZ JOSY, 2014). This was particularly the case in the first 

intake. Until DAAD was specifically requested by GIZ to include vulnerability and gender aspects in the selec-

tion process, DAAD applied their proven tools and processes for the selection of candidates based on excel-

lency rather than vulnerability. For Jordanian and – to a lesser degree – Syrian candidates, the criterion of vul-

nerability was not inherent. In the second intake, the criterion of vulnerability was included, leading to a pool of 

more vulnerable candidates but with fewer academic qualifications. As a consequence, greater efforts (in the 

area of human and financial resources) had to be made to support these students in completing their studies, 

including delaying graduation in some cases. 

 

To a certain degree, the migration of master’s graduates to different countries for a PhD or for work could also 

be seen as a sort of brain drain, especially in light of the initial assumption that the Syrian war would end soon 

and Syrian scholarship holders would return to build up their country. However, as this assumption turned out 

to be too optimistic and it proved to be almost impossible for refugees to work in Jordan, the option for gradu-

ates to continue their PhD or find a job abroad has to be assessed positively given the circumstances. Further-

more, the way that GIZ intervened in the selection process for the scholarship holders was perceived to have a 

negative effect on the atmosphere of cooperation. Nonetheless, it was GIZ’s insistence that managed to get the 

aspect of vulnerability considered in the selection process. Adequate communication, precise distribution of 

roles and responsibilities and the mutual setting of goals had not taken place at the beginning due to the con-

siderable time pressure exerted by the commissioning ministry (BMZ) to start implementation. (Wollny, 2020; 

Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 11, 14, 15) 

 

Moreover, the above-average scholarship allowances motivated some of the scholarship holders to delay their 

graduation to extend the period of funding – knowing that there would be very little difference between the 

amount they received in funding and what they would earn in a job. The project team and partners reported 

that some students became very demanding and expectations of the JOSY team grew during the project imple-

mentation period. This was enhanced by the number of additional services as well as the very high engage-

ment of JOSY staff and the very close supervision and care. This situation led to a high workload and psycho-

logical stress for JOSY staff, who had not been adequately prepared for the type of work or were not 

adequately supervised and coached (Wollny, 2020; Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 11, 15). At this point, it should also be 

mentioned that it is questionable whether the intensive individual support provided to scholarship holders by 

GIZ staff was the purpose of the project to begin with. The rating for effectiveness dimension 3 was 10 out 

of 30 points. 
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Tableau 7: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: effectiveness 

Criterion  Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Effectiveness  The project achieved the objective (outcome) on time in accord-
ance with the project objective indicators1 

30 out of 40 points 

The activities and outputs of the project contributed substantially 
to the project objective achievement (outcome)2 

20 out of 30 points 

No project-related (unintended) negative results have occurred – 
and if any negative results occurred the project responded ade-
quately 
 
The occurrence of additional (not formally agreed) positive re-
sults has been monitored and additional opportunities for further 
positive results have been seized  
 

10 out of 30 points 

Effectiveness score and rating Score: 60 out of 100 points  
 
Rating: Level 3: moderately 
unsuccessful  

4.3 Impact 

This section analyses and assesses the impact of the project. It is structured according to the assessment di-

mensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see Annex 1). 

 

To assess the project’s impact, the evaluation matrix comprises the following assessment dimensions: 

• The intended overarching development results have occurred or are expected (plausible reasons). 

• The project objective (outcome) contributed to the occurred or expected overarching development re-

sults (impact).  

• No project-related (unintended) negative results at impact level have occurred – and if any negative 

results occurred the project responded adequately. The occurrence of additional (not formally agreed) 

positive results at impact level has been monitored and additional opportunities for further positive re-

sults have been seized. 

 

According to the reconstructed results model, the impact of the project should have been assessed based on 

its contribution to indicator 1 of the development cooperation programme Education and Employment Promo-

tion in Jordan: The economic situation and employment opportunities of Jordan’s working-age population are 

improved. This approach had its limitations, as JOSY had been conceptualised in 2014 as a stand-alone pro-

ject under the SI, with the module objective (outcome) that life perspectives of young Syrians and Jordanians in 

host communities were improved. The contribution to the impact was only considered to a certain degree and 

the project focused on fast support and fast results rather than long-term and sustainable results. The project 

was only aligned to the overall programme in 2017/2018 and the impact of JOSY was measured against em-

ployment numbers in the Jordanian population without being able to change the concept retrospectively. Basic 

structures (such as labour market orientation), designed to achieve the newly defined impact, were not in-

cluded in the project design. Activities were included to achieve some contributions only at the output level. 

Furthermore, the main target group – Syrian scholarship holders – was not included in the impact indicator 

(GIZ JOSY, 2017a, 2018a; Int_4, 7,12). 

 

 
1 The first and the second effectiveness dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project to the objective achievement is low (second effectiveness dimension), this 

must also be considered for the assessment of the first effectiveness dimension. 
2 The first and the second effectiveness dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project to the objective achievement is low (second effectiveness dimension), this 

must also be considered for the assessment of the first effectiveness dimension. 
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JOSY contributed to the programme indicator 1, as 19 Jordanian males and 6 Jordanian females found em-

ployment that was in line with their qualifications. One Jordanian male and one Jordanian female opened their 

own business. This accounted for 34% of the supported target group, which is almost the rate set for the indi-

cator (Forbes, 2020; Int_4, 8). 

 

From the perspective of the stakeholders, JOSY left its footprint by initiating the first complete scholarship pro-

gramme including refugees in Jordan; lessons learnt were used by similar projects contributing to national 

strategies (GIZ JOSY, 2019a, 2019b; Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; GIZ, 2020a; Int_4, 8, 7, 9). 

 

Potential interactions between social, economic and environmental results (within the meaning of Agenda 

2030) refer to the impact on five of the 17 SDGs. By offering scholarships, JOSY supported 40 Syrian refugees 

and 40 Jordanians (not all of whom were marginalised) to complete a qualitative education. The policy docu-

ment Studying as a refugee could be seen as a foundation for universities to adapt their services to the specific 

needs of refugee students and improve conditions for them (SDG 4 – quality education). Together with extra-

curricular activities related to employment promotion, this formed the basis for future prospects and opportuni-

ties for decent work and economic growth (SDG 8): 28 scholarship holders found employment, 3 opened their 

own business and 4 continued their academic career by starting a PhD. These results are expected to contrib-

ute to the reduction of poverty (SDG 1, identifier AO-1). By including marginalised Jordanians and refugees, 

the project contributed to reducing inequalities between the ‘elite’ and the vulnerable population (SDG 10 – re-

duced inequalities). DAAD considered academic qualifications regardless of social, religious or financial back-

ground as an entry point for scholarships in the first intake. GIZ guaranteed the inclusion of vulnerability as a 

criterion in the selection of candidates in the second intake, taking on board the principle of leave no one be-

hind and the specific criteria for the defined target group. Finally, JOSY promoted gender equality (SDG 5, 

identifier GG-1) by setting a rate for female participants (Augustin, 2015). By offering future economic pro-

spects, implementing the ‘do no harm approach’, considering refugees and members of host communities 

equally and including aspects of social cohesion (area of intervention 2), JOSY created a basis for increased 

social cohesion and a peaceful co-existence (identifier FS-1). Environmental results are not considered by the 

project (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015a, 2016a, 2017a, 2018, 2019a, 2019b; Forbes, 2020). Impact dimension 1 is 

rated with 30 out of 40 points. 

Two hypotheses were selected to assess the contribution of JOSY to the overall programme. 

 

Hypothesis 3: partly confirmed 

‘Syrian refugees and marginalised Jordanians improve their access to the labour market or their ability to open 

their own business by receiving a scholarship (impact).’ 

 
Tableau 8: Analysis of hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3: 
(activity – output – 
outcome – impact)  

Syrian refugees and marginalised Jordanians receive scholarships for master’s 
studies (activity 1A) – scholarship holders are closely mentored (activity 1E) and 
have access to additional measures, such as psychosocial support (activity 1C; 
output indicator 1.2), further training (technical, practical, life skills) (activities 2D, 
2E; output indicator 2.1) – scholarship holders are helped to elaborate their career 
plans and to apply for jobs (output indicator 1.2) – scholarship holders are invited 
to job interviews or encouraged to further their education (output indicator 1.3) – 
life perspectives are improved (outcome) – economic participation has increased 
(impact) 

Contribution to the 
impact 

Selected scholarship holders received a comprehensive package of support to enable 
them to successfully complete their master’s studies (activities 1A, 1C, 1E, 2B, 2C, 2E). 
Support measures included an extensive financial package to allow them to fully concen-
trate on their studies without financial constraints. Some respondents and documents re-
flected that the scholarship was too generous, leading to a very limited number of benefi-
ciaries, on the one hand, and negative influences – such as the extension of studies just 
to receive the funds, demanding attitudes among students, a dependency on donors by 
students or increased competition among donor programmes – on the other hand. Other 
information justifies the importance of adequate scholarship and other funds so that 
scholarship holders (specifically men) do not have to work at the same time but rather 
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can concentrate on their studies. Some students often financed their whole family with 
the scholarship allowances. Finally, the scholarship allowances were equivalent to gen-
eral scholarships fees in the region, e.g. DAAD’s Third Country Programme (not the tui-
tion fees). The selection of scholarship holders, especially in the first intake, was not 
based on vulnerability but on academic qualifications. This also meant that young Syri-
ans and Jordanians from wealthier backgrounds could benefit from the project. 
 
All scholarship holders confirmed the benefits of the project and their improved life per-
spectives (outcome). Some 28 graduates found a job within six months after graduation, 
three opened their own business and four continued their academic career with a PhD 
(impact). However, Syrian refugees in particular could not link their increased qualifica-
tions with employability (only nine found a job) due to the restrictive national employment 
policy. Although a lawyer was hired to identify options for Syrian refugees to work, the 
problem could not be solved. A high level of frustration resulted from what was perceived 
to be a ‘useless’ degree. 
 
The concept Studying as a refugee (output indicator 3.1) could be a sound basis for uni-
versities to adapt their structure and processes (output 3). However, as long as financial 
resources are not guaranteed and the system is not established with partners or in politi-
cal structures, it is hard to prove clear plausibility of a sustainable impact. 
 
Therefore, the project’s contribution to improved life perspectives is highly plausible, but 
only to a certain degree when it comes to the impact of increased economic participa-
tion. 

Risk(s)/unintended 
result(s) 

• General attitude and policy towards the integration of Syrian refugees in the labour 
market 

• Lack of labour market orientation for Jordanian scholarship holders 

• Concept not anchored in partner structures 

• Implementation of cost-intensive additional measures (‘luxury’) 

• Increased expectations and demanding attitudes of some scholarship holders 

• Frustration among Syrian graduates who were not able to find a job 

• Donor dependency of scholarship holders 

Alternative expla-
nation(s) 

• Activities of other actors and donors 

Sources: Wollny, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2019b; Forbes 2020; GIZ 2020b; Int_6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14  

 

Hypothesis 4: Partly confirmed 

‘Extracurricular activities, such as psychosocial support, and extracurricular courses on employment orientation 

included in the programme’s services help the students to successfully complete their studies and make in-

formed career decisions, improving their economic participation and employment opportunities (impact).’ 

 
Tableau 9: Analysis of hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4: 
(activity – output 
– outcome)  

Offering psychosocial support (activity 1C) – offering mentoring (activities 1E, 2C) – 
successful completion of the master’s study programme (output indicator 1.1) – offer-
ing additional career-oriented measures and training (output indicators 1.2, 1.3) – elab-
orating career plans – improved employability – improved life perspectives (outcome) – 
increased economic participation (impact) 

Contribution to 
the impact 

Hypothesis 4 is closely linked to hypothesis 3, as extracurricular activities and measures were 
part of the comprehensive scholarship package. Therefore, the same results apply for hypoth-
esis 4 as described for hypothesis 3. 
 
Intensive technical and social mentoring (activities 1E, 2C) and psychosocial support (activity 
1C) were offered. If required, the project financed additional educational measures (e.g. lan-
guage, applied research) but also life skills training and project-related learning (activities 2B, 
2D). Some 67 out of 80 scholarship holders successfully completed their studies by October 
2020 (output 1). Psychosocial support was widely recognised as an important measure, spe-
cifically for Syrian refugees; however, it was neglected by some respondents. The very di-
verse response made validation difficult. Nonetheless, the link between psychosocial support 
and completed studies and improved life perspectives seemed to be plausible. 
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In addition, JOSY offered training to increase employability, for example, CV writing, digital 
skills, communication skills, career plans (activities 2B, 2D, 2E; output indicators 1.2, 1.3). 
Scholarship holders confirmed the contribution that JOSY made in improving their life per-
spectives (outcome). Some 28 graduates found a job within six months after graduation, three 
opened their own business and four continued their academic career with a PhD (impact). Ad-
ditional support measures were rated as very important in some cases, but as a ‘waste of time 
and funds’ in other cases. This depended on the individual’s perspective and thus is difficult to 
evaluate objectively. 
With regard to increased employability (impact), Syrian refugees in particular could not link 
their increased qualifications with employability (only nine found a job) due to the restrictive 
national employment policy. Even the lawyer who was hired could not help to identify options 
for Syrian refugees to obtain work permits. A high level of frustration resulted from what was 
perceived to be a ‘useless’ degree. 
 
Therefore, the contribution of the project to improved life perspectives is highly plausible, but 
only to a certain degree when it comes to the impact of increased economic participation. 

Risk(s)/unin-
tended result(s) 

• General attitude and policy towards the integration of Syrian refugees in the labour mar-
ket 

• Lack of labour market orientation for Jordanian scholarship holders (who were allowed to 
freely choose their studies based on personal interests) 

• Concept not anchored in partner structures 

• Implementation of cost-intensive additional measures (‘luxury’) 

• Increased expectations and demanding attitudes of some scholarship holders 

• Frustration among refugee graduates who were not able to find a job  

Alternative expla-
nation(s) 

• Activities of other actors and donors 

• Restricted labour market policy 

• Weak labour market 

Sources: Augustin, 2015; Wollny, 2018; Steinhilber 2019; GIZ JOSY, 2019b; Forbes 2020; GIZ 2020b; Int_6, 7, 8, 9, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

 

Without the project, most of the scholarship holders would not have been able to start and/or complete their 

master’s studies. A plausible contribution to improved life perspectives (outcome) could be assessed, specifi-

cally as a result of additional measures such as psychosocial support.  

 

However, studies were chosen based on personal interests and were not linked to labour market demands in 

Jordan. This had a negative effect on future employability, especially for the Syrian students and to a limited 

extent for the Jordanian students. Master’s degrees are still relative rarely required by the Jordanian labour 

market. Bachelor’s degrees are normally sufficient and several scholarship programmes exist at this level. The 

project reacted by introducing a short-term professional diploma in social work, where there was greater poten-

tial for employability. However, Syrian refugees always faced restrictions on obtaining work permits, reducing 

the impact of the project in terms of economic participation. (Wollny, 2018; Steinhilber, 2019; GIZ JOSY, 

2019b; Forbes, 2020; GIZ, 2020b, Int_4, 7, 8,11, 13). Impact dimension 2 is rated with 10 out of 30 points. 

 

Unintended results, positive or negative, as well as external factors, were not systematically monitored or used 

for steering purposes. Unintended results identified for the effectivity criterion are also valid for the impact crite-

rion. It is difficult to distinguish clearly between negative results at outcome or impact level. Unintended results 

should not be repeated at this point. Impact dimension 3 is rated with 10 out of 30 points. 
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Tableau 10: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: impact 

4.4 Efficiency 

This section analyses and assesses the efficiency of the project. It is structured according to the assessment 

dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see Annex 1). 

 

To assess the project’s efficiency, the evaluation matrix comprises the following assessment dimensions: 

• The project’s use of resources is appropriate with regard to the outputs achieved. 

• The project’s use of resources is appropriate with regard to achieving the project objectives (outcome). 

 

Due to the lack of information about the allocation of costs to outputs and the fact that it was not planned as a 

comprehensive CPE, the GIZ efficiency tool was not applied. This evaluation was based on the findings of the 

mid-term review and responses from interviews conducted with GIZ staff and other stakeholders. A focus was 

placed on the question of maximising possibilities, to identify recommendations for potential future scholarship 

projects. 

 

Project costs of EUR 4.275 million were originally planned; in the course of the project implementation period, 

this amount was increased to EUR 11.8 million and 80 final beneficiaries were agreed (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 

2015a, 2016b; Wollny, 2018). The main reason for the increase in costs was the extremely high tuition fees in 

Jordan. Due to cost and time reasons, a third intake of master’s students was not organised. However, low-

cost, short-term professional diplomas were introduced. Furthermore, the currency crash in January 2015 had 

implications for the exchange rate and led to a loss in real project funds. In addition, the strict budget limitations 

and calendar year structure of the SI led the project’s management team to concentrate more on cash flow ra-

ther than on realistic planning processes. Furthermore, the financial tracking of DAAD and JOSY expenditure 

 
3 The first and the second impact dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project outcome to the impact is low or not plausible (second impact dimension), this 

must also be considered for the assessment of the first impact dimension. 
4 The first and the second impact dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project outcome to the impact is low or not plausible (second impact dimension), this 

must also be considered for the assessment of the first impact dimension. 

Criterion  Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Impact The intended overarching development results have occurred or 
are expected (plausible reasons)3 

30 out of 40 points 

The outcome of the project contributed to the occurred or ex-
pected overarching development results4 

10 out of 30 points 

No project-related (unintended) negative results at impact level 
have occurred – and if any negative results occurred, the project 
responded adequately 
 
The occurrence of additional (not formally agreed) positive results 
at impact level has been monitored and additional opportunities for 
further positive results have been seized  

10 out of 30 points 
 

Impact score and rating Score: 50 out of 100 points  
 
Rating: Level 4: moderately 
unsuccessful  
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corresponded well with the specific agency’s guidelines, but differed between organisations: while JOSY fol-

lowed the calendar year, DAAD followed the academic year. All of this made adequate planning and efficient 

use of funds difficult (Wollny 2018; Int_4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13). According to the last cost-obligo report (Kosten-Ob-

ligo-Bericht) issued in October 2020, 52% of the budget was granted or subcontracted, of which 45% went to 

DAAD to implement the scholarship activities. Almost one-third (30%) of the overall budget was spent on GIZ’s 

personnel costs (Wollny, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2020c), including almost 5% on time records. 

 

A comprehensive and highly competitive scholarship package was provided for students. It covered living ex-

penses, tuition fees and the costs of additional mentoring. The administration of scholarships was profession-

ally organised by DAAD. Following the mid-term review (Wollny, 2018; Int_10, 7), the relationship between tui-

tion fee expenditure, allowances for scholarship holders and overhead/administration and staff costs indicated 

relatively high administrative costs. However, at the end of the project, DAAD contested this assessment. The 

official data presented by DAAD showed the following breakdown of expenditure: 51% for scholarships (thereof 

32% for monthly allowances and 19% for tuition fees), 21% programme costs, 12% staff costs, 1% business 

trips and 10% overhead costs. The remaining 5% was repaid to GIZ. 

 

Compared to other programmes, JOSY was recognised as the most expensive scholarship programme in Jor-

dan. For example, EDU-SYRIA supported 1,289 students in various study programmes with a budget of 

EUR 15 million. It can be discussed whether the high subsistence payment to JOSY scholarship holders or ad-

ditional measures could have been reduced. Instead, funds for output 2 might have been used to offer scholar-

ships to more young people (output 1) (Steinhilber, 2019; Int_9, 10, 11,14, 15). The project design confirmed 

that the payment for living expenses was adequate to allow students to concentrate on their studies instead of 

having to earn money at the same time and that additional measures like psychosocial support, additional life 

skills training and sports facilities were essential for the students to cope with their difficult life situation or 

trauma. The low dropout rate can be seen as proof of the success of this strategy (Int_6, 7, 8, 13). It remained 

difficult to assess whether the high level of funding and support for JOSY scholarship holders was ineffective or 

whether it can be justified, as the benefits for scholarship holders were very significant. It raises the question of 

quantity versus quality. Nevertheless, it should be critically considered in case another scholarship programme 

is planned. 

 

There exists a unified perception that the high tuition fees could have been reduced by cutting the number of 

partner universities and by negotiating adequate tuition fees, as Syrian refugees paid the same tuition fees as 

international students. For instance, UNHCR managed to negotiate lower fees through better donor coordina-

tion. This also applied to other external service providers, who were paid fees that were much higher than the 

average fees paid in Jordan (Wollny, 2018; Int_7, 8, 9, 10, 11). Funds could have been used more efficiently by 

offering activities that were more appropriate to the country rather than ‘luxury’ activities, which were conducted 

at GIZ’s request of (e.g. sport, workshops). 

 

The evaluation could not obtain sufficient qualitative or quantitative evidence of allocation efficiency based on 

the logical framework’s indicators. The general impression obtained from a review of the documents and stake-

holders’ responses was that JOSY was not planned or implemented efficiently. Efficiency dimension 1 is 

rated with 35 out of 70 points. 

 

The allocation efficiency of JOSY is closely interlinked with production efficiency. Although JOSY was recog-

nised by stakeholders as a pioneering initiative and stakeholders confirmed that they learnt a lot from it, the 

experience gained through JOSY was not fully exploited by the partners. The main reason for this was the poor 

communication between the two cooperation partners. There were clear differences in how the cooperation 

was understood. DAAD considered the project as a type of joint venture in which it had a clear role: implement-

ing the scholarship programme based on its own institutional paradigm, which prioritised academic quality and 

previous performance, regardless of gender, age, ethnic background or religion. From a contractual point of 
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view, DAAD was a grant recipient (Zuwendungsverfahren), whose role was to implement the scholarship pro-

gramme in accordance with the terms and conditions of development cooperation and, thus, to take a broad 

equity approach in the context of the Special Initiative. Insufficient communication and exchange of logical 

framework information were noted. For example, the local DAAD team was not aware of the logical framework. 

Furthermore, communication between the partners was affected by the fact that the DAAD team leader was 

based in Bonn and the GIZ team leader was in Amman. Students had no clear guidelines as to which organisa-

tion they should contact for their requests, nor were they even aware of all the support services offered. Moreo-

ver, the implementation efficiency was negatively affected due to frequent changes in professional international 

personnel at GIZ’s JOSY office (Wollny 2018; Forbes 2020; Int_4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14, 13, 15). 

 

JOSY did not exploit all the cooperation options available within GIZ’s Jordanian portfolio, nor did it exploit the 

cooperation options with similar programmes. Although JOSY participated in the ‘tertiary education group’, 

there was no systematic and structured approach to sharing experiences and lessons learnt and exploring syn-

ergies (Int_4, 8, 7, 10). More intensive cooperation with the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Re-

search could have led to greater effectiveness in regard to structural institutional capacity development. How-

ever, it has to be mentioned that the ministry did not express any interest in more intensive cooperation. In 

reference to the employment orientation of JOSY, the inclusion of the Ministry of Labour at certain levels could 

have been beneficial (Int_12, 14). The lack of a conflict-sensitive monitoring system that also considered sys-

tem boundaries and external factors made effective steering difficult. 

 

For a more detailed and validated analysis of the efficiency criterion, in-depth studies would have been neces-

sary. However, these were outside the scope of this evaluation. Efficiency dimension 2 is rated with 10 out 

of 30 points. 

 
Tableau 11: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: efficiency 

4.5 Sustainability 

This section analyses and assesses the sustainability of the project. It is structured according to the assess-

ment dimensions in the GIZ project evaluation matrix (see Annex 1). 

 

To assess the project’s sustainability, the evaluation matrix comprises the following assessment dimensions: 

• Prerequisite for ensuring the long-term success of the project – results are anchored in (partner) struc-

tures 

• Forecast of durability – results of the project are permanent, stable and long-term resilient 

Criterion Assessment dimension Score and rating 

Efficiency The project’s use of resources is appropriate with regard to 
the outputs achieved 
[Production efficiency: resources/outputs] 

35 out of 70 points 

The project’s use of resources is appropriate with regard to 
achieving the project’s objective (outcome) 
[Allocation efficiency: resources/outcome] 

10 out of 30 points 

Efficiency score and rating Score: 45 out of 100 points  
 
Rating: Level 5: unsuccessful  
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Achieving sustainability would require the establishment of a long-term relationship with the relevant ministries 

(Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research and Ministry of Labour) and the universities and intensifi-

cation of the interaction with the donor coordination group – the ‘tertiary education group’. Focused needs as-

sessments, communication and the development of joint objectives and clear strategies are considered im-

portant prerequisites for sustainably initiating change and anchoring procedures and processes. 

 

At the institutional level, the project will have no sustainable effects (Int_9, 10). Even though the Ministry of 

Higher Education and Scientific Research was potentially a key line ministry, it was not (fully) involved in the 

project design, but joined the project at a late stage. The official political partner was the Ministry of Planning 

and International Cooperation, as sectoral responsibilities are clearly defined in Jordan. Institutional capacity 

development at the macro level was never included in the project design and did not take place. At the meso 

level (Jordanian universities), the main problem identified was the volatile quality and gaps in administrative 

and social support to students and scholarship holders. Although the concept Studying as a refugee was 

planned in 2016 as a basis for institutional capacity development, a participatory analysis only took place in 

2018 and universities did not manage to take sustainable ownership of the project during its implementation. 

While project staff and scholarship holders consider the results of the study to be extremely important and es-

sential for structural change, partner universities did not see an added value, but focused instead on ‘already 

known and implemented recommendations’ (Wollny 2018; Forbes, 2020; GIZ, 2018; Int_4, 8, 10). The estab-

lishment of networks to guarantee institutional exchange and lessons learnt was planned without any recogni-

tion of existing networks and did not materialise as expected. Efforts ceased in the course of the project imple-

mentation period (GIZ JOSY, 2016a, 2016b, 2017a, 2018a, 2019b; Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10). 

 

Student selection procedures and scholarship administration were well established at DAAD, though with a fo-

cus on academic excellence rather than vulnerability. In accordance with GIZ‘s specific requirement to include 

vulnerability and gender aspects as selection criteria for scholarship holders, DAAD applied this approach for 

the second intake and only for the JOSY project (GIZ JOSY, 2017a, 2020b; Int_4, 7, 8, 11, 14, 15). JOSY’s re-

sults – including approaches and material – were available to the universities but have not yet been anchored 

in partner structures (Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; GIZ JOSY, 2020b; Int_4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13). The financial re-

sources for scholarships continue to depend on external funding and the individual strategies and concepts of 

the respective donors. 

 

There was no exit strategy for JOSY to ensure long-term institutional and structural change to improve the situ-

ation of students and refugee students at Jordanian universities. A follow-on project is not envisaged, but a 

connection was made with the project Psychosocial Support and Trauma (PN 2016.4072.1) to ensure long-

term implementation and sustainable achievements (GIZ JOSY, 2019b). JOSY’s achievements were analysed 

in a tracer study and lessons learnt and recommendations for future projects were summarised in the policy 

document Studying as a refugee. Furthermore, lessons learnt were exchanged during internal GIZ events and 

can be used for the planning of future projects. Aspects of sustainability were considered in the project design 

and the connectedness of the project’s achievements, but were not anchored in the partner structures. Sus-

tainability dimension 1 is rated with 20 out of 50 points. 

 

There is evidence that Syrian students are or will be better equipped to rebuild their country – if they return af-

ter the war is over – and Jordanian graduates will contribute to the economic development of Jordan. The pro-

spects of degree holders are somewhat improved. PhD programmes elsewhere accepted a couple of master’s 

students (e.g. Germany, Russia, USA, Canada). Some graduates succeeded in finding employment, others 

opened their own business. This applied, however, only to Jordanian graduates and not Syrians, as the prob-

lems faced by Syrian refugees in entering the Jordanian labour market could not be resolved, even though ef-

forts – such as the hiring of a specialist lawyer to identify opportunities for Syrians to obtain work permits – 

were made. Generally, the weak economy and the project’s lack of labour market orientation made it difficult for 



 

 33 

graduates to achieve the programme objective of being employed. The project also offered short-term profes-

sional diplomas (e.g. in social work, an area in high demand in the labour market). However, no tracer study of 

these graduates was conducted to establish a clear statement on employability (GIZ JOSY, 2018a, 2019a, 

2019b; Forbes 2020; Int_4, 8, 7, 10). Sustainability dimension 2 is rated 30 out of 50 points. 

 
Tableau 12: Rating of OECD/DAC criterion: sustainability 

Criterion  Assessment dimension Score and Rating 

Sustainability Prerequisite for ensuring the long-term success of 
the project: results are anchored in (partner) struc-
tures 

20 out of 50 points 

Forecast of durability: results of the project are 
permanent, stable and long-term resilient 

30 out of 50 points 

Sustainability score and rating Score: 50 out of 100 points 
 
Rating: Level 3: moderately unsuc-
cessful  

4.6 Key results and overall rating 

In this section, the key results of the evaluation are summarized and the validity of the project’s results model is 

assessed. 

 

The project’s relevance was rated as moderately successful: JOSY was conceptualised in line with relevant 

national and international strategic frameworks, based on the aim of German development cooperation policy. 

It contributed to Agenda 2030 and five of the 17 SDGs while also considering cross-cutting aspects such as 

gender, Leave No One Behind and No Lost Generation. JOSY also met the needs of the target group as out-

lined by a baseline study conducted by the University of California, Davis and the International Institute of Edu-

cation in 2013. Limitations were identified with regard to the vulnerability of scholarship candidates and the dif-

ferent perspectives portrayed in reference to the demand orientation of extracurricular activities. Although the 

overall concept of JOSY was plausible, a detailed impact logic or results model was never elaborated or ap-

plied. The project design lacked a systematic approach based on evidence. Due to the apparent incorrect initial 

assumption and changed conditions, the project’s strategy, outputs and indicators were changed several times, 

without plausible justification or without presenting an adequate impact logic (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2018a, 2019a, 

b; Sabra, 2016;  Wollny, 2018; Forbes, 2020; Int_6, 4, 8, 9, 12, 13 16). 

 

The project’s effectiveness was assessed as moderately unsuccessful. JOSY’s outcome indicators were 

achieved except for outcome indicator 1, which was significantly influenced by the current labour market situa-

tion and the restrictive Jordanian labour policy towards Syrian refugees. Further qualitative indicators to meas-

ure the extracurricular activities – specifically psychosocial support – leading to improved life perspectives were 

withdrawn. The output indicators were achieved or even overachieved. The two selected hypotheses were only 

partly confirmed. Hypothesis 1 ‘Through project-related learning and the implementation of projects on social 

cohesion in host communities, master’s scholarship holders improve their capacities to cope with challenges 

and to develop solutions, leading to better life perspectives (outcome)’ was only partly confirmed. This was be-

cause the capacities of scholarship holders improved through extracurricular measures and training, but the 

implementation of community projects on social cohesion did not achieve the expected results and only a few 

students implemented the projects (GIZ JOSY, 2016a, 2017a, 2018a, 2019a, 2019b; Forbes, 2020; Int_6, 7, 8, 

9, 11, 14). Hypothesis 2 ‘The concept forms a basis for universities to improve their approach/counselling ser-

vices for students and refugee students, respectively, creating better life perspectives for the target group’ was 

also only partly confirmed, since there was a lack of institutionalisation and anchoring in the partner structures 
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to change the conditions structurally. Although it was the major decision-making body, the Ministry of Higher 

Education and Scientific Research was not involved as a partner institution (GIZ, 2020b; Int_4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 

14). Unintended results occurred but were not systematically monitored or used for steering. 

 

The project’s impact was rated as moderately unsuccessful. JOSY contributed to indicator 1 of the develop-

ment cooperation programme Education and Employment Promotion in Jordan: The economic situation and 

employment opportunities of Jordan’s working-age population are improved; however, this approach had its 

limitations. JOSY was conceptualised in 2014 as a stand-alone project under the SI and was only aligned to 

the programme in 2018; the lack of an adequate evidence-based concept was not taken into consideration. Hy-

pothesis 3: ‘Syrian refugees and marginalised Jordanians improve their access to the labour market or their 

ability to open their own business by receiving a scholarship’ was partly confirmed, as the scholarships that 

were offered promoted the economic participation of Jordanian scholarship holders but only marginally pro-

moted the economic participation of the Syrian target group (Wollny, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2019b; Forbes, 2020; 

GIZ, 2020b; Int_6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14). Hypothesis 4: ‘Extracurricular activities, such as psychosocial support, 

and extracurricular courses on employment orientation included in the programme’s services help the students 

to successfully complete their studies and make informed career decisions, improving their economic participa-

tion and employment opportunities’ was partly confirmed, since the contribution of extracurricular activities – 

specifically in the field of career planning – improved the employability of Jordanian scholarship holders, but 

again only marginally improved the employability of the Syrians. Extracurricular psychosocial support was plau-

sibly linked to improved prospects for the target group (outcome), but not necessarily to improved employability 

(impact) (Augustin, 2015; Wollny, 2018; Steinhilber 2019; GIZ JOSY, 2019b; Forbes 2020; GIZ 2020; Int_6, 7, 

8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15). In the case of the effectivity criterion, unintended results occurred but were not ade-

quately monitored. 

 

The project’s efficiency was assessed as unsuccessful. Due to the lack of information regarding the alloca-

tion of costs to outputs and to the fact that the evaluation was not planned as a comprehensive CPE, it was not 

possible to apply the GIZ efficiency tool. This evaluation was thus based on the findings of the mid-term review 

and responses from interviews conducted with GIZ staff and other stakeholders. The evaluation could not ob-

tain sufficient qualitative or quantitative evidence of allocation efficiency based on the logical framework’s indi-

cators. The conclusion drawn from a review of the documentation and interview responses was that JOSY was 

neither planned nor implemented efficiently. Scholarship fees were partly rated as too generous for the limited 

number of beneficiaries, tuition fees too high and extracurricular activities as luxurious (Int_4, 8, 7, 10). JOSY 

did not exploit all the cooperation options available within the GIZ Jordanian portfolio, nor did it exploit the co-

operation options with similar programmes or even establish long-lasting partnerships (Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 8, 

9, 11, 13, 15, 16). 

 

The project’s sustainability was rated as moderately unsuccessful. Achieving sustainability would have re-

quired the development of interaction with the relevant ministry (Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Re-

search), the universities and implementing partners, as well as intensification of the interaction with the donor 

coordination group – the ‘tertiary education group’. Focused needs assessments, communication and the de-

velopment of joint objectives and clear strategies are considered important prerequisites for sustainably initiat-

ing change and anchoring procedures and processes. JOSY did not succeed in this regard. Aspects of sustain-

ability were considered in the project design and the connectedness of the project’s achievements, but were 

not anchored in the partner structures (Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16). 

 

There is evidence that Syrian students and Jordanian graduates sustainably improved their life perspectives. 

PhD programmes elsewhere accepted a couple of master’s graduates (e.g. Germany, Russia, USA, Canada). 

Some graduates succeeded in finding employment and others opened their own business. This applied, how-

ever, mostly to Jordanian graduates rather than Syrians, as the problems faced by Syrian refugees in entering 

the Jordanian labour market could not be resolved (GIZ JOSY, 2018a, 2019a, 2019b; Forbes 2020; Int_4, 8, 7, 

10, 13, 15, 16). 
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Tableau 13: Overall rating of OECD/DAC criteria and assessment dimensions 

Criterion Score Rating 

Relevance 70 out of 100 points Level 3: moderately successful  

Effectiveness 60 out of 100 points Level 3: moderately successful  

Impact 50 out of 100 points Level 3: moderately successful  

Efficiency 45 out of 100 points Level 4: unsuccessful  

Sustainability 50 out of 100 points Level 3: moderately successful  

Overall score and rating for all 

criteria 

55 out of 100 points 
 

Level 3: moderately successful 

 
Tableau 14: Rating and score scales 

100-point scale (score) 
 

6-level scale (rating) 
 

92–100 Level 1: highly successful 

81–91 Level 2: successful 

67–80 Level 3: moderately successful 

50–66 Level 4: moderately unsuccessful 

30–49 Level 5: unsuccessful 

0–29 Level 6: highly unsuccessful 
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5 Conclusions and recommendations 

5.1 Key findings and factors of success/failure 

Several factors led to the moderately unsuccessful assessment of JOSY: the mid-term review comprised a very 

detailed analysis of factors of failure and the overall management structure based on Capacity WORKS (strat-

egy development, cooperation, steering, processes and learning), which could be validated mainly in the evalu-

ation. This chapter summarises the main findings of the evaluation. 

 

The external factors beyond the project’s immediate range of responsibility were considered as risks that af-

fected the module objective of improving perspectives for young Syrians and Jordanians through academic 

training/scholarships. These factors included those listed below. 

 

• Political stability in Jordan remains fragile, partly due to the economic situation. 

• The restrictive labour market policy makes it very difficult for Syrian refugees with a university degree 

to obtain a work permit. 

• Cultural attitudes influence the opportunities for graduates, particularly female graduates. 

• Differences in entry qualifications for Syrian and Jordanian students, specifically proficiency in English, 

reduce their chances of obtaining a scholarship. 

• Many refugees suffered from traumatisation and were not familiar with the Jordanian education sys-

tem, which had an impact on their academic performance. 

(Augustin 2015; Sabra, 2016; Wollny, 2018; GIZ, 2018; GIZ JOSY, 2019a,2019b; Forbes, 2020; Int_4, 6, 7, 

8,11) 

 

The planning process for JOSY was inefficient. Due to time constraints, essential baseline assessments and 

needs assessments were not conducted or were conducted too late (e.g. labour market analyses, analysis of 

the need for master’s studies versus bachelor’s or short-term qualifications, assessment of university structures 

that were dependent on the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research). A participatory planning ap-

proach including relevant line ministries such as the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research and 

universities did not take place and mutual steering structures were never established. The evaluation could not 

even find a preliminary stakeholder mapping or risk assessment that could be implemented, as these were not 

developed due to the high time pressure. A context analysis was only conducted in 2016. No project staff – nei-

ther DAAD nor GIZ staff – were adequately prepared for such an intensive and sensitive project, nor were they 

prepared for cooperation between the two partners. However, there was constant pressure regarding cash 

flow. All of these aspects had a negative effect on quality from the beginning, which could not be completely 

reversed over the course of the project (GIZ JOSY, 2014; Sabra, 2016; Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 16). 

 

An indication of the poor preparation was the number of modifications needed to keep the project running, as 

well as the numerous changes within the project design, staff structure and implementation approaches. Most 

of these changes – again – were not based on evidence or participatory steering, but rather on an individual’s 

decision-making. Furthermore, the poor quality of mutual planning and cooperation with DAAD as the imple-

menting partner led to backfalls, misunderstandings and negative feelings among cooperation partners for the 

rest of the implementation phase. This also had an influence on scholarship holders, who found it difficult to 

navigate JOSY’s structure (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 2015a, 2016b, 2019a; Wollny, 2018; GIZ, 2020b; Int_4, 6, 7, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16). 
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The constant changes within the project structure and approaches also had an effect on staff performance. The 

absence of consistent structures, planning reliability and a lack of sufficient supervision for those working in a 

conflict-sensitive field left its mark on staff health and well-being, with consequences for the project (e.g. differ-

ences between the follow-up of students in intake one and intake two) (Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 

15, 16). 

 

Administratively, the pressure of a timely cash flow within the Special Initiative seemed to influence the pro-

ject’s implementation and approaches. JOSY was recognised as the most expensive scholarship programme in 

Jordan; there was no obvious intention to negotiate with universities and other service providers to reduce 

costs, e.g. tuition fees or less expensive extracurricular activities (Wollny, 2018; Int_4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 

14, 15). 

 

The lack of results at impact and sustainability level can partly be attributed to the fact that the project did not 

have a political partner or an adequate capacity development strategy to meaningfully change the structure and 

approaches of universities to a more refugee-friendly and demand-oriented approach. To do this, cooperation 

with universities as a target group as well as the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research as the 

decision-making body would have been necessary. Although the concept Studying as a refugee was one step 

in this direction, it did not constitute an implementation plan or a plan for policy adaptation (GIZ JOSY, 2014, 

2017a, 2018a, 2019b; GIZ, 2020b; Wollny, 2018; Int_6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 15, 16). 

5.2 Conclusions and recommendations 

This report concludes with a set of overarching conclusions and recommendations for future scholarship projects 

that can be summarised as follows: 

 

Conclusion 1: As mentioned above, planning and preparation for the project were not adequate. This contrib-

uted to several backfalls and modifications during the implementation of the project and affected its relevance 

and effectiveness. 

 

Recommendation 1.1 → BMZ, GIZ: If further projects – outside the official German development cooperation 

strategy, and specifically as part of a Special Initiative – are planned, it should be ensured that quality criteria as 

set by GIZ (based on Capacity WORKS) are considered, if not in the planning phase, then at least during an 

inception phase (e.g. including relevant stakeholders, establishing a steering committee, developing a mutually 

agreed operational plan, agreeing approaches). 

 

Recommendation 1.2 → GIZ: In the event of modifications, it should be ensured that all relevant partners and 

stakeholders are involved (steering committee) and modifications are evidence-based. A coherent impact logic 

should be developed. 

 

Recommendation 1.3 → GIZ: If employment promotion is envisaged within the scope of a scholarship project, 

a labour market analysis (in reference to Jordanian scholarship holders) should form the basis for selecting 

suitable courses of study; relevant ministries (Ministry of Labour) and the private sector should also be more 

involved. The labour market situation should be made transparent to scholarship holders. 

 

Recommendation 1.4 → GIZ: In the case of extracurricular activities, it should be ensured that they are demand-

oriented (as was the case for the first intake, to a lesser degree for the second intake) and cost-efficient. 

 

Recommendation 1.5 → GIZ: When working in a sensitive area, dealing with refugees and the issue of migra-

tion, GIZ staff should be well prepared and adequate supervision should be guaranteed to ensure staff’s health 

and well-being. 
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Conclusion 2: JOSY’s financial efficiency was assessed as unsuccessful, mainly due to the fact that costs were 

not negotiated. Other costs, such as those of extracurricular activities, also contributed to the financial inefficiency 

of the project. 

 

Recommendation 2.1 → GIZ, universities: In future scholarship programmes, negotiations should take place 

with selected universities and reduced tuition fees should be negotiated. This also applies to other service pro-

viders. 

 

Recommendation 2.2 → GIZ: Based on JOSY’s initial activities, the potential of online studies should be further 

considered, including all the pros and cons of online training (e.g. fewer social activities, less potential for social 

cohesion). This is already being done by a regional GIZ project. 

 

Conclusion 3: JOSY’S cooperation efficiency was assessed as unsuccessful, mainly due to gaps in the coop-

eration between DAAD and GIZ, but also due to a failure to use other cooperation opportunities to create syner-

gies, specifically in the project design and during the first years of implementation of JOSY. 

 

Recommendation 3.1 → GIZ, DAAD: In the case of future cooperation with DAAD in scholarship pro-

grammes, goals need to be jointly prepared and decided upon, and roles and responsibilities, approaches, pro-

cesses and communication structures need to be defined precisely at the very beginning of the intervention. 

For this purpose, a steering committee or management board should be established. Financial and conceptual 

adaptations should be mutually discussed throughout the whole project period. 

 

Recommendation 3.2 → GIZ: The potential for synergies with other GIZ projects in the country should be fur-

ther explored – not only for the purpose of potential ‘connectedness’ at the end of a project but also when im-

plementation starts. This should not be equated with a withdrawal from activities, which are also implemented 

by other projects, but should use the potential for cooperation (e.g. employment promotion, social cohesion and 

psychosocial support). 

 

Recommendation 3.3 → GIZ, other donors: Communication with donors and sharing of lessons learnt could 

be organised more systematically and in a more structured and documented way to ensure an exchange of 

experiences, use of potential synergies and a combination of efforts (e.g. for negotiations with relevant minis-

tries). 

 

Conclusion 4: JOSY did not succeed in establishing sustainable structures or sustainably improved economic 

participation for all graduates, affecting its impact and sustainability. 

 

Recommendation 4.1 → GIZ: Cooperation with relevant political partners (such as the Ministry of Higher Edu-

cation and Scientific Research) should be prioritised to ensure changes within existing structures in the long 

term – potentially including capacity development. 

 

Recommendation 4.2 → GIZ: A capacity development strategy for universities and service providers should 

complement the scholarship programme to ensure impact and anchoring in partner structures. 

 

All in all, careful consideration should be given to whether the significant funding and support provided to JOSY 

scholarship holders was effective or whether it could be justified, as the benefits for scholarship holders were 

very significant. It raises the question of quantity versus quality.  
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Annex: Evaluation matrix 

OECD-DAC Criterion RELEVANCE (max. 100 points)           
Assessment dimensions Filter - Project Type Evaluation questions  Evaluation indica-

tors 
Data collection methods 
(e.g. interviews, focus group discussions, 
documents, project/partner monitoring sys-
tem, workshop, survey, etc.) 

Data sources  
(list of relevant documents, interviews 
with specific stakeholder categories, 
specific monitoring data, specific work-
shop(s), etc.) 

Evi-
dence 
stren
gth  
(mod-
erate, 
good, 
strong
) 

  

The project concept (1) is in line with the rel-
evant strategic reference frameworks. 
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard Which strategic reference frameworks exist for the project? (e.g. 
national strategies incl. national implementation strategy for 2030 
agenda, regional and international strategies, if bilateral project 
especially partner strategies, internal analysis frameworks e.g. 
safeguards and gender 

The project refers 
to  international 
and national strate-
gies, and contrib-
ute to the SGDs 
and the agenda 
2030  

document review, interviews  Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer Study, Country strategies . 
Agenda 2030 and SDGs.  

strong 

Standard To what extent is the project concept in line with the relevant stra-
tegic reference frameworks? 

The project is in 
line with interna-
tional and national 
strategies, and 
contribute to the 
SGDs and the 
agenda 2030  

document review, interviews  Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port,, Country strategies . Agenda 2030 
and SDGs.  

good 

Standard To what extent are the interactions (synergies/trade-offs) of the in-
tervention with other sectors reflected in the project concept – 
also regarding the sustainability dimensions (ecological, economic 
and social)? 

The project reflect 
interventions/syn-
ergies with other 
sectors 

document review, interviews Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port,  Country strategies . Agenda 2030 
and SDGs.  

good 

Standard To what extent is the project concept in line with the Development 
Cooperation (DC) programme (If applicable), the BMZ country 
strategy and BMZ sectoral concepts? 

The project is  in 
line with the star-
tegy of the DC and 
BMZ 

document review, interviews Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, y, Country strategies .  

strong 

Standard To what extend is the project concept in line with the (national) 
objectives of the 2030 agenda? To which Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDG) is the project supposed to contribute?  

Project is in line 
with the national 
objectives of the 
agenda 2030. 

document review, interviews Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer Study, Country strategies . 
Agenda 2030 and SDGs.  

strong 

Standard To what extend is the project concept subsidiary to partner efforts 
or efforts of other relevant organisatons (subsidiarity and comple-
mentarity)? 

The project is sub-
sidary to partner 
efforts or other rel-
evant organisa-
tions 

document review, interviews 
Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port 

good 
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The project concept (1) matches the needs 
of the target group(s). 
 
Max. 30 points  

Standard To what extent is the chosen project concept geared to the core 
problems and needs of the target group(s)?  

The chosen project 
's concept is 
geared to the core 
problems and 
needs of the target 
groups. 

document review, interviews, 
Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer Study, Country strategies . 
Agenda 2030 and SDGs.  

good 

Standard How are the different perspectives, needs and concerns of 
women and men represented in the project concept? 

The different per-
spectives, needs 
and concerns of 
women and men 
are appropriately 
represented in the 
project's concepts. 

document review, project monitoring system, 
interview 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer Study, 

strong 

Standard To what extent was the project concept designed to reach particu-
larly disadvantaged groups (LNOB principle, as foreseen in the 
Agenda 2030)? How were identified risks and potentials for hu-
man rights and gender aspects included into the project concept? 

The project's con-
cept is designed to 
reach particularly 
disadvantaged 
groups as foreseen 
in the Agenda 
2030 (LNOB) and 
the identified risks 
and potentials for 
human rights and 
gender aspects are 
included into the 
project concepts. 

document review, project monitoring system, 
interviews  

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer Study, Country strategies 
.Gender analyses, 

good 

Standard To what extent are the intended impacts regarding the target 
group(s) realistic from todays perspective and the given resources 
(time, financial, partner capacities)? 

The intended im-
pacts are realistic 
from todays per-
spective and the 
given resources 
(time, financial, 
partner capacities). 

document review, interviews, projects moni-
toring system 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port,  Tracer Study, Interviews  

good 
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The project concept (1) is adequately de-
signed to achieve the chosen project objec-
tive. 
 
Max. 20 points 

Standard Assessment of current results model and results hypotheses (the-
ory of change, ToC) of actual project logic: 
- To what extent is the project objective realistic from todays per-
spective and the given resources (time, financial, partner capaci-
ties)? 
- To what extent are the activities, instruments and outputs ade-
quately designed to achieve the project objective? 
- To what extent are the underlying results hypotheses of the pro-
ject plausible? 
- To what extent is the chosen system boundary (sphere of re-
sponsibility) of the project (including partner) clearly defined and 
plausible?  
- Are potential influences of other donors/organisations outside of 
the project's sphere of responsibility adequately considered? 
- To what extent are the assumptions and risks for the project 
complete and plausibe? 

The activities, in-
struments and out-
puts are ade-
quately designed 
to achieve the pro-
ject's objective. 
The underlying re-
sults hypotheses of 
the project's are 
plausible. 
The chosen sys-
tem boundary 
(sphere of respon-
sibility) of the pro-
ject  is clearly de-
fined and 
plausible. 
The potential influ-
ences of other do-
nors/organisations 
outside of the pro-
jects' sphere of re-
sponsibility are ad-
equately 
considered. 
The assumptions 
and risks for the 
programme  are 
complete and plau-
sible. 

document review,  project's  monitoring sys-
tem, interviews 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, context analyses  

mode-
rate 

Standard To what extent does the strategic orientation of the project ad-
dress potential changes in its framework conditions?  

The strategic ori-
entation of the pro-
ject addresses 
changes in its 
framework condi-
tions. 

document review, interviews, programme 
monitoring system 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Interviews 

good 

Standard How is/was the complexity of the framework conditions and guide-
lines handled? How is/was any possible overloading dealt with 
and strategically focused?   

The complexity of 
the framework con-
ditions and guide-
lines is handled 
adequately, any 
possible overload-
ing was dealt with.   

document review, interviews Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Interviews 

mode-
rate 

The project concept (1) was adapted to 
changes in line with requirements and re-
adapted where applicable. 
 
Max. 20 points 

Standard What changes have occurred during project implementation? (e.g. 
local, national, international, sectoral, including state of the art of 
sectoral know-how)? 

The changes 
which occurred 
during projects im-
plementation are 
documented. 

document review, interviews 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer study, final  DAAD report,  
Interviews 

good 

Standard How were the changes dealt with regarding the project concept?  

The projects con-
cepts were 
adapted to 
changes. 

document review, interviews 

Projects offers and modified offers, pro-
ject progress reports and module re-
ports to BMZ, Mid Term Evaluation re-
port, Tracer study, ,  Interviews 

good 

  

                

(1) The 'project concept' encompasses project objective and theory of change (ToC, see 3) with activities, outputs, instruments and results hypotheses as well as the implementation strategy (e.g. methodological approach, CD-strategy, results hypotheses)   
(2) In the GIZ Safeguards and Gender system risks are assessed before project start regarding following aspects: gender, conflict, human rights, environment and climate. For the topics gender and human rights not only risks but also potentials are assessed. 
Before introducing the new safeguard system in 2016 GIZ used to examine these aspects in seperate checks.   
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(3) Theory of Change = GIZ results model = graphic illustration and narrative results hypotheses   
(4) Deescalating factors/ connectors: e.g. peace-promoting actors and institutions, structural changes, peace-promoting norms and behavior. For more details on ‘connectors’ see: GIZ (2007): ‘Peace and Conflict Assessment (PCA). Ein methodischer 
Rahmen zur konflikt- und friedensbezogenen Ausrichtung von EZ-Maßnahmen‘, p. 55/135.     
(5) Escalating factors/ dividers: e.g. destructive institutions, structures, norms and behavior. For more details on ‘dividers’ see: GIZ (2007): ‘Peace and Conflict Assessment (PCA). Ein methodischer Rahmen zur 
konflikt- und friedensbezogenen Ausrichtung von EZ-Maßnahmen‘, p. 135.        
(6) All projects in fragile contexts, projects with FS1 or FS2 markers and all transitional aid projects have to weaken escalating factors/dividers and have to mitigate risks in the context of conflict, fragility and violence. Projects with FS1 or FS2 markers should also 
consider how to strengthen deescalating factors/ connectors and how to address peace needs in its project objective/sub-objective?  

 
 

OECD-DAC Criterion EFFECTIVENESS (max. 100 points)           
Assessment dimensions Filter - Project 

Type 
Evaluation questions  Evaluation indicators Data collection methods 

(e.g. interviews, focus group discus-
sions, documents, project/partner moni-
toring system, workshop, survey, etc.) 

Data sources       
(list of relevant documents, interviews 
with specific stakeholder categories, 
specific monitoring data, specific 
workshop(s), etc.) 

Evidence strength  
(moderate, good, 
strong) 

  

The project achieved the objective 
(outcome) on time in accordance with 
the project objective indicators.(1) 
 
Max. 40 points 

Standard To what extent has the agreed  project obective (out-
come)  been achieved (or will be achieved until end of 
project), measured against the objective indicators? Are 
additional indicators needed to reflect the project objec-
tive adequately?  

Project's objectives and spe-
cific objectives have been 
achieved. Additional indica-
tors were set if necessary. 

document review, projects monitoring 
systems, interviews 

Impact matrix, projects monitoring 
data, project progress reports, Mid-
Term Evaluation, interviews  

good 

Standard To what extent is it foreseeable that unachieved aspects 
of the project objective will be achieved during the cur-
rent project term? 

All aspects of the project's  
objective will be achieved dur-
ing the current project term. 

document review, projects monitoring 
systems, interviews 

Impact matrix, projects monitoring 
data, project progress reports, Mid-
Term Evaluation, interviews  

good 

The activities and outputs of the pro-
ject contributed substantially to the 
project objective achievement (out-
come).(1) 
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard To what extent have the agreed project outputs been 
achieved (or will be achieved until the end of the pro-
ject), measured against the output indicators? Are addi-
tional indicators needed to reflect the outputs adequa-
tely?  

All agreed outputs as of the 
last modifications have been 
achieved. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews 

Impact matrix, projects monitoring 
data, project progress reports, Mid-
Term Evaluation, interviews  

good 

Standard How does the project contribute via activities, instru-
ments and outputs to the achievement of the project ob-
jective (outcome)? (contribution-analysis approach) 

The activities, instruments 
and outputs are successfully 
contributing to achieving the 
outcomes. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews 

Impact matrix, projects monitoring 
data, project progress reports, Mid-
Term Evaluation, interviews , newly 
elaborated ToC  

good 

Standard Implementation strategy: Which factors in the imple-
mentation contribute successfully to or hinder the 
achievement of the project objective? (e.g. external fac-
tors, managerial setup of project and company, cooper-
ation management) 

Success factors and obsta-
cles to programme implemen-
tations are identified. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews 

Interviews, Mid Term Evaluation  moderate 

Standard What other/alternative factors contributed to the fact that 
the project objective was achieved or not achieved? 

Alternative factors to pro-
gramme implementations are 
identified. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews, 

Interviews, Mid Term Evaluation  moderate 

Standard What would have happened without the project? The project successfully con-
tributed to the achievement of 
the outcomes. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews 

Project progress reports, Mid-Term 
Evaluation, Tracer Study, interviews  

good 

No project-related (unintended) nega-
tive results have occurred – and if any 
negative results occured the project re-
sponded adequately. 
 
The occurrence of additional (not for-
mally agreed) positive results has 
been monitored and additional oppor-
tunities for further positive results have 
been seized.  
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard Which (unintended) negative or (formally not agreed) 
positive results does the project produce at output and 
outcome level and why? 

The unintended results were 
identified (positively or nega-
tively) and considered in the 
assessment and future plan-
ning. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews, 

Interviews, Mid Term Evaluation  moderate 

Standard How were risks and assumptions (see also GIZ Safe-
guards and Gender system) as well as (unintended) 
negative results at the output and outcome level as-
sessed in the monitoring system (e.g. 'Kompass')? 
Were risks already known during the concept phase? 

Risks and assumptions as 
well as unintended negative 
results at the output and out-
come level were correctly as-
sessed in the monitoring sys-
tems.  

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews, 

Monitoring System, project porgress 
reports, Mid Term Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 

  

Standard What measures have been taken by the project to coun-
teract the risks and (if applicable) occurred negative re-
sults? To what extent were these measures adequate? 

The measures taken by the 
projects to counteract the 
risks were adequate. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews, 

Project porgress reports, Mid Term 
Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard To what extend were potential (not formally agreed) 
positive results at outcome level monitored and ex-
ploited? 

Unintended positive results at 
outcome level were monitored 

document review, projects monitoring 
system,  interviews, 

Monitoring data, Project porgress re-
ports, Mid Term Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 
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adequately to be considered 
for further planning.  

                

(1) The first and the second evaluation dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project to the objective achievement is low (2nd evaluation dimension) this must be considered for the assessment of the first evaluation dimension also.   
(2) Risks in the context of conflict, fragility and violence: e.g. contextual (e.g. political instability, violence, economic crises, migration/refugee flows, drought, etc.), institutional (e.g. weak partner capacity, fiduciary risks, corruption, staff turnover, investment 
risks) and personnel (murder, robbery, kidnapping, medical care, etc.). For more details see: GIZ (2014): ‘Context- and conflict-sensitive results-based monitoring system (RBM). Supplement to: The ‘Guidelines on designing and using a results-based monitor-
ing system (RBM) system.’, p.27 and 28.   

 
 

OECD-DAC Criterion IMPACT (max. 100 points)         
  

Assessment dimensions Filter - Pro-
ject Type 

Evaluation questions  Evaluation indicators Data collection methods 
(e.g. interviews, focus group discussions, 
documents, project/partner monitoring 
system, workshop, survey, etc.) 

Data sources       
(list of relevant documents, interviews 
with specific stakeholder categories, 
specific monitoring data, specific 
workshop(s), etc.) 

Evidence strength  
(moderate, good, 
strong) 

  

The intended overarching development 
results have occurred or are foreseen 
(plausible reasons). (1) 
 
Max. 40 points 

Standard To which overarching development results is the project 
supposed to contribute (cf. module and programme pro-
posal with indicators/ identifiers if applicable, national 
strategy for implementing 2030 Agenda, SDGs)? Which 
of these intended results at the impact level can be ob-
served or are plausible to be achieved in the future?  

The project contributes to re-
gional and national strategies 
to improve the employability 
of specifically vulnerable peo-
ple through improved aca-
demical access and additional 
services 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system , project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

good 

Standard Indirect target group and ‘Leave No One Behind’ 
(LNOB): Is there evidence of results achieved at indirect 
target group level/specific groups of population? To what 
extent have targeted marginalised groups (such as 
women, children, young people, elderly, people with dis-
abilities, indigenous peoples, refugees, IDPs and mi-
grants, people living with HIV/AIDS and the poorest of 
the poor) been reached? 

The results achieved are in 
line with the hypothesis and 
ToCs, the target groups were 
reached. Marginalised groups 
were reached to the degree 
foreseen in the offers.  

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system , elaborated ToC 
and hypotheses,  project progress re-
ports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Tracer 
Study, DAAD report, Interviews  

good 

The project objective (outcome) of the 
project contributed to the occurred or 
foreseen overarching development re-
sults (impact).(1) 
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard To what extent is it plausible that the results of the pro-
ject on outcome level (project objective) contributed or 
will contribute to the overarching results? (contribution-
analysis approach) 

It is plausible that the projects 
objectives contribute to the 
overarching programme ob-
jective. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system , elaborated ToC 
and hypotheses,  project progress re-
ports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

good 

Standard What are the alternative explanations/factors for the 
overarching development results observed? (e.g. the ac-
tivities of other stakeholders, other policies)  

Factors out of the projects' 
reach (system boundary) are 
identified and documented 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Project progress reports, Mid-Term-
Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

Standard To what extent is the impact of the project positively or 
negatively influenced by framework conditions, other 
policy areas, strategies or interests (German ministries, 
bilateral and multilateral development partners)? How 
did the project react to this? 

The way the impact of the 
projects have been (positively 
or negatively) influenced by 
framework conditions is ana-
lysed and documented and 
mitigation measures took 
place. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Project progress reports, Mid-Term-
Evaluation, Interviews  

good 

Standard What would have happened without the project? Without the programme the 
results would not have been 
achieved. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews, 

Project progress reports, Mid-Term-
Evaluation, Tracer study Interviews  

good 

Standard To what extent has the project made an active and sys-
tematic contribution to widespread impact and were 
scaling-up mechanisms applied (2)? If not, could there 
have been potential? Why was the potential not ex-
ploited? To what extent has the project made an innova-
tive contribution (or a contribution to innovation)? Which 
innovations have been tested in different regional con-
texts? How are the innovations evaluated by which part-
ners? 

The projects made an active 
and systematic contribution to 
widespread impact and scal-
ing-up mechanisms were ap-
plied or have the potential to 
be applied. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Project progress reports, Mid-Term-
Evaluation, Interviews  

good 
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No project-related (unintended) nega-
tive results at impact level have oc-
curred – and if any negative results oc-
cured the project responded 
adequately. 
 
The occurrence of additional (not for-
mally agreed) positive results at impact 
level has been monitored and addi-
tional opportunities for further positive 
results have been seized.  
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard Which (unintended) negative or (formally not agreed) 
positive results at impact level can be observed? Are 
there negative trade-offs between the ecological, eco-
nomic and social dimensions (according to the three di-
mensions of sustainability in the Agenda 2030)? Were 
positive synergies between the three dimensions exploi-
ted? 

Positive or negative unin-
tended results at impact level 
were observed, documented 
and adequately responded to.  

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system, Project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 

Standard To what extent were risks of (unintended) results at the 
impact level assessed in the monitoring system (e.g. 
'Kompass')? Were risks already known during the plan-
ning phase?  

Risks regarding unintended 
negative results at the impact 
level were correctly assessed 
in the monitoring systems.  

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system, Project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 

  

Standard  What measures have been taken by the project to avoid 
and counteract the risks/negative results/trade-offs (3)? 

Appropriate measures to 
avoid and counteract the risks 
of negative results and trade-
offs were applied by the pro-
jects 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system, Project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 

  

Standard To what extent have the framework conditions played a 
role in regard to the negative results ? How did the pro-
ject react to this? 

The project responded appro-
priately to framework condi-
tions which played a role with 
regard to negative results. 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system, Project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

good 

  

Standard To what extent were potential (not formally agreed) posi-
tive results and potential synergies between the ecologi-
cal, economic and social dimensions monitored and ex-
ploited? 

Potential unintended positive 
results and potential syner-
gies between the ecological, 
economic and social dimen-
sions were monitored and ex-
ploited by the project 

document review, projects monitoring 
system, interviews 

Monitoring system, Project progress 
reports, Mid-Term-Evaluation, Inter-
views  

moderate 

  

                

(1) The first and the second evaluation dimensions are interrelated: if the contribution of the project outcome to the impact is low or not plausible (2nd evaluation dimension) this must be considered for the assessment of the first evaluation dimension also.   
(2)  Broad impact  (in German 'Breitenwirksamkeit') is defined by  4 dimensions: relevance, quality, quantity, sustainability. Scaling-up approaches can be categorized as vertical, horizontal, functional or combined. See GIZ (2014) 'Corporate strategy evaluation 
on scaling up and broad impact: The path: scaling up, the goal: broad impact' (https://www.giz.de/de/downloads/giz2015-en-scaling-up.pdf)    
(3) Risks, negative results and trade-offs are separate aspects and are all to be considered. 

  

 

  OECD-DAC Criterion EFFICIENCY (max. 100 points)           

  

Assessment dimensions Filter - Project 
Type 

Evaluation questions  Evaluation indicators  
(pilot phase for indicators - only available 
in German so far) 

Data collection methods 
(e.g. interviews, focus group discus-
sions, documents, project/partner 
monitoring system, workshop, sur-
vey, etc.) 

Data sources       
(list of relevant documents, inter-
views with specific stakeholder 
categories, specific monitoring 
data, specific workshop(s), etc.) 

Evidence strength  
(moderate, good, 
strong) 

  

  

The project’s use of resources is 
appropriate with regard to the out-
puts achieved. 
 
[Production efficiency: Re-
sources/Outputs] 
 
Max. 70 points 

Standard To what extent are there deviations between 
the identified costs and the projected costs? 
What are the reasons for the identified devia-
tion(s)? 

Das Vorhaben steuert seine Ressourcen ge-
mäß des geplanten Kostenplans (Kostenzei-
len). Nur bei nachvollziehbarer Begründung 
erfolgen Abweichungen vom Kostenplan. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Focus: To what extent could the outputs have 
been maximised with the same amount of re-
sources and under the same framework condi-
tions and with the same or better quality (max-
imum principle)? (methodological minimum 
standard: Follow-the-money approach) 

Das Vorhaben reflektiert, ob die vereinbarten 
Wirkungen mit den vorhandenen Mitteln er-
reicht werden können. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Das Vorhaben steuert seine Ressourcen ge-
mäß der geplanten Kosten für die vereinbar-
ten Leistungen (Outputs). Nur bei nachvoll-
ziehbarer Begründung erfolgen 
Abweichungen von den Kosten.   Die über-
greifenden Kosten des Vorhabens stehen in 
einem angemessen Verhältnis zu den Kos-
ten für die Outputs. Die durch ZAS Auf-
schriebe erbrachten Leistungen haben einen 
nachvollziehbaren Mehrwert für die Errei-
chung der Outputs des Vorhabens. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 
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Standard Die übergreifenden Kosten des Vorhabens 
stehen in einem angemessen Verhältnis zu 
den Kosten für die Outputs. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard 
Die durch ZAS Aufschriebe erbrachten Leis-
tungen haben einen nachvollziehbaren 
Mehrwert für die Erreichung der Outputs des 
Vorhabens. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Focus: To what extent could outputs have 
been maximised by reallocating resources be-
tween the outputs? (methodological minimum 
standard: Follow-the-money approach) 

Das Vorhaben steuert seine Ressourcen, um 
andere Outputs schneller/ besser zu errei-
chen, wenn Outputs erreicht wurden bzw. 
diese nicht erreicht werden können (Schluss-
evaluierung).  
 
Oder: Das Vorhaben steuert und plant seine 
Ressourcen, um andere Outputs schneller/ 
besser zu erreichen, wenn Outputs erreicht 
wurden bzw. diese nicht erreicht werden kön-
nen (Zwischenevaluierung). 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Were the output/resource ratio and alterna-
tives carefully considered during the design 
and implementation process – and if so, how? 
(methodological minimum standard: Follow-
the-money approach) 

Das im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene In-
strumentenkonzept konnte hinsichtlich der 
veranschlagten Kosten in Bezug auf die an-
gestrebten Outputs des Vorhabens gut reali-
siert werden. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene Part-
nerkonstellation und die damit verbundenen 
Interventionsebenen konnte hinsichtlich der 
veranschlagten Kosten in Bezug auf die an-
gestrebten Outputs des Vorhaben gut reali-
siert werden.   

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Der im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene the-
matische Zuschnitte für das Vorhaben 
konnte hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kos-
ten in Bezug auf die angestrebten Outputs 
des Vorhabens gut realisiert werden. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag beschriebenen Risi-
ken sind hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kos-
ten in Bezug auf die angestrebten Outputs 
des Vorhabens gut nachvollziehbar. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag beschriebene Reich-
weite des Vorhabens (z.B. Regionen) konnte 
hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kosten in Be-
zug auf die angestrebten Outputs des Vorha-
bens voll realisiert werden.  

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard Der im Modulvorschlag beschriebene Ansatz 
des Vorhabens hinsichtlich der zu erbringen-
den Outputs entspricht unter den gegebenen 
Rahmenbedingungen dem state-of-the-art. 

Slightly modified (simplified)  effi-
ciency tool 

Projects cost-obligo report, pro-
jects HR reports, projects finance 
reports,  workshop with projects' 
head of finance, M&E focal point 
and AVs 

moderate 

Standard For interim evaluations based on the analysis 
to date: To what extent are further planned ex-
penditures meaningfully distributed among the 
targeted outputs? 

siehe oben       

The project’s use of resources is 
appropriate with regard to achiev-
ing the projects objective (out-
come). 
 

Standard To what extent could the outcome (project ob-
jective) have been maximised with the same 
amount of resources and the same or better 
quality (maximum principle)? 

Das Vorhaben orientiert sich an internen 
oder externen Vergleichsgrößen, um seine 
Wirkungen kosteneffizient zu erreichen.  

Document review, interviews  Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  good 
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[Allocation efficiency: Re-
sources/Outcome] 
 
Max. 30 points 

Standard Were the outcome-resources ratio and alter-
natives carefully considered during the con-
ception and implementation process – and if 
so, how? Were any scaling-up options consi-
dered?  

Das Vorhaben steuert seine Ressourcen zwi-
schen den Outputs, so dass die maximalen 
Wirkungen im Sinne des Modulziels erreicht 
werden. (Schlussevaluierung) 
 
Oder: Das Vorhaben steuert und plant seine 
Ressourcen zwischen den Outputs, so dass 
die maximalen Wirkungen im Sinne des Mo-
dulziels erreicht werden. (Zwischenevaluie-
rung) 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Das im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene In-
strumentenkonzept konnte hinsichtlich der 
veranschlagten Kosten in Bezug auf das an-
gestrebte Modulziel des Vorhabens gut reali-
siert werden. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene Part-
nerkonstellation und die damit verbundenen 
Interventionsebenen konnte hinsichtlich der 
veranschlagten Kosten in Bezug auf das an-
gestrebte Modulziel des Vorhaben gut reali-
siert werden.   

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Der im Modulvorschlag vorgeschlagene the-
matische Zuschnitte für das Vorhaben 
konnte hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kos-
ten in Bezug auf das angestrebte Modulziel 
des Vorhabens gut realisiert werden. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag beschriebenen Risi-
ken sind hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kos-
ten in Bezug auf das angestrebte Modulziel 
des Vorhabens gut nachvollziehbar. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Die im Modulvorschlag beschriebene Reich-
weite des Vorhabens (z.B. Regionen) konnte 
hinsichtlich der veranschlagten Kosten in Be-
zug auf das angestrebte Modulziel des Vor-
habens voll realisiert werden.  

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Der im Modulvorschlag beschriebene Ansatz 
des Vorhabens hinsichtlich des zu erbringen-
den Modulziels entspricht unter den gegebe-
nen Rahmenbedingungen dem state-of-the-
art. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard To what extent were more results achieved 
through cooperation / synergies and/or lever-
age of more resources, with the help of other 
ministries, bilateral and multilateral donors and 
organisations (e.g. co-financing) and/or other 
GIZ projects? If so, was the relationship be-
tween costs and results appropriate or did it 
even improve efficiency? 

Das Vorhaben unternimmt die notwendigen 
Schritte, um Synergien mit Interventionen an-
derer Geber auf der Wirkungsebene vollstän-
dig zu realisieren. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

good 

  

Standard Wirtschaftlichkeitsverluste durch unzu-
reichende Koordinierung und Komplementa-
rität zu Interventionen anderer Geber werden 
ausreichend vermieden.  

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

moderate 

  

Standard Das Vorhaben unternimmt die notwendigen 
Schritte, um Synergien innerhalb der deut-
schen EZ  vollständig zu realisieren. 

Document review, interviews  
Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

good 

  

Standard Wirtschaftlichkeitsverluste durch unzu-
reichende Koordinierung und Komplementa-
rität innerhalb der deutschen EZ werden aus-
reichend vermieden.  

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

good 

  

Standard Die Kombifinanzierung hat zu einer signifi-
kanten Ausweitung der Wirkungen geführt 
bzw. diese ist zu erwarten.  

Document review, interviews      

  

Standard Durch die Kombifinanzierung sind die über-
greifenden Kosten im Verhältnis zu den Ge-
samtkosten nicht  überproportional gestie-
gen.  

Document review, interviews      
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Standard 
Die Partnerbeiträge stehen in einem ange-
messenen Verhältnis zu den Kosten für die 
Outputs des Vorhabens. 

Document review, interviews  

Mid Term Evaluation, Interviews  

good 

  

                  

 

  OECD-DAC Criterion SUSTAINABILITY (max. 100 points)           

  

Assessment dimensions Filter - Project 
Type 

  Evaluation in-
dicators 

Data collection methods 
(e.g. interviews, focus group discussions, 
documents, project/partner monitoring 
system, workshop, survey, etc.) 

Data sources       
(list of relevant documents, interviews 
with specific stakeholder categories, 
specific monitoring data, specific work-
shop(s), etc.) 

Evidence 
strength  
(moderate, 
good, strong) 

  

  

Prerequisite for ensuring the long-term 
success of the project: Results are an-
chored in (partner) structures. 
 
Max. 50 points 

Standard 

What have the projects done to ensure that the results can be 
sustained in the medium to long term by the partners them-
selves? 

The project 
took appropri-
ate measures 
to ensure that 
the results can 
be sustained in 
the medium to 
long term by 
the partners 
themselves. 

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

good 

Standard 

In what way are advisory contents, approaches, methods or 
concepts of the projects  anchored/institutionalised in the (part-
ner) system? 

The advisory 
contents, ap-
proaches, 
methods or 
concepts of the 
project are an-
chored/institu-
tionalised in the 
(partners/target 
groups) sys-
tems. 

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

good 

Standard 

To what extent are the results continuously used and/or further 
developed by the target groups and/or implementing partners?  

It is plausible 
that the results 
will be continu-
ously used 
and/or further 
developed by 
the target group 
and/or imple-
menting part-
ners. 

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

good 

Standard 

To what extent are resources and capacities at the individual, 
organisational or societal/political level in the partner country 
available (long-term) to ensure the continuation of the results 
achieved?  

Resources and 
capacities at 
the individual, 
organisational 
or societal/polit-
ical level in the 
partner country 
are available 
(longer-term) to 
ensure the con-
tinuation of the 
results 
achieved. 

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

strong 

Standard If no follow-on measure exists: What is the project’s exit strat-
egy? How are lessons learnt for partners and GIZ prepared 
and documented? 

An exit strategy 
exists  

Interviews Interviews strong 



 

 51 

Forecast of durability: Results of the pro-
ject are permanent, stable and long-term 
resilient.  
 
Max. 50 points 

Standard To what extent are the results of the project durable, stable 
and resilient in the long-term under the given conditions? 

It is plausible 
that the results 
of the projects 
are durable, 
stable and resil-
ient in the long-
term.  

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

good 

Standard What risks and potentials are emerging for the durability of the 
results and how likely are these factors to occur? What has the 
project done to reduce these risks?  

Risks and po-
tentials with re-
gard to sustain-
ability are 
identified, ana-
lysed and docu-
mented and the 
projects took 
adequate miti-
gation 
measures to re-
duce risks. 

document review, interviews Projects offer and modified offers, pro-
ject progress and  module reports, Mid 
Term Evaluation, Tracer Study, Con-
cept for Universities, interviews  

good 

                  

  
(1) Escalating factors/ dividers: e.g. destructive institutions, structures, norms and behavior. For more details on ‘dividers’ see: GIZ (2007): ‘Peace and Conflict Assessment (PCA). Ein methodischer Rahmen zur konflikt- und friedensbezogenen Ausrichtung 
von EZ-Maßnahmen‘, p. 135.    

  
(2) Deescalating factors/ connectors: e.g. peace-promoting actors and institutions, structural changes, peace-promoting norms and behavior. For more details on ‘connectors’ see: GIZ (2007): ‘Peace and Conflict Assessment (PCA). Ein methodischer 
Rahmen zur konflikt- und friedensbezogenen Ausrichtung von EZ-Maßnahmen‘, p. 55/135.   
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Photo credits and sources 
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Disclaimer: 

This publication contains links to external websites. Responsibility for the content of 

the listed external sites always lies with their respective publishers. When the links 

to these sites were first posted, GIZ checked the third-party content to establish 

whether it could give rise to civil or criminal liability. However, the constant review of 

the links to external sites cannot reasonably be expected without concrete indication 

of a violation of rights. If GIZ itself becomes aware or is notified by a third party that 

an external site it has provided a link to gives rise to civil or criminal liability, it will re-

move the link to this site immediately. GIZ expressly dissociates itself from such 

content.  

Maps: 

The maps printed here are intended only for information purposes and in no  

way constitute recognition under international law of boundaries and territories.  

GIZ accepts no responsibility for these maps being entirely up to date, correct  

or complete. All liability for any damage, direct or indirect, resulting from their  

use is excluded. 
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