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PROJECT SUMMARY 

In 2015, IOM developed the Migration Governance 

Indicators (MGI) programme with the Economist     

Intelligence Unit (EIU) as an instrument to help     

countries implement and provide support in the as-

sessment of their alignment to the Migration  

Governance Framework (MiGOF) principles and  

objectives. 

 The MGI programme has two desired outcomes:  

 

(1) More governments assess their migration           

management structures using the MGI methodology. 

 

(2) Governments establish migration management  

priorities through a coordinated whole-of-government 

approach.  

 

The MGI consists of a set of 94 standard indicators  

organised around the six dimensions of the MiGOF. 

The MGI programme is managed by the MGI team, 

part of ICP and is comprised of staff from both the 

Global Migration Data Analysis Center (GMDAC) and 

the Multilateral Processes Division (MPD). The MGI is a 

voluntary process and between 10—16 countries     

participate annually; 68 countries for 2015-2020.  

For each country, the completion of the MGI Matrix is 

led by an EIU researcher in collaboration with the IOM 

Country Office (CO). The process includes an MGI focal 

Project information: 

Geographical coverage:  Global   

Project type: Migration Governance    

Project period:  January 2015 to December 2020  

Donor:  US government  and other donors  

Budget: USD 200,000 to 1,900,000 annually 

Managed by:  Diana Carter, Evaluation Officer  

 

Evaluation purpose: The overall objective of the evaluation was 
to assess to what extent the objectives of the MGI               
programme have been met and if the MGI process            
empowered IOM COs to help governments take concrete 
steps towards the improvement of certain     aspects of their 
migration policy.  

Evaluation criteria:  Relevance, coherence, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact, sustainability, cross-cutting issues. 

Evaluation methodology:  A document review; an online 
survey of IOM CO MGI focal points (61 responses); semi-
structured interviews and group discussions with IOM staff 
and key stakeholders (90 persons).  

point in each CO, which is an existing IOM staff member 

often supported by a national consultant, guided by the MGI 

Handbook. This is carried out through a collaborative     

process with the authorities and other actors involved in 

migration. The completed MGI Matrix is shared with the    

authorities and a shorter Migration Governance Profile. 

Once validated by the government, the Migration          

Governance Profile is published online on IOM’s Global    

Migration Data Portal and online bookstore.  

The MGI Matrix is completed mainly at the national level, 

although since 2018 this has been complemented by sub-

national or city level MGIs (“local MGIs”).  Another recent 

innovation has been that in addition to new countries, MGI 

assessments are now conducted in countries where a first 

assessment was conducted at least three years before 

through “MGI follow-up assessments”.  

As a response to the COVID-19 pandemic, an additional 

module of 12 questions/indicators has been introduced.  
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KEY FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS 

Relevance: The MGI programme was considered       

relevant in meeting the needs of governments in migra-

tion governance. Efforts over time have improved its 

utility in terms of identifying and subsequently address-

ing needs.  The lack of stakeholder involvement in the 

set-up phase of the MGI in countries was seen as creat-

ing some challenges during the implementation, nota-

bly for Phase 1 (pilot) countries, which has consequently 

improved in later phases.     

Coherence: The MGI programme was found to be co-

herent with IOM policy initiatives (internal coherence) 

and with inter-state processes (external coherence)   

although there were possibilities to improve both. The 

extent of adaptability of the MGI programme to country 

and context level priorities varied.   

Effectiveness: The MGI programme was in improving 

migration governance through adoption of a whole-of-

government approach, providing migration data and 

policy reform and/or development.  There was a gen-

eral consensus that support provided by the MGI team 

was consistent and a key enabling factor. Negative fac-

tors that impacted on the outcomes included the lack 

of follow-up by IOM COs following completion of MGI, 

fragmentation of migration information, services and 

data across government ministries, in addition to     

developing ownership of MGI amongst stakeholders. 

Efficiency: Overall, the MGI managed partnerships, as 

well as human and financial resources efficiently.       

Coordination was also found to be managed efficiently 

between the various entities involved, with challenges 

seen in situations lacking a central government focal 

point. The EIU was seen as a valued partner for the MGI 

programme with the collaboration both efficient and 

cost-effective.  

Impact: The MGI programme was seen as having a   

potential impact on national migration management 

with increased knowledge, capacities and improved 

collaboration, policies and structures, both at the     

institutional and individual levels. Positive unintended    

consequences included the creation of new               

relationships, multi-stakeholder processes and         

partnerships. Negative unintended consequences      

included raised expectations and some disappointment 

from the   authorities in the lack of funding and follow-

up from the IOM and creation of tensions due to     

limited consultations. 

The cross-cutting themes of a rights-based approach, 

gender and the environment are considered within the 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. MGI operational model:  The MGI’s current operational 

model is a “one-off” process completed over 12 months, 

which once concluded then moves to other countries, with 

the MGI team available to support follow-up activities. The 

MGI team are encouraged to reflect on possible directions 

for the operational mode of MGI.  

 

B. MGI design and process: The MGI team still needs to 

focus further on ensuring the process is inclusive and      

participatory and links well to other relevant internal and 

external migration initiatives/processes or programmes. A 

series of actions are proposed for consideration by the MGI 

team to improve the MGI design and process.  

 

C. Follow-up, ownership and sustainability:  It would be    

important to find ways to involve stakeholders earlier in the 

process and the assessment steps rather than as simple 

validators in the final steps; this could imply carrying out 

fewer MGIs but more in-depth and with greater potential 

for long-term impact. The MGI team is encouraged to    

consider the proposed actions to improve MGI follow-up, 

ownership and sustainability.  

 

D. Roles and responsibilities:  The respective roles of the 

national consultants, EIU researchers and Regional Offices 

could be further refined. The MGI team is encouraged to 

consider the proposed actions to clarify roles and          

responsibilities. 

 

E. Transparency and use of MGI:  The methodology for MGI 

is not publicly available nor are the 90 plus indicators and 

Matrix. The MGI team is encouraged to consider the      

proposed actions to strengthen transparency and use of 

MGI.  

 

F. Funding:  MGI funding has largely relied on the US     

Government and further diversification would support 

greater stability for the programme. IOM should continue 

its efforts to secure additional donors for the MGI pro-

gramme and encourage multi-year funding commitments 

of donors. 

MGI programme to varying degrees according to stake-

holders and IOM staff, and as reflected in the different 

weight given to them in the MGI Matrix.  

Sustainability: The MGI programme was found to have 

elements that contributed to sustainability, particularly in 

providing government entities with a stronger network 

with other government and migration actors. Limitations 

in sustainability were linked to the programme design, 

ownership and follow-up. 

 


