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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Since its creation in 1951, IOM has been active in providing humanitarian assistance to 
migrants and displaced persons affected by conflicts or crises, focusing mainly on 
transport assistance and resettlement.  In the early 1990s, IOM started implementing 
complex programmes in post-conflict situations; the programmes in Mozambique in 
1992 provided assistance to demobilized soldiers and their dependents and opened the 
way to more diversified post-conflict activities.  
 
Between 1994 and 1995, IOM intervened in Angola, Haiti and Guatemala.  In addition 
to demobilization programmes, assistance to internally displaced persons and to 
communities facing large returns were part of IOM’s overall support.  Concepts such as 
‘return and reintegration’, ‘population stabilizations’, ‘peace building’ and ‘absorptive 
capacities of communities’ were becoming important factors in migration management 
in post-conflict situations and transition to development.  Major programmes with large 
budgets were implemented (and in some cases continue) in the Balkans, Kosovo, 
Timor-Leste, Colombia, Afghanistan and Iraq.  Demobilization programmes were also 
conducted in Mali, Congo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Guinea and Uganda.  
 
Activities in situations following natural disasters were also organized, but remained a 
secondary priority unless assistance was specifically requested by national authorities, 
with the agreements of major participants such as the Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement. 
 
In 2002, IOM presented two information papers on IOM’s role in emergency and post-

conflict situations to its Governing Bodies1.  In the discussions that followed, some 
Member States requested an evaluation of IOM’s activities in such situations, especially 
in the light of the increased level of activities in these new areas, their complexities and 
the burden they might put on the Organization’s administrative management.  The 
evaluation was to facilitate understanding of these programmes, their managerial 
requirements and how they integrated into the overall context of IOM’s work and 
mandate. 
 
In analyzing IOM’s activities, this evaluation first examines the international 
community’s post-conflict strategies, as many debates have occurred during the last ten 
years on these new areas of conflict and peace management, and transition towards 
economic and social stabilization and development.  Some basic principles, also 
applicable to IOM, are identified, such as the use of constructive engagement and 
creative approaches that provide peace incentives, working in a flexible and timely 
manner, responding rapidly and creatively to emerging needs or tensions and 
transparency, dialogue and co-operation with all the partners and communities 
involved, in order to ensure ownership. 
 
At an operational level, priority areas are identified, e.g. restoring internal security and 
rule of law, legitimizing state institutions (for instance, through elections), establishing 
the basis for economic recovery, improving food security and social services (health, 
education).  IOM’s main activities are included in two additional areas considered as a 
sine qua non for recovery and normalization: 1) disarmament and demobilization of ex-
combatants and, 2) reintegration of all people uprooted and affected by conflicts, such 

                                                        
1 MC/INF/249 Emergency and Post-conflict Response (1990-2001), May 2002; MC/INF/260 

Role of IOM in Emergency and Post-conflict Situations, November 2002. 
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as refugees, displaced persons and demobilized former combatants.  Reintegration is 
often considered as a major step towards national reconciliation. 
 
In line with the elements of the international community’s strategy, IOM’s activities have 
been categorized in two major groups, established according to the level of activities 
implemented to date and also taking into account the priority areas identified above and 
the timing of the activities, i.e. whether they are immediate post-conflict activities or are 
to be implemented at a later stage.  
 
The first categories consist of: 
 

• Return and Reintegration of Uprooted Populations, including refugees, 
displaced persons and other migrants, e.g. rejected asylum seekers; 

• Demobilization that deserves to be treated separately, even if demobilized 
soldiers and their dependents being considered as uprooted populations may be 
included in the first category.  Peace building, security and social integration are 
important factors in this activity; 

• Community Assistance focusing on population stabilization and increasing 
absorptive capacities, to make the return and reintegration of uprooted 
populations possible and viable; 

• Health is treated as a special category, due to the specific expertise developed 
by IOM and is a programme component that may be part of the activities 
developed under all categories; assistance includes migration health, medical 
evacuation, medical rehabilitation and mental health in particular psycho-social 
trauma.  

 
The second group consists of Assistance to Elections, Capacity Building in 
Migration Management and Property Claims, particularly for returnees and displaced 
populations.  As mentioned above, assistance following natural disasters is treated 
separately. 
 
Relevance to IOM’s mandate is a valid concern and the evaluation concludes that all 
categories identified fall within IOM’s mandate, especially taking into account the 
evolving nature of migration.  In addition, flexibility and creativity in responding to 
emerging needs, recognized by IOM Member States themselves as a major IOM 
strength to be maintained and as a basic principle for an effective answer to post-
conflict activities, sometimes require exploring new fields of activity not obviously linked 
at first sight to traditional migration management.  
 
IOM’s expertise in post-conflict is consistent and does not put a heavy burden on the 
Organization’s finances.  Various aspects for improvement are, however, identified and 
deserve attention in order to reinforce IOM’s role as a key partner of the international 
community in post-conflict management. A more comprehensive strategy focussing on 
the link between IOM programmes and the international community strategies, as 
identified in the evaluation, should be prepared. In terms of organizational structure, the 
evaluation proposes to benefit from the creation of the ‘Operations Support Department’ 
to strengthen IOM Headquarters’ support to the field for the implementation of post-
conflict programmes. Post-emergency assistance following natural disasters can be 
included in the post-conflict management.   
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1. POST-CONFLICT AND POST-EMERGENCY: THE GLOBAL CONTEXT 

Since its creation in 1951, IOM has been providing humanitarian assistance to 
migrants and displaced persons affected by conflicts or crises.  Most of the 
projects were activities focusing on the movement of people, sometimes with 

assistance for resettlement.2 At that time, post-conflict literature was almost 
non-existent, neither did the subject create major debate.3  The nature of conflicts 
and their solution were also different, mainly due to the political agendas of super 
powers and other countries during the Cold War era.  
 
The international situation changed drastically in the early 1990s, compelling the 
international community to review its strategies for humanitarian operations during 
conflicts and immediate post-conflict situations.  Conflicts were becoming more 
complex in terms of parties involved and root causes; internal conflicts were 
increasingly frequent.  In many cases, peace agreements were transient or 
extended over many stages, sometimes involving intervention by international 
military forces.  On the humanitarian scene, the emergence of a myriad NGOs, 
international and local, changed the perception and distribution of roles in the field 
of assistance. 
 
The concepts of ‘post-conflict’, ‘transition’, ‘post-conflict and development’ and the 
responses to the needs of populations affected, provoked important questions 
and academic and practical research, including evaluations.  Many members of 
the international community, such as the World Bank, the United Nations System 
and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 
developed detailed policies, strategies and guidelines on post-conflict 

assistance.4 
 
There was also a discernible change in the movement of persons and related 
assistance.  During the Cold War era, the internationally displaced persons and 
asylum seekers, apart from being less numerous, rapidly received the recognized 
status of either ‘refugee’ or ‘legal migrant’, and funds for assistance were 
sufficient to meet most, if not all, their needs. Return programmes were rare.  
 
IOM’s response was to adapt its role to evolving needs and start implementing 
new activities in post-conflict situations, with more complex programmes than its 
traditional transport assistance and resettlement activities.  IOM’s programme in 

Mozambique in 1992/1993 opened the way for major post-conflict activities,5 
through assistance to demobilized soldiers and their dependants.  In addition to 
demobilization activities, the programmes implemented between 1994 and 1996 
in Haiti, Angola and Guatemala added a new dimension to IOM’s role, with 
community assistance projects to aid population stabilization and increase the 
absorptive capacity of communities facing returns of large, displaced populations.  
Assistance to Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) also became an important field 
of activities for IOM, for instance in Colombia, Afghanistan and, more recently, 
Iraq. 
    

                                                        

2 For historical background on IOM’s emergency operations, see MC/INF/249 Emergency and 
Post-conflict Response (1990-2001), May 2002. 

3 One of the main references was the Marshall Plan for Reconstruction of Europe. 
4 See Annex 2 for further references. 
5 Excepting the Return of Qualified Nationals (RQN) programmes,  operating since the 1980s, 

which are not only specific to post-conflict situations, but also linked to development. 
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Due to the increased level of activities, their complexity and the relative novelty of 
the post-conflict concept, it has been considered appropriate to make a broader 
review of IOM’s strategy and programmes through an evaluative approach.  The 
evaluation report aims to facilitate the understanding and management of these 

programmes, and how they are integrated into IOM’s overall work and mandate.6  
 
IOM also intervened in some countries affected by natural disasters. Reference is 
also made to ‘emergency’ and ‘post-emergency’ programmes in such cases, but 
the management of such situations cannot be compared to conflicts or political 
crises, being far less complex in terms of solution and humanitarian assistance.  
The government(s) or authorities are not in conflict and can remain active 
partners in organizing emergency and post-emergency responses.  The Red 
Cross and Red Crescent Movement is the main recipient of national and 
international aid.  The role of IOM, and even of UN agencies, is secondary and 
activities are less numerous.  
 
An explanation of the terms ‘emergency’, ‘post-emergency’, ‘post-conflict’ or ‘post-
crisis’ as used in the evaluation report, is given below: 

• ‘Emergency’ is the specific situation created by the sudden emergence of a 
conflict, of major crises or by a natural disaster or famine, leading to serious 
damage to local populations, often characterized by major population flows. 
Emergency programme is the immediate humanitarian response to such 
situations, consisting, for instance, of food delivery, transport assistance 
and camp management. The period of time is often short and operations 
intensive. In case of conflict, most of the programmes take place on the 
periphery of the fighting. IOM does not intervene in ‘war-affected’ areas, 
such a role being left to specialized partners such as the ICRC.  As soon as 
the situation is stabilized, it can be described as ‘post-emergency’ or ‘post-
conflict’. IOM humanitarian assistance in ‘Emergencies’ is not covered by 

the evaluation.7 

• ‘Post-emergency’ is the situation prevailing when the emergency phase can 
be terminated, with a diminution of the enormous pressure caused by 
urgent needs for humanitarian assistance. It also corresponds to a situation 
with a facilitated organization of aid and resumption of social and economic 
activities. ‘Post-emergency’ may also include ‘post-conflict’, but to facilitate 
understanding of the report, post-emergency will be used only in the case of 
situations following natural disasters.  It will be covered in a specific section.  

• ‘Post-conflict’ refers to the situation following the termination of conflicts or 
crises with, in most cases, the conclusion of peace agreements. Further 
details will be given in the report on the specificity of the ‘post-conflict’ 
situation. In some cases, fighting may still be taking place in some of the 
zones previously affected by the conflict, but is sporadic and contained. 
‘Post-crisis’ is sometimes used, but reference will only be made to ‘Post-
conflict’.     

                                                        
6 On the objectives of the evaluation, see also Section 2 and Terms of Reference in Annex 1. 
7 Additional information on the various definitions of ‘Emergency’ and its specificity can be found 

in the introduction of the IOM Emergency Operations Manual, 2002. 



 3 

2. EVALUATION SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

As mentioned in the evaluation’s terms of reference and noted in the global 
context above, IOM’s increasing involvement in post-conflict situations has been 
observed in recent years.  This new trend represents an important expansion of 
IOM’s field of activities, including areas such as peace building, demobilization, 
population stabilization, community assistance, resettlement, return and 
reintegration and, to a lesser extent, rehabilitation, reconstruction and 
development.  
 
IOM’s strategies and programmes continue to raise questions about the range of 
activities implemented, their success or failure, their relevance to IOM’s mandate, 
the level of IOM’s expertise (including its internal management), and IOM’s role 
as a key partner of the international community. 
 
A policy paper on the Role of IOM in Emergency and Post-conflict Situations 
(MC/INF/260) was presented at the IOM Council Session in November 2002, 

highlighting strategy and main fields of activities.8  This evaluation provides a 
more detailed analysis of IOM’s overall policy and strategy, recommendations on 
its internal management, a response to questions raised by Member States and 
an analysis of the Organization’s role as an implementing agency and key partner 
of the international community. 

   
The main objective of the evaluation has been defined as follows:  

 
‘To identify areas of activities in post–emergency and post-conflict situations 
where IOM has developed and is building expertise and best practices, to 
evaluate their relevance to IOM’s mandate and to analyse the internal 
synergies and requirements to improve the Organization’s overall response 
and performance’.  
 

In accordance with the terms of reference, Section 3 of this report provides a 
broad view of the existing theories and guidelines on post-conflict activities, a 
categorization of the different types of programmes and projects implemented by 
IOM, and analyses the links between IOM programmes and existing theories and 
strategies.  Section 4 briefly covers IOM programmes in post-emergencies as 
defined under Section 1. Section 5 analyses the relevance of each category’s 
strategy to IOM's overall mandate and identifies successful and weak areas, 
including expertise levels.  The managerial requirements for implementing such 
programmes are briefly analysed in Section 6. It is not the purpose of this 
evaluation exercise to prepare a strategic paper for IOM’s post-conflict activities.  
However, as stated in the terms of reference, this evaluation will attempt to 
categorize briefly IOM’s programmes in accordance with the strategic priorities 
established by major participants in the international community. 
 
This evaluation does not analyse the performance and success of each 
programme in detail, as these also depend on many external factors, e.g. security 
and funding.  Internal and external evaluations of IOM post-emergency and post-

conflict programmes in different areas and regions are available for reference.9   
 

                                                        
8 In May 2002, a first paper describing IOM operations from an historical perspective was 

presented during a special session of IOM Council: MC/INF/249 Emergency and post-conflict 
response (1990-2001).  

9 See Annex 2. 
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A total of 15 external evaluations and seven internal evaluations were available 
for documenting this evaluation, including those for Haiti, Mozambique, 
Guatemala, Angola, Kosovo, Timor-Leste, Congo, Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Colombia and Honduras. 
 
The methodology chosen for the evaluation consists mainly of a documentation 
review of: 

 

• Official documents prepared for the IOM Governing Bodies sessions, as 
well as IOM’s Constitution; 

• Internal policy and strategy papers and guidelines; 

• Programme and project documents, activity reports and evaluations;  

• External documentation on post-emergency and post-conflict situations, 
particularly from the UN System, the World Bank, the OECD, the OSCE and 
academic sources; 

 
A series of interviews was conducted with staff at Headquarters.10  Additionally, a 
written questionnaire was sent to IOM’s current or former Programme Managers 

and Chiefs of Mission involved in these projects in the field.11  

 

 

                                                        
10 See Annex 2. 
11 See Annex 3. 
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3. POST-CONFLICT STRATEGIES AND IOM PROGRAMMES 

This section focuses on models of post-conflict strategies and IOM’s role therein. 
As mentioned under Section 2, the evaluation will attempt to categorize briefly 
IOM’s programmes in accordance with the strategic priorities of the international 
community. 
 

 
3.1    POST-CONFLICT STRATEGIES: A SHARED APPROACH 

‘Post-conflict’12 became a critical issue in the debate on conflict 
management (prevention), peace building and development when the 
international community realized that there were major gaps in the recovery 
and reconstruction of war-torn societies as they move away from 
emergency programmes towards ‘development’ and ‘normalization’.  
Development is mentioned, as the majority of countries affected by war in 
the last decade were developing countries, sometimes among the poorest.  
If it is generally agreed that the move from emergency operations to post-
conflict operations and from post-conflict to development is impossible to 

determine clearly,13 there is, however, consensus within the international 
community on the strategies for each phase, and agreement that transition 
is dynamic, evolving and often unpredictable; the concept of ‘no peace, no 
war’ is sometimes cited. 
 
The elements of the strategies presented below can be found in various 
documents from main participants and organizations working in the field of 

post-conflict and reconstruction activities.14  It includes: 

 

• OECD’s Development Cooperation Guidelines on conflict prevention 
and post-conflict operations (the OECD - DAC Guidelines);  

• UNDP’s evaluation reports on UNDP post-conflict and reconstruction 
strategies; 

• World Bank papers available under its ‘Post-conflict and 
Reconstruction’ Web pages;  

• A discussion paper from the UNDG/ECHA Working Group on 

Transition Issues.15 
 
As the evaluation’s scope encompasses IOM’s strategies and programmes, 
this report will not elaborate on issues that are clearly irrelevant to IOM’s 
work, e.g. the role of peace-keeping operations and other military 
interventions, including de-mining, forming a new government or institutions 
for global governance, economic recovery through macro-economic 
programmes and establishment of security forces and legal systems.  It 

                                                        
12 Reference is also made to ‘post-crisis’ or ‘situations in transition’. Other concepts are also 

used in post-conflict situations, such as recovery or peace building.   

13 This is due to the uniqueness of each operation and the numerous factors influencing the 
stabilization of an immediate post-conflict situation, e.g. the competence of the ‘new’ 
government in place, security in the country or acceptance of peace agreements and 
reconciliation processes by civil society. The UN refers to a time horizon for post-conflict as 
varying from 18 months to three years.   

14 Further information on documentation used can be found under Annex 2. 
15 United Nations Development Group/Executive Committee for Humanitarian Affairs 
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should be emphasized that IOM’s programmes are part of a larger approach 
to post-conflict management and peace building and that the Organization 
is one participant among others.  This evaluation analyzes IOM’s 
contribution within that overall framework in more detail, including 
collaborative efforts. 
 
The need to preserve and build peace and stability is an essential factor in 
all the operations in post-conflict societies.  This is why reference to 
concepts such as ‘peace building’ can be found at all operational levels, 
including in IOM’s programmes.  Recognized basic principles for preventing 
the recurrence of conflicts have also been identified, for instance:  

 

• Using constructive engagement and creative approaches that provide 
peace incentives;  

• Actively engaging women, men and young people in peace-building 
and policy-making processes;  

• Working in a flexible and timely manner, responding rapidly and 
creatively to emerging needs or tensions;  

• Being transparent and deepening dialogue and co-operation with all 
the partners and communities involved, in order to ensure ownership.        

 
At the operational level, identified priorities include: restoring internal 
security and the rule of law, legitimizing state institutions (e.g. through 
elections), establishing the basis for economic recovery, improving food 
security and social services (e.g. health, education), and the clearing of 
landmines.  Two other priority areas considered as sine qua non conditions 
for recovery and normalization are: 1) disarmament and demobilization of 
ex-combatants and, 2) reintegration of all people uprooted and affected by 
conflicts: refugees, displaced persons and demobilized former combatants.  
Reintegration is often considered as a major step towards national 
reconciliation.  
 

According to the OECD-DAC Guidelines16: ‘Reintegration is often the first 
major step towards national reconciliation.  It must take place within a legal 
framework that includes guarantees for returning bona fide refugees and ex-
combatants.  [...] The needs of uprooted populations must be addressed 
explicitly as part of peace negotiations to ensure that reintegration and 
demobilization strategies are part of the formal agreement. […] In addition 
to restoring basic security, reintegration priorities include access to water 
and sanitation; agricultural inputs including credit to improve food 
production; transport and communication infrastructure; and social services 

                                                        
16 OECD, The DAC Guidelines: Helping Prevent Violent Conflict, Chapter 5: Supporting post-

conflict recovery: operational priorities, pp. 132-133.  
 In UNDP, Lessons Learned in Crisis and Post-Conflict Situation: the Role of UNDP in 

Reintegration and Reconstruction Programmes, one can also read: ‘Following conflict, the 
most pressing issue is to reintegrate former combatants, IDPs and Refugees into society and 
to enable them to engage in productive activities under area-based rehabilitation and 
reintegration schemes implemented at the community level.  The purpose is to have disparate 
elements of the population work together, to cultivate trust, and to engage them in productive 
activities such as agriculture to improve food security, micro-credit schemes or infrastructure 
rehabilitation’.  To these productive activities can be added: to facilitate quick access by the 
target communities to basic services, such as health, education, water and sanitation. 
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such as health and education, as well as assistance in the field of legal and 
civil documentation’. 
 
Under the same chapter it is also stated that: ‘Operational linkages have to 
be established from the outset between returnee aid and development. […] 
Area-based rehabilitation and reintegration programmes have been 
developed to facilitate the reintegration of up-rooted population.  
Implemented at the community-level, in specific districts and provinces, 
these programmes focus on reinforcing the capacity of receiving 
communities to integrate new residents.  […] They promote local self- 
government and contribute to activating the self-help potential of 
communities. […] Areas selected for programme implementation are 
identified as those where the peace process is most fragile, and social 
exclusion most acute, or where large numbers of displaced persons are to 
resettle’.    
 
Later in the chapter there is a specific section, Demobilization and Social 
Reintegration of Former Combatants.  It describes the different steps of the 
demobilization process: disarmament, registration, cantonment and return 
and reintegration into civil society.  It states that: ‘The cantonment period 
however also provides an opportunity to determine the exact number of 
combatants to be demobilized and to conduct detailed surveys of their skills, 
social status, intentions, and expectations.  This greatly assists the 
formulation of reintegration programmes.  It is also possible to give former 
combatants and their dependants a first orientation of what to expect in 
civilian life, including occupational counselling and vocational training. […] 
Experience has shown that severance payments alone cannot achieve a 
smooth reintegration of ex-combatants in civilian life. Targeted assistance in 
the fields of vocational training, skills certification and job search are also 
required. In order to minimize social polarization, reintegration programmes 
should furthermore focus on the communities in which former soldiers are 
reintegrated, as part of broader programmes designed to assist all war-
affected populations’. 
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3.2    IOM’S POST-CONFLICT STRATEGY AND PROGRAMMES 

 
3.2.1 CATEGORIZATION OF IOM’S PROGRAMMES 

In linking the operational priorities identified under Section 3.1 and the 
IOM programmes presented in documents MC/INF/249 Emergency 
and Post-conflict Response (1990-2001) and MC/INF/260 Role of 
IOM in Emergency and Post-conflict Situations, the following 
categories for post-conflict management can be established:  
 
a. Return and Reintegration of Uprooted Populations 

Including: 

• Repatriation and Reintegration of Refugees, performed in 
cooperation with UNHCR, may also include resettlement 
activities, depending on the situation in the field; 

• Return and Reintegration of Internally Displaced Persons, 

in cooperation with the UN System;17 resettlement 
activities may also be considered; 

• Return and Reintegration of other migrants, may include 
rejected asylum seekers, regular and irregular migrants 
voluntarily returning home and qualified nationals; such 
programmes are rarely implemented in the immediate 
post-conflict phase, but instead following a period of 
stabilization and also taking into account the return of the 
previous two categories and the absorptive capacity of 
receiving communities.  

 
All the sub-categories may include activities such as 
transportation, information campaigns, registration, demographic 
surveys, and, in some cases, family reunification assistance.  
Reintegration may include small grants, micro-credit schemes, 
counselling and vocational training.  Joint activities may also be 
implemented with community assistance and health programmes 
(see below).    

 
b. Demobilization  

Demobilized soldiers and their dependants are also considered 
as an uprooted population, needing return and reintegration 
assistance.  However, return and reintegration are not the only 
concerns, which is why demobilization deserves to be treated 
separately.  Intermediate phases, such as cantonment, may 
also be required, as in IOM’s programme in Guatemala.  This is 
a specific category of vulnerable people deserving particular 
attention, especially for security and integration purposes.  
Activities implemented under the demobilization component may 
include: 

 

                                                        
17 On assistance to IDPs, see also Guidance Note on the Collaborative Approach, OCHA, 

March 2003. 
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• Disarmament, rarely performed by IOM, more usually by 
the UN peace-keeping or other military forces; 

• Registration, may be performed by IOM, usually under the 
supervision of the governmental authorities, UN or other 
military forces, 

• Cantonment, including building temporary houses, water 
and sanitation systems, family reunification, performed in 
close collaboration with UN or other military forces; 

• Return to the region of origin, or resettlement if necessary; 

• Reintegration, usually through an Information, 
Counselling, Referral Services (ICRS) approach; other 
activities may include small grants or in-kind donations 
(food, working tools), micro-credit schemes, integration 
into police forces or, as in Kosovo, into a civilian protection 
corps.  Activities within the framework of community 
assistance programmes may also be implemented, as it is 
important to maintain a balance between assistance to 
demobilized combatants and other civilian populations, 
especially among the most vulnerable groups, i.e. elderly, 
war disabled, women and children. 

  
Socio-demographic surveys and information campaigns may 
also be implemented, depending on the situation on the ground.  

 
c. Community Assistance   

IOM’s community level programmes cover the following 
objectives, bearing in mind that the active participation of 
beneficiaries and social network reconstruction are key aspects 
of a successful outcome:  

 

• Population stabilization, as assistance at community level 
may reduce the risk of continuous population movements 
and illegal migration due to the fragile post-conflict 

economic and social situation;18  

• Increasing communities’ absorptive capacity, to render the 
return and reintegration of displaced population viable;  

• Increasing the integration potential in new communities of 
resettled populations, or of sensitive populations such as 
demobilized soldiers and their dependants;  

• Encouraging a community-based approach and 
community ownership of project implementation decisions, 
to contribute indirectly towards reconciliation, peace-
building efforts and, in some cases, legitimization of local 
authorities.  

                                                        
18 Population stabilization as an element of migration management, particularly in connection 

with forced migration, is a relatively new concept within academic debate. The concept of 
‘retention of potential migrants’ was more common – see for instance: IOM, International 
Migration Policies and Programmes, Chapter 5 Policies Oriented to Retaining Potentially 
Emigrant Populations.    
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Activities are mainly implemented through community projects 
covering education, heath, water and sanitation, infrastructure, 
environment, gender, micro-credits, civic education, etc. 

 
d. Health   

Health should be considered as a programme component in the 
same terms as education, gender, infrastructure rehabilitation 
and human rights.  As IOM has developed specific expertise in 
that field and has a Service at Headquarters, it merits separate 
mention; this, however, does not mean that health should be 
treated in isolation when preparing post-conflict programmes.  
Health activities are part of return and reintegration, and 
demobilization, as well as community assistance programmes, 
through: 

• Migration health for all categories of returnees and 
resettlement; 

• Medical evacuation, medical rehabilitation (personnel and 

infrastructures)19 and capacity building, 

• Mental health through psychological support to war-
affected populations belonging to the ‘uprooted category’, 
also including women and child soldiers, but without 
excluding other members of the community, for the 
reasons already explained; 

• Social health, e.g. in the case of HIV/AIDS among 
displaced populations and target groups, in view of the 
problems of HIV/AIDS spread and consequent effects 
during conflicts.  

All these activities are implemented in collaboration with WHO, 
UNAIDS, UNICEF and governments concerned. 
 

 e.    Rebuilding State Institutions’ Management Capacity    
 

Under this rubric are included restoring a working capacity for 
governmental management, restoring internal security and the 
rule of law, legitimizing state institutions, improving food security 
and social services and building administrative capacity. IOM 
implements programmes linked to the priorities such as: 

  
Assistance for Elections, in particular the Out-of-Country Voting 
Programmes;  

Capacity Building in Migration Management, including for 
instance border control, legislation on migration and travel 
document issuance; (all the main categories that will be 
described below may include capacity building components, but 
not necessarily directly linked to migration management);   

Property Claims, especially for returnees and displaced 
populations. This area has become increasingly important in 

                                                        
19 On the subject of rehabilitation of medical infrastructures, see Evaluation of the Construction 

Component in IOM Interventions, November 2000.  



 11 

recent years. IOM’s recognized expertise has been put to work 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Iraq. Advisory services are 
under way for Cyprus and  Palestine.  

 

 
3.2.2  IOM’S STRATEGIC APPROACH 

It may be seen from document MC/INF/249 that, in some of its major 
programmes, IOM participated in the definition of strategies for the 
previously mentioned priority areas of Return and Reintegration of 
Uprooted Populations, and Demobilization.  IOM’s field experience, its 
close contact with the target groups and its creative and flexible 
approach, as underlined for instance in the external evaluations of the 
Organization’s programmes in Haiti in 1996 or in Mozambique in 
1997, contributed to the refinement of these widely-recognized 
strategies and guidelines.  
 
The programmes that IOM proposes accord fully with the international 
community’s strategic objectives.  However, IOM does not intervene 
systematically in all post-conflict situations, nor are all programme 
categories implemented.  IOM’s selection of programmes depends on 
many factors:  

 

• The situation in a country where, for instance, only disarmament 
and demobilization are possible, without reintegration;  

• Donor interest in funding programmes (this is not specific to 
IOM, but affects all UN agencies and other organizations);  

• Selection of other implementing agencies;  

• Lack of resources to support an IOM presence adequately. 

 
These issues will be further analyzed under Sections 5 and 6. 
 
Various official papers make specific reference to IOM policy and 
strategy for emergency and post-conflict management: MC/1842 IOM 
Strategic Planning: Toward the Twenty-first Century of November 
1995, MC/INF/249 Emergency and Post-Conflict Response (1990-
2201) of May 2002, MC/INF/260 Role of IOM in Emergency and Post-
conflict Situations of November 2002, MC/INF/262 Note on IOM 
Strategy: Current and Future Migration Realities and IOM’s Role of 

October 200320.  In analyzing them, it is possible to note the evolving 
nature of IOM programmes and how IOM adjusted its response 
mechanisms. Some Member States underlined, however that IOM 
activities in post-conflict situations do not seem to be integrated into 
an overall plan or theory, but emerge as a case by case response to 

crisis situations21. In that perspective, establishing a closer link 
between IOM strategy and the strategies developed by the 
international community, as presented under Section 3.2.1, deserves 
to be further explored.   

                                                        
20 IOM is also presenting post-conflict activities under specific headings of IOM Services’   

sections in the Programme and Budget document, providing a brief summary of the 
programmes’ objectives.   

21 MC/2067/Rev.1 Report on the Eighty-Third (Special) Session of the Council, June 2002 
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In terms of internal guidelines, IOM published two specific reference 
manuals: the Emergency Operations Manual (EOM) of 
December 2002 and the Post-Conflict Reference Manual (PCRM) of 
October 2003.  The EOM is a very detailed and useful operational 
guideline of more than 250 pages, for implementing and monitoring 
field activities, preparing projects and programmes and discussing 
IOM’s role, also including information on key partners and practical 
definitions. It will not be further analyzed, as Emergency is not the 
evaluation focus.  
 
The PCRM contains a detailed description of what IOM is doing in 
post-conflict situations, listing the most important programmes 
implemented in various fields.  It is not considered as a strategic 
paper, as underlined in the introduction, it was not the purpose of the 
manual. Its goal was to “address generic questions from staff and 
provide generic background on common post-conflict interventions so 
far experienced institutionally by IOM”. As also mentioned in the 
introduction, “the PCRM exists because IOM staff members need it”. 
The PCRM is not considered as a definitive reference manual and is 
designed to be a living document, open to improvements when 
deemed useful.  
  
A specific reference on the gender aspect in IOM post-conflict 
programmes is however missing and could have been included, as 
the issues of the serious damage caused to female populations by 
conflicts and women’s roles in peace-building are being increasingly 

recognized.22 As stated by UNDP: “From a development standpoint it 
is a lost opportunity not to build on the changed roles that women 
have adopted through war as the recovery phase can be a period of 
positive transformation for gender relations, and an opportunity to 
strengthen the foundations for long-term development by building the 

capacities of all sectors of society”.23  
 
It would also have been useful to structure the document to accord 
with the strategic areas defined by the international community, as 
described under Sections 3.1 and 3.2.1.  It would help IOM staff in the 
field in their preparation of comprehensive plans of action, projects 
and programmes and their discussions of them with other partners.    
 

 
Recommendation 

Development of a more detailed strategy focussing on post-conflict that includes 
a gender component, takes into account the link with IOM’s mandate (as 
discussed in the evaluation), may be widely shared and contribute to the debate 
among IOM Member States, is recommended.  A presentation promoting the 
complementary nature of IOM’s programmes with those of the UN and 
international community partners, and the collaborative measures for avoiding 

                                                        
22 See for instance: Gender Aspects in Post-Conflict Situations – a Guide for OSCE Staff, 

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), in http://www.osce.org/ 
secretariat/gender. 

23 From Recovery to Transition: Women, the Untapped Resource, UNDP, in Essentials No 11, 
July 2003. 

http://www.osce.org/
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duplication may also be useful in clarifying IOM’s role and in making it more 
effective.  This would facilitate the international community’s recognition of IOM 
as a main partner in various fields of operation, assist the Organization to define 
and systemize its future programmes and support its collaborative and fund-
raising efforts.  It would also be a useful framework for the PCRM and improve 
IOM field staff’s understanding of the Organization’s role and, accordingly, their 
support of its involvement. 
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4. POST-EMERGENCY STRATEGY AND ASSISTANCE 

Post-emergency, as defined under Section 1, i.e. related only to natural disasters, 
is not a major field of activity for IOM and in document MC/INF/249 only three 
programmes are recorded: in Armenia between 1988 and 1990 after earthquakes, 
in Honduras in 1998 after Hurricane Mitch and in India in 2001 after an 
earthquake.  Since the document’s publication, additional operations took place in 
2002 in Afghanistan and more recently in Iran, following earthquakes.  
 
The main objective was to provide assistance to those rendered homeless due to 
their houses having been destroyed or because the region in which they had lived 
was too dangerous to consider return.  Principal activities were the registration of 
populations affected, construction of temporary shelters and resettlement in new 
houses located in less dangerous areas.  In the case of Hurricane Mitch, 
assistance was also provided to organize schools and medical centres, in close 
collaboration with the local authorities, establishment of security response 
mechanisms in case of natural disasters and infrastructure rehabilitation.  
 
Contrary to post-conflict activities, programmes are far less complex mainly due 
to political stability in the country affected and lack of need for a comprehensive 
and integrated strategy at various, sensitive levels.  IOM’s programmes are in 
most cases implemented at the request of the governments affected or donors.  
Coordination is mainly organized through governments and the Red Cross and 
Red Crescent Movement.  The core of the assistance is, however, linked to 
emergency response. 
  
Document MC/2117 Programme and Budget for 2004, under 1.4 Post-Emergency 
Movement Assistance, mentions a programme for the management and 
processing of Australia-bound migrants in an irregular situation.  The migrants’ 
situation is certainly precarious and many may originate from a country affected 
by war.  However, the programme is implemented in two peaceful countries and 
has no post-emergency aspect.  It will thus not be included in the evaluation and 
should be removed from the category.   

 
Recommendation 

When revising the strategy for IOM’s Post-conflict programmes, clarification is 
required as to what elements are to be included in Post-emergency in IOM.  The 
concept could even be excluded, as most programmes following natural 
disasters are in fact emergency activities. In the same way, the Programme and 
Budget Document’s reference to ‘Post-emergency Movement Assistance’ for 
processing Australia-bound migrants should be deleted.  
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5. RELEVANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IOM ACTIVITIES 

 
Two major issues will be examined under this Section: first, the relevance to 
IOM’s mandate of the programmes implemented in post-conflict situations and 
post-emergencies following natural disasters; second, IOM’s expertise, strengths 
and weaknesses, based on existing evaluations, Member States’ statements and 
internal written questionnaires and interviews.  
 
5.1 RELEVANCE TO IOM’S MANDATE 

Questions continue to be raised on the relevance to IOM’s mandate of 
some of the Organization’s post-conflict activities.  If there is no major 
criticism of programmes for the Return and Reintegration of Uprooted 
Populations category, the case for Demobilization, Community Assistance 
and Property Claims categories is more controversial.  IOM’s programmes 
following natural disasters are also raising questions about relevance.   
 
However, it is important to underline that few Member States formally or 
regularly question any of IOM’s programmes and that those same 
programmes receive considerable financial support from IOM’s Member 
States, including those questioning its role, as well as from the World Bank 
and the UN System (through the Consolidated Appeal Process or the Inter-

Agency Standing Committee).24  There is no concerted move among IOM’s 
Member States to deny completely the relevance of any of its programmes.  
This evaluation will introduce elements that may contribute to clarifying the 
debate, thus encouraging IOM Member States’ more active support of the 

programmes found relevant to its mandate.25 
 
Apart from the global strategies for post-conflict mentioned under Section 
3.1, there are few scientific reference works on post-conflict migration that 
could aid in refining interpretation of IOM’s mandate, particularly for the 
relatively new fields of population stabilization, or security and peace 
building through migration management.  The most common topics are the 

dynamics of refugee return and reintegration and displaced populations.26  
Various references to these are made in Chapter X of the Programme of 
Action of the International Conference on Population and Development, 

                                                        
24 Document MC/2117 Programme and Budget for 2004 records the post-emergency budget as 

being USD 65 million, representing 12 per cent of the total Operational Part of the 
Organization’s budget.  Document MC/2083 Programme and Budget for 2003 quotes a post-
emergency amount of USD 90 millions, representing 17 per cent of the Operational Part of 
the budget. Among other relevant figures are: in Colombia, the programmes of assistance to 
IDPs, peace promotion and demobilization amount to USD 60 millions from 2000 to 2004; in 
Afghanistan, assistance amounts to USD 30 million for 2002 to 2003 (exlcuding emergency 
assistance of USD 20 millions to IDPs).  

25 The analysis of the relevance to IOM’s mandate uses the categorization of programmes 
established under Section 3.2.1. 

26 Assistance to IDPs generated recently increased attention and literature on protection issues 
and the role of the various UN System agencies and the international community. Such 
assistance mainly forms part of emergency programmes, through the establishment of camps 
and humanitarian assistance, and it will not be covered by this evaluation.  However, as 
mentioned in the external evaluation of the OCHA IDP Unit of November 2003, there is as yet 
no clear delimitation on which international organization is mandated to work with IDPs (see 
also DANIDA, Framework for a common approach to evaluating assistance to IDPs, October 
2003).  
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held in Cairo in 1994, e.g. 'Governments of countries of origin and of 
countries of destination should seek to make the option of remaining in 
one’s country viable for all people.  […] It is also necessary to increase 
efforts to defuse international and internal conflicts before they escalate'; or 
in the objectives of the plan of action: 'a) to reduce pressures leading to 
refugee movements and displacement by combating their root causes at all 
levels and undertaking related preventive action'; or under actions for 
implementation: 'Moreover, factors that contribute to forced displacements 
need to be addressed through initiatives related to the alleviation of poverty, 
democratization, good governance and the prevention of environmental 
degradation'.  
 
The Return and Reintegration of Uprooted Populations programmes, 
including the Return of Qualified Nationals are implemented in close 

collaboration with the UN System Representative in the field27 and with the 
governments concerned.  As mentioned previously, IOM’s Member States 
do not question such programmes in terms of mandate and Article 1.1 (b), 
(d) of IOM’s Constitution clearly refers to such assistance.   
 
Interesting aspects of the Demobilization category, and assistance provided 
to demobilized soldiers and their families, are its link with the Return and 
Reintegration issue.  As mentioned under Section 3.1, the international 
community considers them as an ‘uprooted population’ and IOM's first 
programme in Mozambique consisted mainly of transportation assistance to 
the place of origin and of reintegration activities. These basic parameters of 
the demobilization programmes, which are considered part of IOM’s 
mandate, also occurred in Guatemala (including a major component of 
temporary cantonment), Kosovo and Timor-Leste.  IOM’s Constitution 
includes the concept of ‘displaced persons’ and document MC/1842 IOM 
Strategic Planning: Toward the Twenty-First Century, refers specifically to 
‘other uprooted persons’. Thus, and in accordance with the international 
community's post-conflict strategies, IOM's demobilization programmes 
include basic elements relevant to IOM’s Constitution and other subsequent 
Resolutions, such as ‘uprooted persons’, ‘transport’, ‘return’, ‘reintegration’, 
‘resettlement’. The category of demobilized soldiers is not mentioned, 
probably because the problem of demobilization was almost non-existent 
when it was written, but such category is subsumed under the concept of 
“other persons in need of migration assistance”.                  
 
As noted in the evaluation reports, IOM has accumulated a high level of 
demobilization expertise and comparative advantages, for instance in its 
capacity to respond quickly, flexibly and professionally, working closely with 

the main partners in refining the assistance provided.28  Major donors and 
bodies including the UN Peacekeeping Forces, UNDP and the World Bank, 
are now approaching IOM to implement demobilization programmes; it may 
be appropriate for consideration by IOM's Member States that assistance to 
demobilized soldiers should be formally acknowledged as being part of its 
mandate.  
 

                                                        
27 Depending of the situation, this could be the UNDP Resident Coordinator, the Special 

Representative of the Secretary General, the UN Peace Keeping Forces or through the Inter-
Agency Standing Committee or United Nations Consolidated Appeal Process. 

28  As an indicative figure, the total value of IOM's DDR programmes since its Mozambique 
operation in 1992 amounts to USD 150 million (PCRM – July 2003). 
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One strategic aspect of demobilization and reintegration of former soldiers 
relates to security in population stabilization.  This is an important 
component of peace building in post-conflict programmes and is also 
addressed through community assistance projects.  As mentioned in the 
strategy, it is important to maintain a balance between assistance to 
demobilized soldiers and the receiving communities.  
 
IOM implements Community Assistance programmes not only for this 
reason, but also within the framework of the Return and Reintegration of 
Uprooted Populations programmes, to increase the absorptive capacity of 

receiving communities29 and avoid tensions in a fragile political and social 
environment.  For instance, in the case of the IDP assistance programmes 
implemented in Colombia, it appeared necessary to use 20 per cent of the 
assistance normally allocated for reintegration of displaced populations for 

assisting the receiving community.30  Community assistance can also 
contribute to spontaneous returns, often not included in discussions on 
return programmes.   
 
When IOM’s Constitution was established, such a concept did not exist.  
Community Assistance (otherwise Community Development, or Community 
Projects) was only undertaken in the field of development cooperation.  
Community assistance was, however, specifically mentioned in document 
MC/1842 IOM Strategic Planning: Towards the Twenty-First Century of 
1995, endorsed by Member States through Council Resolution 923 (LXXI).  
Objective 7, states: 'to undertake programmes which facilitate the return 
and reintegration of displaced persons and other migrants, taking into 
account the needs and concerns of local communities'.  The programmes 
implemented by IOM may be considered relevant to IOM’s mandate.  
 
As mentioned under Section 3, Health is a programme’s component, and as 
such its relevance to IOM’s mandate depends on the programmes 
implemented: psychological support to war-affected populations belonging 
to the uprooted category, social heath among displaced populations, health 
rehabilitation for communities.  IOM’s Member States rarely question health 
programmes in post-conflict activities, except if the programme is 
considered to have no link with the Organization's mandate: for example, 
health infrastructure rehabilitation should be considered only if it is 
undertaken to guarantee health care for the returnees and receiving 
communities, or reduce medical evacuation costs, another component of 
IOM's emergency and post-conflict programmes.  IOM’s health assistance 
activities are also closely coordinated with the World Health Organization, 
as stated in its representative's statement at the 2003 IOM Council.   
 
Two other categories identified under Section 3.2.1 do not raise questions 
regarding IOM’s mandate.  One is part of the Organization's core activities: 
Capacity Building in Migration Management, seldom in immediate post-
conflict situations as newly formed governments or authorities face other 
priorities.  The second, Assistance for Elections, within the context of 
out-of-country voting fully accords with IOM’s mandate, as noted in an 

                                                        
29 Very recently UNHCR also started implementing such programmes in countries facing high 

refugee returns.  

30 See IOM evaluation report Evaluation of the Programme to Provide Post-emergency 
Assistance to Displaced Groups and Receptor Communities in Colombia, December 2002.  
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external evaluation conducted in October 2001, but programmes are 
sporadic and have not become as systematic as in demobilization.  IOM’s 
level of expertise is also smaller, compared with its capacity building 
activities.  
 
Concerning the category of Property Claims, this issue is closely linked to 
refugees, IDPs and returnees in all programmes implemented to date and 
identified by the evaluation, and therefore conforms through the targeted 
population to IOM’s mandate. It is rather the question of whether there is 
sufficient specialist expertise that raises the appropriateness of such 
activities.  However, demobilization and community assistance programmes 
were also not part of IOM’s main functions in the early 1990s, but because 
of the evolving complexity of migration, and the Organization’s recognized 
flexibility and creativity in responding to new migration challenges,  IOM 

started to play a major role in these fields.31  
 
In document MC/C/SR/440, Summary Records – Eighty-Third (Special) 
Session of the Council of June 2002, a Member State recalled that “[…] 
while appreciating the work of IOM in emergency and post-conflict 
situations, […] its core mandate was migration”.  The link between post-
conflict and migration might at times not appear evident; however, academic 
debate on migration in connection with population stabilization, recovery 
and peace building is new and evolving. As noted by Sorensen, Van Hear 
and Engberg-Pedersen: “ […] the perception now is that ‘development is 
ultimately impossible without stability and, at the same time, security is not 
sustainable without development’. This reinforces the integrated 
understanding of relief, conflict resolution, migration development and 
security, which is a major institutional challenge to the international 

community”.32 Or, as emphasized in World Migration 2003:33  ‘Current 
models offer no satisfactory answers.  Migration theories should therefore 
not only examine mobility, but also immobility’.  Activities such as population 
stabilization through community assistance should be examined in this 
context when assessing relevance to IOM’s mandate. 
 
IOM Member States noted in 1995 following the approval of document 

MC1842 IOM Strategic Planning: Toward the Twenty-first Century34 ‘The 
plan had the great merit of being based on the ideas and principles laid 
down in the Constitution and of thus meeting the aspiration of all IOM’s 
Member States in a balanced manner.  It also took the global approach to 
migration that would more than ever be needed to cope with the 
consequences of the increase in violence and armed conflicts throughout 
the world […]’.  Adoption of the Organization’s amended Constitution in 
1989, of resolutions clarifying its fields of activities and official statements 
such as the recent letter from the Chairman of the IOM Council to the UN 

Secretary General,35 clearly show that IOM’s functions are continuously 
evolving to match developments in migration management. Throughout 

                                                        
31 See for reference MC/INF/249, MC/INF/260, MC/C/SR/440 Summary records Eighty-Third 

(Special) Session of the Council.  Also, IOM’s management of Property Loss within the 
framework of its German Forced Labour Compensation Programme.   

32 In IOM/UN The Migration-Development Nexus – State of the art overview, 2003, p. 32.  
33 IOM, World Migration 2003, p. 14 Migration Theories. 
34 MC/1854 Report on the Eighty-ninth Session of the Executive Committee, November 1995, 

p.2 

35 Letter dated 4 December 2003.  
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IOM’s history, practice has shown that flexibility in managing migration and 
in responding to new challenges is worthwhile and effective, as long as it 
remains within the basic parameters of the Constitution and subsequent 
resolutions. IOM will be more effective if it adapts to this evolving situation, 

to the benefit of member states and those countries and regions affected.  36 

 
The main focus of IOM Post-emergency programmes following natural 
disasters is assistance for the reintegration/resettlement of displaced 

populations, which conforms with IOM’s mandate.37  However, other 
organizations such as the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement have a 
specific mandate for intervening in such situations in close collaboration 
with the governments concerned; IOM’s response and collaboration should 
be based on needs and requests from those bodies. 

 

 
Conclusion 

All categories identified in the evaluation are relevant to IOM’s mandate, as established 
in the Constitution and subsequent Council Resolutions, even if sometimes the link 
might not appear evident, such as for Demobilization or Community Assistance 
programmes.  Recent expansion of activities in post-conflict situations is also in 
response to international strategies and to the most recent analysis of migration 
management in such situations, including new concepts such as ‘stability’, ‘peace 
building’, ‘reconstruction’ and ‘development’.  Some areas of activity, e.g. assistance to 
elections, property claims and capacity building in migration management, can be 
considered as secondary or separate from the immediate post-conflict situation, while 
others are primary activities or implemented at a critical post-conflict moment.  All, 
however, should receive stronger support from Member States, to facilitate the 
Organization’s work and reinforce its credibility as a key partner. No international 
agency or partner can claim that IOM is interfering with their mandate, especially as 
IOM works very closely with the UN System, the international community and national 
partners.  
 

 

                                                        
36 The internal questionnaire and interviews also support this view.  The mandate is seen as  

‘broad’, allowing flexibility in the implementation of new activities and enabling response to 
emerging needs and donors’ demands, sometimes before that link is clearly established.  No 
strong opinion was voiced that the mandate should be clarified or further detailed, especially 
in view of the evolving nature of migration, but it is also recognized that this situation 
sometimes weakens IOM’s financial and operational support.  

37 For more information on the type of programmes and their relevance to IOM’s mandate, see 
for instance Evaluation of the IOM Project for Shelter Construction and Emergency 
Assistance for Victims of ‘Mitch’, 2000, which also includes an analysis of post-emergency 
activities.   
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5.2 IOM’S EXPERTISE, STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 

Apart from relevance to IOM’s mandate, some Member States are 
concerned with the financial requirements contingent on expanding fields of 
activity that could be added to their assessed contributions.  This concern is 
worth consideration, especially in connection with the need for expertise in a 
given field and the financial requirements of maintaining activities at a viable 
level.  
 
IOM Member States and evaluation reports recognize IOM’s great ability in 
responding effectively, creatively and rapidly to most of the challenges of 
recent years, while under the constraint of a ‘ quasi’ zero nominal growth 
imposed on the Administrative Part of its budget.  A brief comparison is 
made below with the situation prevailing 10 years ago (before increases in 
post-conflict programmes), using the ratio of Administrative to Operational 

Parts of the budget:38 
 

• 0.10 in 1993  

• 0.11 in 1994  

• 0.07 in 2003  

• 0.06 in 2004  
 
The figures show that in recent years IOM has done more (including its 
complex post-conflict programmes which represent close to 20 per cent of 
the total Operational Part of the budget) with lower administrative resources, 
i.e. at no further ‘cost’ to its Member States.  The introduction of 
projectization and the increase in discretionary income, also used to cover 
core positions that would otherwise have been funded by the Administrative 
Part of the Budget, were effective in preventing an additional financial 
burden.  It may be thought that the ratio is not representative because a 
large portion of the Operational Part of the Budget is devoted to the German 
Forced Labour Compensation Programme (GFLCP). 
 
However this view is not valid, as support such as staffing or accounting for 
the management of GFLCP uses resources from the Administrative Part of 
the Budget.  Even by excluding the GFLCP, the ratio for 2003 and 2004 is 
0.12, with post-conflict representing almost 35 per cent of the total 
Operational Part of the Budget. The level is approximately the same as 
10 years ago, but it is important to underline that post-conflict activities are 
far more complex to manage in terms of staffing, accounting, fund-raising or 
reporting than the activities implemented in 1993 and 1994.  The conclusion 
that IOM has done more at no ‘cost’ to its Member States remains valid. 
IOM Administration should, however, make a more detailed analysis of the 
limits for financing the necessary expertise to maintain its efficiency in post-
conflict programmes, as soon as a clear strategy has been established.  
 
To date, an average of one new, major programme and two secondary 
programmes have been implemented every two years, each requiring 

                                                        
38 The Administrative Part of the budget is expressed in Swiss francs and the Operational Part 

of the budget in US dollars.  As the same basis is being used for comparison, there is no 
need to convert the amounts in one single currency.  Also, the Administrative Part of the 
budget is established without considering USD exchange rate fluctuations.  
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Headquarters’ heavy involvement at their inception.  It is certainly possible 
to respond to an increased average of three to four main operations without 
investing in Headquarters support staff, if resources for supporting post-
conflict programmes are well allocated, based on a clear strategy and also 
included in the financial analyses of the Missions with Regional Functions 
(MRFs).  This issue will be analyzed under Section 6. 
 
Concerning staff expertise, in addition to what already exists in the 
Organization, IOM’s Staffing Unit recently established an extensive roster of 
experts who may be recruited to implement post-conflict activities. 
According to the interviews conducted, the system could be further 
improved to enable response to potential increases in post-conflict activities, 
e.g. for collecting additional information on staff’s previous performance; 
however, lack of resources in the Staffing Unit, for reasons other than post-
conflict staff recruitment requirements, may be a constraint on full 
improvement. 

 

Recommendation 

In developing IOM’s post-conflict strategy, the Organization should include in 
annex an analysis of financial figures and plans for maintaining an appropriate 
level of expertise and supporting IOM’s programmes institutionally and 
internationally.  This is especially advisable now that IOM’s contribution is 
increasingly recognized as significant and being in accordance with key 
principles and components of the international community’s post-conflict 
strategies.  IOM currently responds effectively to demands, without cost 
increases, and fulfils its role as a service organization.  This recommendation 
does not necessarily imply a budget increase, as better use of resources may 
first be explored, including the use of MRFs, but flexibility and creativity also 
have their limits.   

 

There is consensus among Member States and other bodies39 that IOM is 
responsive, flexible, efficient and independent and that these qualities 
should be nurtured and heavy ‘bureaucratization’ avoided.  As stated by the 
Chairman of the IOM Council in his letter of 4 December 2003 to the 
UN Secretary General: “Today, IOM is engaged globally in providing advice, 
services, diplomacy and advocacy, helping countries work towards 
‘managing migration rationally, creatively, compassionately and 
cooperatively’”.  These strengths are key principles of post-conflict 
strategies, as described under Section 3.1, the transition being dynamic, 
evolving and unpredictable.  
 
This is not to say, however that no weaknesses exist. Some of them have 
been identified from the feedback received through the questionnaires sent 
to IOM staff who have worked or continue to work on implementation of 
post-conflict activities.  
 
A certain number of such weaknesses are linked to the internal 
management of post-conflict programmes and will be covered under 
Section 6.  Certain key points to be considered when developing a strategy 
are highlighted below:  
 

                                                        
39 Based on the external and internal evaluation reports used as references for this evaluation.  
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• De facto protection, such as ensuring respect for basic human rights 
or against military violence, particularly for IDPs or returned asylum 
seekers;  

Although the problem is globally addressed by the Organization, IOM 
has no clear policy specific to post-conflict situations and IOM staff 
exhibit a lack of awareness of such issues. There is no 
comprehensive instruction or training, such matters often being 
considered the responsibility of UNHCR or the UN System.  Also, 
more attention should be given to assessing the conditions necessary 
for the safe return of asylum seekers and displaced populations; 
 

• Transition from emergency to post-conflict and reconstruction; 

IOM lacks a clear policy for establishing the necessary institutional 
procedures and presence, for instance official recognition by 
governments and authorities.  IOM sometimes remains dependent on 
the donor(s) or the UN System, like an NGO;  
 

• Lack of programme sustainability, e.g. where activities for the full 
reintegration of uprooted populations cannot be properly performed 
and evaluated; 

and 
 
Lack of an exit strategy, where IOM tries to extend its presence 
without obvious justification (although other agencies demonstrate 
similar eagerness);  
 
These two related issues deserve to be addressed; both situations, 
however, are sometimes imposed by donors, irrespective of the 
development of local capacities and handover mechanisms. 
  

• IOM may strengthen its capacities by paying more attention to lessons 
learned through evaluations and by being more effectively involved in 
the debates on post-conflict operations. 

 
In the context of IOM’s successes and strengths, most of the respondents 
consider its programmes as contributing to the ‘solidification of an 
environment of peace and national reconciliation, conducive to longer-term 
recovery and development.  Here DDR [Disarmament Demobilization 
Reintegration] programmes have key role in political and social terms, and 

truly represent a unique area of expertise’.40  All respondents report having 
had good support from the UN system, in particular OCHA and some of 
them added that the UN also needed IOM’s expertise in various key 
sectors, especially demobilization and reintegration.     
 

                                                        
40 Statement of an IOM staff member in response to the questionnaire. 
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Conclusion 
 
IOM has developed a recognized level of expertise in the various categories identified 
and has comparative advantages for implementing programmes rapidly, effectively and, 
when necessary, creatively.  Success is recognized not only through the various 
evaluations conducted, but also internally.  Identified weaknesses should be addressed 
when developing the strategy, particularly those for protecting target groups, 
institutional image and procedures, official recognition, maintaining an adequate level of 
expertise, lessons learned through evaluations and active participation in the post-
conflict debate.      
 



 24 

6.      ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

As specified in the evaluation’s terms of reference, its purpose is not to make a 
detailed analysis of the administrative and financial management of each 
programme or of a selection of programmes.  Many evaluations are available that 
analyse programmes’ administrative and financial management performance.  
Instead, emphasis will be placed on basic requirements, especially at 
Headquarters.    
 
From a financial and administrative viewpoint, IOM recently developed a 
comprehensive Budget Preparation Package, including detailed line items that 
should facilitate programming in terms of resources needed, as well as the 
allocation of expenditure between staff and office costs, operational costs and 
overheads.  The package also contains links with the IOM accounting system, 
including financial reporting, which should increase performance in the f inancial 
management of expenditure versus available budget.  The system seems 
sufficiently flexible, but requires further testing.  If properly used, it would certainly 
meet the requirements for improvement as identified by IOM staff in the 
questionnaire.  
 
A key element for an effective financial and administrative management, stressed 
in both the questionnaire and interviews, is the recruitment of capable Senior 
Administrative and Financial Officers (SAFO) as early as possible in a 
programme.  This would guarantee proper financial and administrative 
management.  It would also aid recruitment of international and local staff and the 
establishment of relevant, professional administrative and financial systems 
needed when moving from emergency to post-emergency situations.  Monitoring 
and reporting have been identified in some cases as areas still needing 
improvement.  
 
The implementation of financial and administrative systems, together with 
effective monitoring tools, does not imply that flexibility, effectiveness and rapidity 
will be adversely affected: on the contrary, poor accounting, monitoring and 
reporting often lead to more damaging situations, with wastage of time and 
resources and loss of credibility.  The management approach needs to change as 

soon as the emergency is over and post-conflict programmes are implemented.41      
 
According to the interviews, some improvement is also needed in planning and 
preparing the terms of reference for a programme’s staff positions; sometimes, 
related under-budgeting constrains recruitment at an appropriate level of 
expertise.  Standard TOR, including how to establish a funding level based on 
P and G staff categories, could be developed and added to a next revision of the 
PCRM.  The problem in keeping expert staff within IOM has been noted in the 
questionnaire.  The issue was mentioned under Section 5 and the Staffing Unit is 
exploring measures to guarantee that essential expertise is kept within the 
Organization.   
 

                                                        
41 One argument often heard is that this is not possible in either an emergency or post-conflict.  

If this is true for an immediate emergency response, it should be possible to establish a more 
responsive system after six months of operations, even if emergency conditions still prevail.  
Planning post-conflict operations while still in emergency conditions is also a way to meet the 
basic managerial requirements, especially in view of the complexity of post-conflict 
operations.  
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Lack of training in post-conflict activities was also mentioned during interviews.  
Although financial resources exist and discussions took place for implementing 
sessions, full implementation was, however, often postponed, due to:   
 

• Lack of clear assessment of staff training needs and opportunities;  

• Lack of training material (the PCRM has been published recently);  

• Lack of available trainers, due to non-availability of EPC staff or other IOM 
staff with the necessary expertise;  

• Lack of time for staff in the field. 

 
Another weakness identified in the questionnaire concerned project development, 
specifically delays in receiving either project endorsement from Headquarters or 
adequate support.  Post-conflict programmes often need rapid implementation 
and cannot absorb bureaucratic delays.  However, in order to avoid weak 
programme documents, leading to inaccurate programming and budgeting, (for 
instance as noted above regarding staffing), endorsement must be maintained.  
This situation is, however, constantly improving through regular training on project 
development; issuance of the revised Project Development Guidelines should 
facilitate the work of the field.  Specific training on post-conflict programme 
development and implementation should be again explored.  Implementation of 
the recommendation below on the role of Headquarters would also contribute to 
improvements.  
 
Fundraising may still be improved through the CAP and bilateral consultations 

with donors,42 bearing in mind that CAP’s main focus is on emergency.  In the 
early days of IOM’s involvement in post-conflict, only a few donors funded its 
programmes, but an increasing number of countries and institutions is now 
making financial contributions.  They include among others: the United States of 
America (one of IOM’s main donors for post-conflict activities), Japan, Australia, 
New Zealand, South Africa, Canada, Norway, the Netherlands, Denmark, Finland, 
Belgium, Sweden, Ireland, Italy, Germany, Switzerland, Kuwait, Portugal, the 
United Kingdom, the European Union, the World Bank and UNDP.  As 
summarized in one questionnaire: “Fundraising is a two-way approach, the field 
cannot passively expect HQ to raise funds, nor HQ can only await the field to 
carry out all the preliminary work.  There should be constant communication”.  
Another questionnaire response referred to the lack of training or information on 
fund-raising practice and options for post-conflict programmes.  A comprehensive 
strategy for IOM’s role in post-conflict, endorsed by Member States, would 
undoubtedly aid improvements, both through the CAP and bilateral contributions.  
 
Another problem mentioned was the debate between Headquarters and the field 
on the Organization’s mandate, impacting the programme development process 
and discussions with IOM’s counterparts and donors.  This should, however, be 
addressed through implementation of the recommendations made in this report 
and of the recommendation below. 
 
The EPC has been and is still in charge of post-conflict and post-emergency 
institutional management. At the beginning of 2003 and according to the budget, 
EPC was staffed with four officials, but the number decreased during the year and 
at the time of writing this report EPC functions with one official, the newly 

                                                        
42 For more information on fund-raising activities, see also Migration Initiatives - Appeal 2004, 

IOM. 
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appointed Head of EPC.  An associate expert and an employee complete the 
unit’s staff.  Four positions are still planned for 2004, but are under review as 
major restructuring took place in the Department under which EPC operates.  
This restructuring is the main reason for the report’s call for adequate allocation of 
existing resources between emergency and post-conflict.  Stronger support from 
MRFs may also be expected and should be institutionally enforced, especially for 
initiating discussions on programme implementation in their region or for follow-up 
with implementation, as is the case with any other programmes developed by 
MMS. 
 
EPC support function for the field includes project development and endorsement, 
fund-raising, implementation of adequate monitoring tools and staff training needs 
and opportunities. Apart from the support function, the staff in charge of post-
conflict should also be responsible for preparing a comprehensive strategy, 
updating it when necessary, and for reinforcing IOM’s institutional presence at 
international level.  
 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
Even if weaknesses have been identified in various fields - finance and 
administration, staff recruitment and training, programme development, 
monitoring and fund-raising - the overall situation may be considered as a 
healthy base on which more can be built.  Success relies heavily on the field’s 
response capacity.  In order to clarify Headquarters’ role and better support the 
institutional establishment of a post-conflict function in IOM, it is recommended 
to benefit from the restructuring linked to the creation of the Operations Support 
Department.  A specific focus on post-conflict would strongly contribute to 
making the necessary improvements.  A better use of MRFs’ resources should be 
actively explored for supporting IOM’s post-conflict programmes.        
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7.    SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 
 

  
 

1. All categories identified in the evaluation are relevant to IOM’s 
mandate, as established in the Constitution and subsequent Council 
Resolutions, even if sometimes the link might not appear evident, 
such as for Demobilization or Community Assistance programmes.  
Recent expansion of activities in post-conflict situations is also in 
response to international strategies and to the most recent analysis of 
migration management in such situations, including new concepts 
such as ‘stability’, ‘peace building’, ‘reconstruction’ and 
‘development’.  Some areas of activity, e.g. assistance to elections, 
property claims and capacity building in migration management, can 
be considered as secondary or separate from the immediate post-
conflict situation, while others are primary activities or implemented at 
a critical post-conflict moment.  All, however, should receive stronger 
support from Member States, to facilitate the Organization’s work and 
reinforce its credibility as a key partner. No international agency or 
partner can claim that IOM is interfering with their mandate, especially 
as IOM works very closely with the UN System, the international 
community and national partners.  

2. IOM has developed a recognized level of expertise in the various 
categories identified and has comparative advantages for 
implementing programmes rapidly, effectively and, when necessary, 
creatively.  Success is recognized not only through the various 
evaluations conducted, but also internally.  Identified weaknesses 
should be addressed when developing the strategy, particularly those 
for protecting target groups, institutional image and procedures, 
official recognition, maintaining an adequate level of expertise, 
lessons learned through evaluations and active participation in the 
post-conflict debate.      
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Recommendations 
 
1. Development of a more detailed strategy focussing on post-conflict 

that includes a gender component, takes into account the link with 
IOM’s mandate (as discussed in the evaluation), may be widely shared 
and contribute to the debate among IOM Member States, is 
recommended.  A presentation promoting the complementary nature 
of IOM’s programmes with those of the UN and international 
community partners, and the collaborative measures for avoiding 
duplication may also be useful in clarifying IOM’s role and in making it 
more effective.  This would facilitate the international community’s 
recognition of IOM as a main partner in various fields of operation, 
assist the Organization to define and systemize its future programmes 
and support its collaborative and fund-raising efforts.  It would also be 
a useful framework for the PCRM and improve IOM field staff’s 
understanding of the Organization’s role and, accordingly, their 
support of its involvement. 

2. When revising the strategy for IOM’s Post-conflict programmes, 
clarification is required as to what elements are to be included in Post-
emergency in IOM.  The concept could even be excluded, as most 
programmes following natural disasters are in fact emergency 
activities. In the same way, the Programme and Budget Document’s 
reference to ‘Post-emergency Movement Assistance’ for processing 
Australia-bound migrants should be deleted.  

3. In developing IOM’s post-conflict strategy, the Organization should 
include in annex an analysis of financial figures and plans for 
maintaining an appropriate level of expertise and supporting IOM’s 
programmes institutionally and internationally.  This is especially 
advisable now that IOM’s contribution is increasingly recognized as 
significant and being in accordance with key principles and 
components of the international community’s post-conflict strategies.  
IOM currently responds effectively to demands, without cost 
increases, and fulfils its role as a service organization.  This 
recommendation does not necessarily imply a budget increase, as 
better use of resources may first be explored, including the use of 
MRFs, but flexibility and creativity also have their limits.  

4. Even if weaknesses have been identified in various fields - finance and 
administration, staff recruitment and training, programme 
development, monitoring and fund-raising - the overall situation may 
be considered as a healthy base on which more can be built.  Success 
relies heavily on the field’s response capacity.  In order to clarify 
Headquarters’ role and better support the institutional establishment 
of a post-conflict function in IOM, it is recommended to benefit from 
the restructuring linked to the creation of the Operations Support 
Department.  A specific focus on post-conflict would strongly 
contribute to making the necessary improvements.  A better use of 
MRFs’ resources should be actively explored for supporting IOM’s 
post-conflict programmes.  
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Terms of Reference 
 
 

EVALUATION OF IOM’S POST-EMERGENCY AND POST-CONFLICT  

STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMMES 

__________________________________ 
 
 
1.   Background 
 

Since 1994/1995, IOM has been implementing programmes and projects in post-
emergency, post-conflict or post-crisis situations, sometimes requiring high 
budgets and complex and sensitive operations.  Contrary to emergency 
assistance that has been part of the core functions of the Organization since its 
creation in 1950, this type of operation is relatively recent in IOM.  
 
This new trend represents an important expansion of IOM's field of activity and 
mandate, including concepts such as peace building, demobilization, population 
stabilizations, community assistance, resettlement, return and reintegration and, 
to a lesser extent, rehabilitation, reconstruction and development. Post-
emergency and post-conflict assistance, together with emergencies, is managed 
and/or supervised by EPC (Emergency and Post-Conflict), a specific unit at 
Headquarters.  
 
Activities implemented in post-conflict situations also raised questions among 
some IOM Member States as to IOM's role and mandate, which influences the 
perception that IOM is an important actor in post-emergency and post-conflict 
operations.  A revised policy paper on the Role of IOM in Emergency and Post-
conflict Situations, MC/INF/260, was presented in November 2002 at the IOM 
Council Session, highlighting the strategy and main areas of activity.  An internal 
evaluation can, however, provide a more detailed analysis of IOM’s overall policy 
and strategy, recommendations on IOM internal management, a response to 
some of the unanswered questions - in particular about IOM’s mandate - and an 
objective analysis of IOM's role as an implementing agency and key partner of the 
international community.   
 
 

2.  Objectives of the Evaluation 
 

The main objective of the evaluation is: 
 
To identify areas of activity in post–emergency and post-conflict situations where 
IOM has developed and is building expertise and best practices, to evaluate their 
relevance to IOM’s mandate and to analyse the internal synergies and 
requirements to improve the Organization’s overall response and performance.  
 
  
 
More specifically, the evaluation will: 
 
- establish a brief categorization of the different types of programmes and 

projects implemented in post-emergency and post-conflict situations, and 
their common trends; 
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- identify areas of activity that have been successful, as well as weak areas, 
and highlight where IOM’s expertise has been proven or is emerging;  

 
- evaluate the relevance of IOM’s overall policy and strategy and of each 

category previously identified, to the mandate of the Organization; 
 
- assess the effectiveness and global performance in implementing 

programmes and projects, including co-ordination with other partners, and 
identify critical constraints which need to be addressed; 

 
- analyse internal administrative and financial management at Headquarters 

and in the field, including fundraising activities and staff recruitment and 
training; 

 
- make recommendations to improve IOM’s policy and strategic approaches 

and its institutional setting and instruments, in order to better support and 
promote the Organization’s relevant expertise and best practices  in 
identified areas;  

 
- briefly analyse the impact of IOM’s programmes and projects on the target 

population and migration management. 
 
In no case will the evaluation make a detailed analysis of the performance and 
success of each operation in that field, as the success or failure of each 
programme or project also depends on many external factors, for instance 
security.  Internal and external evaluations of IOM post-emergency and post-
conflict programmes in different areas and regions are available for reference.   
 
 

3.   Methodology 
 

As this exercise intends to use a process and thematic evaluation approach, the 
methodology will mainly consist of an extensive documentation review and 
analysis.  As mentioned above, a representative number of internal and external 
evaluations have already been conducted on specific post-conflict and post-
emergency programmes and projects and they will be used as ‘case studies’. 
 
In addition, the documentation review will cover: 
 
- official documentation prepared for the IOM Governing Bodies sessions, as 

well as the IOM Constitution; 

- internal strategy papers and guidelines; 

- programme and project documents and activity reports; 

- external documentation on post-emergency and post-conflict situations, in 
particular from the UN System (UNOCHA, UNDP, UNHCR) and the World 
Bank; 

- any other documentation relating to programmes and projects dealing with 
post-emergency and post-conflict operations. 

  
In addition to the documentation review, interviews will be conducted with IOM 
staff who implemented and managed such programmes and projects, or who 
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have been tasked to provide technical support, in particular EPC.  Interviews with 
IOM Senior Staff at Headquarters and in the Field will also be organized. 
 
 

4.   Resources and Timing 
 

The costs for the evaluation - which should be minimal since no travel is planned - 
will be borne by the Office of the Inspector General.  A draft report should be 
made available for comments by 15 December 2003.  
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INTERVIEWS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 
Interviews 

The list below includes IOM staff who managed or are still managing post-
emergency/post-conflict operations and who answered the written questionnaire. A total 
of 16 staff was requested to fill-up the questionnaire and 13 replied, which represents a 
good level of feedback. The staff selected for completing it is still working in IOM and 
has been/is in charge of managing the overall post-conflitct operation. Operations 
officers or programme manager assistants were not contacted not being involved in the 
development and negotiations of the operations. Staff not having managed post-conflict 
operations or having only covered emergencies was not contacted.      
 
Lupoli Pasquale, Director Operations Support Department, IOM Headquarters 

Boasso Marco, Head Emergency and Post-Conflict Division, Operations Support  
  Department, IOM Headquarters 

Grondin Danielle, Director Migration Health Service, IOM Headquarters 

Sarmad Ovais, Director Resources Management Department, IOM Headquarters 

Bernal Rogelio, Head Staffing Unit, Human Resources Management, IOM 
  Headquarters 

Kaag Sigrid, Chief Donor Relations Division, IOM Headquarters (also includes a 
  written contribution) 

Azkoul Clarissa, Donor Relations Officer, Donor Relations Division, IOM Headquarters  

Hutchinson Maria, Head Staff Development and Training Unit, IOM Headquarters 

Giordano Nicoletta, Head Assisted Voluntary Returns and Integration Service, 
  Migration   Management Services, IOM Headquarters  

 

Hyde Bill, Head Project Tracking Unit, IOM Manila 
Dall’Oglio Luca, IOM Permanent Observer to the UN, IOM New York 

Gascon Christopher, Chief of Mission, IOM Serbia & Montenegro 

Beltrand Diego, Chief of Mission, IOM Colombia 

Danziger Richard, Chief of Mission, IOM Afghanistan 

Tavolaj Mario, Chief of Mission, IOM Côte d’Ivoire 

Terzi Davide, Chief of Mission, IOM Georgia 

Müssig Gunther, Chief of Mission, IOM Guatemala 

Busatti Maurizio, Chief of Mission, IOM Albania 

Scott Richard, Chief of Mission, IOM Iraq 

King Pierre, Chief of Mission, IOM Guinea 

Van der Aalst Joost, Chief of Mission, IOM Azerbaijan 

Rostiaux Stéphane, Programme Officer, Congo 

Soda Federico, Programme Officer, IOM Bosnia & Herzegovina   
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EVALUATION OF IOM POST-EMERGENCY AND POST-CONFLICT STRATEGY 
AND PROGRAMMES  

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 
 

The objective of the questionnaire is to gather information from IOM staff who 
developed and managed or are still managing IOM post-emergency/post-conflict 
activities. The overall objective of the evaluation is :  
 
To identify areas of activity in post–emergency and post-conflict situations where IOM 
has developed and is building expertise and best practices, to evaluate their relevance 
to IOM’s mandate and to analyse the internal synergies and requirements to improve 
the Organization’s overall response and performance.  
 
Detailed Terms of Reference are sent together with the Questionnaire for further 
information on the evaluation exercise.  
 
Your replies to this short questionnaire are important in order to highlight best 
practices, weaknesses, existing potential for new areas of operations based on 
concrete experiences, as well as problems encountered in the definition of roles 
between national and international partners, including for fundraising activities 
(UN Agencies, Governments, NGOs…). Most of the questions are open questions 
as your comments and points of view are of major relevance for that type of 
evaluation. The answers will be kept confidential.  
 
I thank you in advance for your contribution. 
 

 
 

1. To which category(ies) did/do the post-emergency/post-conflict project(s) that 
you implemented/are implementing belong (the following list is based on the 
description of post-emergency activities contained in the Programme and 
Budget for 2004): 

 
--- Demobilisation, Return and Reintegration 
--- Community Assistance Initiatives 

      --- Community Governance Initiatives 
      ---  Return and Reintegration of Refugees and rejected Asylum 
Seekers 
      --- Assistance to IDPs 
      --- Emergency preparedness 
      --- Land rehabilitation – property management 
      --- Psychological rehabilitation for displaced victims 
      --- Medical Evacuation and Health Rehabilitation 
           
      --- Others: …… 
 

- Did/do you agree to consider the project(s) as Post-Emergency/Post-Conflict 
activities? Briefly explain: 
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- Did/Do you identify weaknesses/problems in the projects that 
should be addressed by the evaluation in order to improve the project overall 
performance, and consequently IOM image (it could be for the implementation 
strategy both from Headquarters and Field perspective, relationship with 
partners, project development, budget preparation, sustainability…)?   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- What were/are the projects that you identified as successful not 
only for IOM, but also for the beneficiaries and/or partners? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. For all categories above, do you consider that there is a close link with IOM’s 
mandate? 

 
 
 
 

- Do you think that the question of the mandate is not essential in the decision 
for implementation as IOM is in fact responding to the requests of donors 
(some of them being Member States) and international community? 

 
 
 
 
 

- Do you think that the success of a project and/or of a past 
experiences is sufficient to justify the programme even if the link with IOM’s 
mandate is not clear? 
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3. How do you rate Headquarters support for fundraising activities for Post-
Emergency/Post-conflict programmes?  (1= Adequate support;  2= poor 
support;  3= no support) 

 
1.      2.       3. 

 
- MRF(s) support? (mention which MRF(s))     1.     2.      3. 

 
 
 

- UN support through consolidated appeal process?    1.     2.     3.  
 
 
 
 
 

4. Are the existing standard procedures for Project Development and 
monitoring, including financial reporting, appropriate to Post-emergency/Post 
conflict activities? Briefly explain. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Which Department(s)/Service(s)/unit(s) at Headquarters should ‘handle’ Post-
Emergency/Post-Conflict activities (handle implies project endorsement, 
technical support, promotion of the activity, etc.)?  
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FEEDBACK FROM THE FIELD 
 
 

Sixteen staff were requested to complete the questionnaire, of which thirteen replied, a 
good level of feedback. The staff selected were still working in IOM and have 
experience of being responsible for managing overall post-conflict and post-emergency 
operations. Operations officers and programme manager assistants were not 
contacted, not being involved in the development and negotiation of the programmes.  
Equally, staff not having managed post-conflict programmes or having only covered 
emergencies, were also not contacted.    

 
Question 1   

 
Categorization 
 
Concerning the categories listed, of the 13 replies, eight respondents 
implemented programmes in five or more categories out of the nine listed. Only 
five implemented programmes in less than four categories. The most common 
categories are demobilization, community assistance, community governance, 
return and reintegration (including one case of return of qualified nationals), 
assistance to IDPs and medical or psychological assistance and health 
rehabilitation. Land rehabilitation/property management is mentioned on three 
occasions, emergency preparedness on two and assistance to elections on one 
case.  Under the category ‘others’, two cases refer to specific programmes for 
peace building and national reconciliation and in one case to a Third Country 
National camp management and to a compensation programme for victims of 
human rights violations. 
 
Post-emergencyt/Post-conflict 
 
All respondees agreed to listing the programmes under ‘post-conflict’, some 
questioning the relevance of ‘post-emergency', as this concept was  poorly 
defined in the international humanitarian and development terminology.  In two 
cases the suggestion was made to consider calling them ‘transition’ programmes 
and in one case ‘stabilization’ programmes, in connection with the concept of 
population stabilization within IOM’s mandate.  For some programmes, the 
concept of ‘state-building’ should be applied, focusing more strongly on 
development than emergency.  In one case, it was commented that 
implementation of the demobilization programme started seven years after the 
signature of the peace agreement, showing that it is hard to make a reliable 
estimate of the likely duration of a post-conflict period. 
 
 
Weaknesses to be Addressed 
 
Four cases referred to lack of institutional or strategic building based on 
experience:  

• by not adequately using lessons learned from past experiences (including 
not implementing more evaluations, especially in view of the programmes’ 
complexity);  

• by not utilising the accumulated experience of IOM staff in the field.  
 
Three responses referred to Headquarters’ weak support, Headquarters’ lack of 
field perspective in its analysis, or more generally to difficulties related to 
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diverging views on programme implementation. Gaps in fund-raising was 
mentioned in three cases.  A series of comments were also made on the lack of 
exit strategy (an IOM responsibility), lack of sustainability of IOM’s programmes 
(IOM’s and donors’ responsibility) and lack of global strategy impacting the 
transition from emergency to post-conflict and from post-conflict to development. 
There were two specific comments: on IOM’s weak institutional relationship with 
key partners, in particular the UN, leading to ‘constant struggle and unfair 
competition’ and IOM staff’s lack of awareness of protection issues for the target 
groups.  
       
Projects Identified as Successful 
 
Concerning the projects identified as successful, not only for IOM, but also for the 
beneficiaries, ten respondents consider the demobilization/disarmament 
programmes as successful (bearing in mind that some respondents did not 
manage other programmes).  Projects for assistance to IDPs, reintegration of 
returnees or peace building and national reconciliation were also mentioned.  
Community assistance for population stabilization was mentioned in six cases: as 
summarized by one respondent: “Complex question, which would require an 
analysis of the perspectives of the various stakeholders, which often do not 
coincide. Also, every program has its rationale rooted in local circumstances, 
often unique. What makes sense in a country does not necessarily imply 
duplication elsewhere. The above notwithstanding, […] the programs most 
successful were those contributing to the solidification of an environment of peace 
and national reconciliation, conducive to longer-term recovery and development. 
Here DDR programs have key role in political and social terms, and truly 
represent a unique area of expertise. Also, IOM’s work with local municipalities to 
recreating minimal conditions/services for return of displaced persons and 
refugees are of the utmost relevance, in so far as benefits are largely shared in 
the community”.  
 
One respondent considers the programmes implemented as successful but only 
in the short term.  Lack of a long-term strategy can create problems, damaging 
the success of the implementation.  Another respondent considered the return of 
asylum seekers as unsuccessful, without giving reasons.  The three remaining 
respondents stated that success depended on many factors, including the 
managers’ performance; in two cases, projects are still continuing and thus no 
conclusions can be drawn at this stage. 
 
 

Question 2  
 

Link with IOM’s Mandate 
 
Six respondents do not question the link, as their programmes target populations 
falling under IOM’s mandate (IDPs, returnees, refugees) and they are working for 
population stabilization in order to avoid additional forced movements/migration. 
One considers that the problem is not connected to the mandate, but rather the 
“proximity with other agencies that have positioned themselves in the same field 
[…] or are perceived as having a competitive advantage over IOM”. Six 
respondents consider that there is a link with IOM’s mandate but sometimes that 
link is “soft” or more “attenuated”, for instance in property or demobilization 
issues.  Two respondents among the six consider that the link with IOM’s 
mandate is also justified by accrued experience, one of them not referring to a 
“mandate” but to “regular programmes” for IOM, “without need of further 
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justification”.  One respondent does not feel that the demobilization programmes 
are appropriate to IOM’s mandate. 
 
Is Mandate Important for Project Implementation or is Donor’s Request 
Sufficient 
 
One respondent felt that the mandate should guide our decision and is “more 
relevant than never”.  Five respondents do not consider the mandate as essential, 
if the programmes are implemented at the donors’ request (many of them being 
Member States, or being major international organizations such as the UN or 
World Bank), if they are implemented at the request of benefiting countries which 
are IOM’s Member States, or simply if they fit into the IOM’s overall country 
strategy and the host country’s needs and priorities.  Five respondents consider 
that the mandate is important, but should not be the only factor considered.  
Migration management being a broad concept, flexibility and creativity (IOM’s 
specific strengths) should be maintained.  Experience shows that flexibility has 
opened new areas of activity, now closely linked to migration management.  Two 
respondents think that IOM should, however, also pay attention to the question of 
the mandate in order to protect IOM’s credibility as a key partner of the 
international community and to receive stronger support, particularly from the UN 
System.  In two cases, the respondents felt it should be examined on a 
case-by-case basis. 
 
Do Success and Past Experience Justify Activity 
 
To the question of whether success and past experience justify an operation, 
even if the link with the mandate is unclear, four respondents agreed. However, 
one stated the need of a consensus among donors and the government assisted 
on IOM’s operation, and another stated that with good records the question of the 
mandate is often left aside. Five answered negatively, considering that it is useful 
but not sufficient, many other factors having to be taken into account besides 
success and past experience.  Some also pointed out that expertise is more 
important than experience.  Past experiences are useless if internal capacity is 
not maintained.  Four did not express an opinion, saying that it should be 
examined on a case-by-case basis.   
 

 
Question 3 
 

Support Received 
 

In terms of support received from Headquarters, MRFs and the UN System 
respectively, only twelve respondents answered the question; staff having 
implemented projects before the creation of the MRFs did not comment on MRF 
support. 
 

• Of twelve respondents, seven consider Headquarters support as adequate, 
four as poor and one had not received support; 

• Of ten respondents, four consider MRF support as adequate and two as 
poor.  Two cases noted ‘no support’ and two others gave varying levels for 
different MRFs; 

• Of eleven respondents, five consider UN support as adequate, five as poor 
and one as non-existent. 
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Reasons for a bad rating were sometimes given, e.g. the lack of institutional 
recognition of IOM for adequate UN support, delays in endorsing projects at 
Headquarters, or confusion over the different participants in IOM (inside 
Headquarters, or MRF’s role versus Headquarters).   
 
 
 

Question 4 
 

Standard Project Development and Monitoring Procedures 
 

On the question if existing standard procedures for project development and 
monitoring are appropriate, five consider them appropriate, in two cases noting 
constant improvements compared to the situation prevailing some years ago; two 
commented that they sometimes have to be adapted to the donors’ requests; 
three respondents consider them partially adequate, in one case monitoring 
procedures being unclear and in two cases financial reporting being questioned. 
One respondent considers, however, that it is not the financial procedures 
themselves that are inadequate, but the IOM policy regarding the early 
deployment of Senior Administrative and Finance Officers.  Three respondents 
answered negatively, one because of the lack of flexibility, the other stating that 
there is in fact no institutional approach, the Organisation relying mainly on the 
country mission’s capacity; the last respondent felt the lack of knowledge of 
existing procedures left too much latitude for inadequate actions. Two 
respondents did not answer the question.  Among the answers received, two 
respondents referred to the overhead: in one case it was considered too high and 
in the other  the suggestion was made of using a lower overhead, but applied to 
the overall budget. The figure of 12 per cent in the budget appears expensive and 
donors do not necessarily note that it is only calculated on Staff and Office costs, 
an IOM practice. 

 
Question 5 
 

Which Department/Service/Unit Should Handle Post-conflict 
 

Concerning the question of which Department/Service/Unit should handle post-
conflict activities, nine respondents consider that EPC should continue to handle 
it. Two of them proposed a closer link between DGO and EPC, due to the high-
level interest for such activities.  One respondent stated that EPC should be less 
selective and not focus only on countries with a high potential of fund release. 
One respondent suggested separating Emergency and Post-conflict, Emergency 
being ‘reactive’ while Post-conflict is forward-looking and linked to state and 
community building. Three respondents did not answer the question.    

   
 
 
 
      

 
 


