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About SPARK
Founded in 1994 at the University of Amsterdam, SPARK is an independent international
development organisation. SPARK develops higher education and entrepreneurship to
empower young, ambitious people to lead their conflict-affected societies into prosperity.
SPARK believes that sustainable economic growth is essential for poverty alleviation. Creating
jobs for youth and women in conflict affected societies and enabling a climate for youth and
women to improve their socioeconomic position, are central to this vision.
Through job creation, entrepreneurship promotion and the advocacy for an enabling business
environment, SPARK aims to diminish the potential for conflict. We give special attention to
marginalised groups, including women, returning refugees and internally displaced people
(IDPs).
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Executive Summary
The Migrant Entrepreneurship Programme (MEP) started in 2014 and has been implemented in
6 countries; Surinam, Ghana, Morocco, Somalia, Afghanistan, Iraqi Kurdistan (KRG), and
Surinam, of which the latter three are focus countries. The overall goal is to “Promot[e] circular
migration/brain gain so that migrants who live in the Netherlands increasingly contribute to
development in their countries of origin and to work towards sustainability of interventions by
strengthening migrant organizations from target countries in the Netherlands as well as partner
BSO’s and FI’s, and governments in these target countries “.
The main objective of this final evaluation was to capture and document the main lessons
learned from this programme. Lessons that can be taken up in SPARK’s learning agenda for
future and current interventions. The objective was met using a mixed method approach,
conducting a desk research and key informant interviews with SPARK staff, implementing
partners, and beneficiaries.
From a policy perspective using return of diaspora entrepreneurs as a channel for job creation
and economic development in the country of origin has lost its relevance. One of the main
reasons, which relate to the effectiveness and efficiency, is that the upfront investments in
recruitment and selection give relatively low returns. SPARK has righteously changed the
programme focus to local and already returned aspiring entrepreneurs.
From the perspective of the beneficiaries the programme was overall deemed very relevant.
The trainings to diaspora organisations, FIs, and BSOs were tailor made and therefore found
relevant. The training for the aspiring entrepreneurs was at times found too generic, a more
tailor-made and cultural context specific training would add to the relevance of the trainings.
Also, not all components of the support trajectory – training, coaching, business plan, market
research, finance - was found relevant.
The programme performed very well on the output indicators, but the on the outcome and the
overall goal of creating jobs and contributing to economic development. The effectiveness has
been hampered by external and internal factors, but arguably the targets themselves were set
too ambitious for the three years the programme lasted and the relatively small pool of
diaspora entrepreneurs. External factors include the social and economic fragility of especially
Afghanistan and Iraqi Kurdistan, unfamiliarity of some returnees with country of origin, Internal
factors include staff turnover, the many relations with partners that had to be established and
managed, delays incurred with setting up in-country support structures, and the suboptimal
orchestrated outreach campaign to the diaspora in the Netherlands.
Many activities were not adequately provided for in the budget. On some output and outcome
targets the programme achieved good results, looking at the overall goal – job creation and
contribution to economic development – the programme has been cost inefficient as the
upfront costs have been relatively high whereas only relatively few entrepreneurs have been
supported. SPARK has made accurate reallocation of the budget as the activities were unevenly
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spread. Inadequate staffing and the outsourcing of many activities have also caused
inefficiencies.
The programme however did make a difference for the aspiring entrepreneurs, diaspora
organisations, governments, FIs, and BSOs. Aspiring entrepreneurs learned to think about their
endeavours more strategically by following the steps in the trajectory. The jobs created do
provide families with a livelihood. The organisation and institutions that received capacity
building training were able to professionalize and expand their services.
The programme’s investments in building partnership and enhancing their capacity will have a
lasting impact for SPARK, as they will maintain this network of relations, especially in the focus
countries. There were also spin-offs resulting from the programme, such as an incubator centre
in Somalia. The programme also contributed to a discourse of entrepreneurship; it got people
to talk about setting up a business and put entrepreneurship on the agendas of government
agencies, FIs and BSOs.
No attempt has been made to secure funding beyond those three years. The sustainability is
ensured through the network of partners that SPARK will continue to work with in the focus
countries. However, there are no systems in place to monitor the sustainability of businesses
supported through the programme beyond the three years. Sustainability is to some degree
established by networking the businesses, so the can consult with each other for support.
The evaluation resulted in a long list of recommendations and lessons learned. The key
recommendations and lessons learned, include enhancement of programme design and target
setting by incorporating learning from other similar projects, prior scoping studies in to target
group, including local expertise. A more focused portfolio of countries would enhance the
efficiency, relevance, and effectiveness of such a programme. Make provisions for adequate
staffing, including more management staff and in-house capacity to train and coach.
It should maintain the flexibility to adjust programme design and targets. Consider different
programme designs by 1) making implementation chain shorter, so that upfront costs will be
less, 2) including successful elements such as the incubator centre and access to finance, and 3)
focus on local businesses, links local business with diaspora, and diaspora with Dutch
companies that want to do business in countries of origin. The trajectory would more effective
by including mentoring, and have a tailor made and country specific approach. More provisions
should be made to ensure sustainability of the intervention.

6

Introduction
There has been much enthusiasm in policy circles for the potential of return migration as a
channel for development from the 90’ies onwards. Return migrants can potentially contribute
to development in their countries of origin by starting up businesses. The rationale is that they
bring in money, transfer skills and knowledge, and through their business create jobs and
contribute to economic development. The Migrant Entrepreneurship Programme implemented
by SPARK between 2014-2016 fits within that policy framework.
The programme itself had a predecessor implemented by IntEnt. IntEnt implemented a host of
programmes aiming at supporting (return) migrants, including “enterprising migrants”. That
programme started in 1997 with Surinam, Ghanaian, Turkish, and Moroccan diaspora; the
country selection changed slightly during the years. Between 1996 and 2011, 400-500 returnees
successfully established businesses through that programme.1 In 2013 IntEnt went bankrupt
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs approached SPARK to tender in order to fill the gap left by
IntEnt.
MEP initial programme proposal hinges on three principles.
First, to strengthen the capacity and improve business services of partnering Business Support
Organizations (BSO‟s) and financial services of partnering Financial Institutions (FI‟s) and
relevant government institutions in target countries as well as NL partner migrant
organisations. Second, to increase economic development in countries of origin through
supporting migrant entrepreneurs to start enterprises in the countries of origin, so creating
new jobs. Thirdly, to support existing migrant SMEs in NL to start a branch or sister facility or
form a joint venture in their country of origin, so creating new jobs.
The MEP will not continue into another phase, nor will the return migration, entrepreneurship,
and development nexus be continued as a policy frame at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This
report is the final evaluation of the Migrant Entrepreneurship Programme. The report is
structured as follows, the next section discusses the objectives and methodology for this
evaluation, the section thereafter present the findings, and the last section discusses the
lessons learned and recommendations.

1

See Feitscher, Ch. (2012)
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Objectives and Methodology
The objectives of this evaluation were to,
1) collect and document lessons learned and recommendations using DAC evaluation
criteria,
2) to evaluate programme components that have been implemented after the mid-term
evaluation.
3) Revisit mid-term evaluation and identify possible evaluation gaps.
The main objective of this final evaluation was to capture and document the main lessons
learned from this programme. Lessons that can be taken up in SPARKS learning agenda for
future and current interventions. SPARK’s core activity is to support entrepreneurship in fragile
and conflict affected states; hence the focus of this evaluation will be on Iraqi Kurdistan,
Somalia, and Afghanistan.
The objective was met through a desk research and key-informant interviews. Given the very
limited time, the evaluation was qualitative in nature and the sample frame was not tied to a
certain sample size, but rather covering types of stakeholders in the programme through a
convenience sampling of 1) experts, 2) key programme staff of SPARK, 3) key staff other
implementing partners, 4) beneficiaries.
The sample of key-informants was limited, the findings are therefore indicative (and not
representative) and anecdotal. However, many of the lessons learned are synthesized from the
programme documents and mid-term evaluation, many of the lessons learned articulated by
the interviewees were confirmed in the desk review.
A. The desk research consisted of:
1. Project documents to be reviewed
a. Programme proposal
b. Log frame / activity plan
c. Scoping studies
d. Progress / activity reports
e. Templates of business plan assessments
f. Templates of due diligence assessment of partners
g. Monitoring and MIS data
h. Feedback forms
i. Annual Reports
j. Partner agreements
2. Secondary resources
a. Mid term evaluation of MEP of April 2016
b. Evaluation Reports similar Programmes (eg. Temporary Return of Qualified
Nationals / Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration)
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B. Semi structured key-informant interviews
Type
1. Beneficiaries

Capacity
- Diaspora Entrepreneur KRG,
- Diaspora Entrepreneur SOM,
- Diaspora Organisation KRG
- Africa House SOM

Number of Interviews
4

2. Key programme staff SPARK

- Programme Manager
- M and E Manager
- Director SPARK
- Managers in country offices (KRG,
Somalia)
- Local coach SOM
- Local coach AFG
- Scholar / evaluator

6

3. Other implementing partners
4. Subject Expert
Total

2
1
13
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MEP
MEP was implemented in six countries, of which Somalia, Iraqi Kurdistan, and Afghanistan were
qualified as intense support countries. The MEP is built on three pillars, 1) capacity building of
BSOs, FIs, diaspora organisations, and financial institutions, 2) support to diaspora
entrepreneurs that want to set up a business in the country of origin, 3) support existing
business in the Netherlands to start a franchise or sister business in country of origin. In
accordance with these three pillars, the following results chain was developed.2

Figure 1 Result Chain

The year 2014 was mostly used to roll out the programme, i.e. making upfront investments in
building partnerships, creating an effective program management and promoting the
programme among the diaspora of the different countries. In the following years the focus

2

This formulation is taken from the progress report
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shifted towards supporting entrepreneurs in the country of origin, first with diaspora
entrepreneurs, then also with local entrepreneurs.
The capacity building (result chain 1) was done with diaspora organisations in the Netherlands,
such as Kurdistan in Business (KiB), DutchSom (Somalian), and BeLink (Afghan). Most of these
diaspora organisations received training in 2015. A second group were Financial Institutions and
Business Serice Providers in the countries of origin, including the Chambers of Commerce in
KRG, Financial Institutions in Somalia (Amalbank) and KRG (Directorate for Small Funds).The FIs
and BSOs received training in 2015 and 2016.
Scoping studies into markets and business opportunities were conducted for Somalia
(Somaliland, Puntland and Mogadishu), Iraqi Kurdistan, Ghana and Surinam and assessments
made of potential partner BSOs, FIs and government departments.
Result 2 and 3
The training for entrepreneurs originally entailed 4 training sessions. The training content
consisted of introduction to entrepreneurship, business plan writing, financial management,
and marketing. In 2016 the training sessions were scaled to 5, so as to include a session to work
on their individual business plans. At the end of the training sessions, the trainees were pitching
their business plans in front of a professional jury. Based on their assessment and feedback,
those who were selected received further support by means of coaching and (financial) support
to conduct a market research in their country of origin.
In the last two years, and especially the last year, the programme included local entrepreneurs
and already returned diaspora entrepreneurs in Somalia, KRG, and Afghanistan. SPARK
organised a similar trajectory in the countries of origin, including training, coaching, and market
research.
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Findings
This section discusses the findings with regards to the relevance/appropriateness, efficiency,
effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. Below is an infographic that shows the total numbers
of businesses supported (includes businesses created, coached, and trained), jobs created, and
organisations supported through training. These are the outcome indicators of the overall
objective of ‘job creation and contribution to economic development in the countries of origin’.

Figure 2 Results (2014-2016) businesses supported, jobs created, and organisations supported in MEP

Relevance / Appropriateness
One key-informant referred to the MEP programme as ‘old policy’. With recent influx of
refugees the policy frame at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has shifted from supporting aspiring
returnees to interventions aimed at, on the one hand, keeping migrants at bay by programmes
that support local economic development (see LEAD) and on the other hand integration in the
Netherlands.
Also, one KI postulated, after years of experience with the type of programming it turns out
that overall the upfront investments needed to recruit people from the diaspora don’t
outweigh the benefits in terms of job creation and contribution to economic development in
country of origins. In other words, if local economic development is the aim development
money could be more appropriately spent supporting aspiring entrepreneurs in country of
origin. SPARK righteously refocused its programming on already returned diaspora and local
entrepreneurs in the course of the implementation.
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SPARKs organizational goals are to support entrepreneurship and create jobs to diminish the
potential for conflict in fragile and conflict affected states. If one takes in to consideration Not
all programme countries, i.e. Ghana, Surinam, and Morocco were found relevant to SPARKs
organizational goals.
Even though the type of programming has lost relevance from a policy perspective, the midterm evaluation found that the programme was deemed very relevant by all parties involved,
including BSOs, FIs, entrepreneurs, and government agencies alike. Many KI undescribed the
potential of the programme, as people either do want to help in their country of origin, to
return at some point, or see business opportunities in their country of origin. Moreover a
beneficiary relayed that a business support trajectory and learning what it means to set up a
business step by step was very relevant to an aspiring entrepreneur like himself.
The training of aspiring entrepreneurs is a relatively technical trajectory, whereas the choice to
return is also very personal and socially embedded. In the in-take interviews aspiring
entrepreneurs have been questioned about their personal motivation, but there has been no
further personal or social support. There were different views on whether such a programme
should be business service oriented and support aspiring entrepreneurs that have an immanent
drive to start a business or should also contain a personal and psychological support trajectory.
Zooming in on the different components of the programme, the training was generally found
relevant. The trainings were appropriate in terms of content and length. It could be made more
relevant if the diversity of the group in terms of levels of experience, professional backgrounds,
cultural background, and knowledge was addressed. The level of the training was found more
appropriate for start-up entrepreneurs than entrepreneurs with experience or existing
business. The training could be more focused on doing business in countries of origin by tuning
into cultural contexts. For instance, as has been done with the Moroccan participants, by their
demand they were grouped together and received country specific information already during
the trainings. Moreover, the trainings were in Dutch, which was according to for some aspiring
diaspora entrepreneurs was difficult to follow.
The trajectory was the same for everyone, some exceptions were made on personal demand.
The diversity of the group was also reflected in the diversity of needs. For instance, market
research was more relevant to Somali entrepreneurs, whereas support with business
registration was more relevant to diaspora entrepreneurs from KRG. The relevance of business
plans was contested by another KI, he claimed that many entrepreneurs did not have the skills
or knowledge to produce a good business plan. Moreover, doing market research was not
deemed relevant by some, because they would rely on social network for market information.
Access to finance, was for very relevant to young entrepreneurs who have less resources
themselves.
Sayed Consultancy in Afghanistan made the coaching trajectory completely demand based and
included services such as corporate branding.
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On the one hand the relevance of some indicators was questioned by some KI. Firstly, Somalia,
Afghanistan, and KRG have largely informal economies. Indicators of number of contracted
employees may not be the most appropriate to measure job creation, since informal labour is
the norm. Another example is the number of business plans submitted, many entrepreneurs
didn’t see the use of or had difficulties writing a thorough business plan. On the other hand, the
programme has been relevant for skill transfer, inspiration, acquaintance with different ways of
working, i.e. intangible results that are not measured by the outcome indicators.
The mid-term evaluation found that the capacity building component did not need
improvements. Also, the final evaluation found that the capacity building component were
found relevant. Also the Directorate for Small Funds fund in KRG received training from a
trainer from Amsterdam, the content was on their demand and tailor-made, and therefore
found relevant.
Effectiveness
Effectiveness measures the extent the objectives were attained. Not all intended targets were
met in the three-year (see Figure 3), even though the mid-term evaluation found that MEP was
“firmly on track, especially with regards to result 1 and 3”. There were many factors hampering
the effectiveness of the program that can be separated into external factors, internal factors,
and the target setting itself.
The overview of indicators below (figure 3) shows that the programme has overperformed on
several output results, but did not lead to a good performance on outcome results. This
supports the argument that the programme has not been effective in terms of return (outcome
results) on investment (output results). It should also be noted that there a quite some
differences between the countries. The results are not spread evenly, whereas Somalia,
Surinam, and KRG have relatively good results, Afghanistan and Ghana have few results. Also
some the results of some indicators are achieved in one country solely. It should be mentioned
that not all partners have reported their results, not even all indicators are in this overview, but
this gives a fair indication however.
The low returns are seemingly part of this type of programmes. In comparison, in 2009, the
IntEnt “enterprising migrants” programme had 1605 information requests, with 614 interested
migrant entrepreneurs an intake interview was conducted, out of which 250 received training
and 205 conducted an in-country market study, and eventually only 52 businesses started. The
targets were probably to be ambitious given the small pool of diaspora entrepreneurs. One KI
stated that even if SPARK had done everything right and if there were no external factors
hampering the effectiveness, the programme would still not have achieved its goals.

14

Figure 3 Selection of input and output indicators for 2014-2016 (as of 31-03-2017). The progress bar contains the target number
(small) and the actual result (big) and next to it the numbers have been split out by country. This data is not complete

Monitoring serves a learning and an accountability purpose. The absence of some monitoring
data did not prevent learning and making adjustments to the programme. The reasons for
delays in reporting are believed to have been 1) there were too many different partners that
needed to report, 2) the meaning of indicators was not always well understood or not context
specific enough, 3) reporters didn’t feel ownership over the programme resulting from not
seeing the importance or perceiving it as a bureaucratic administrative activity, also
discontinuity in SPARKs management may have contributed, 4) partners in the field didn’t get
trained well enough 5) too many indicators.
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The MTE stated that “real effectiveness will be unleashed as soon as the macro-economic
environment and the climate of governance improves.” Towards the end of the programme it
becomes clear that SPARKs intensive support countries, Somalia (hit hard by drought and
famine) and Afghanistan (intensifying insurgency against central government and continuing
cut down of international presence), and to a lesser extent Iraqi Kurdistan, will remain highly
kinetic and fragile operating environments. Effectiveness will have to be achieved in the
likelihood of no immediate improvement in governance and macro-economic environment.
The unpredictability of the intensive support countries has put an extra risk to the operational
parameters of the businesses. The MTE already showed that this has caused many aspiring
entrepreneurs to take a cautious and watchful approach. For example, there were very few
registrations in 2014 from Dutch-Afghan entrepreneurs. Also, while recruiting for a country
representative for Afghanistan, two very suitable candidates finally declined this job because of
the insecure situation.
Also larger successful diaspora SME’s with a solid business in The Netherlands, showed little
interest to expand to their country of origin. Either by not having the ambition as they focus on
EU market for example, or by not seeing sufficient business opportunities in the country of
origin and therefore facing a considerable business risk.
Good presence in the country of origin turned out to be indispensable for the effectiveness of
the programme. It was underestimated, however, how much time it actually cost to set up a
regional presence. For instance, 4 months were needed to set up a SPARK office in Erbil, before
they could actually start to assist entrepreneurs. Delays were incurred due to difficulties finding
an appropriate office and time investment in building trust with partners. Finding an
appropriate partner BSO in Iraqi Kurdistan proved more difficult than expected, due to large
variations in quality and track records of the available BSOs. Some of the established agencies
offered high quality services yet far exceeding SPARK’s budget. Delays have affected the
outcomes negatively.
The refocus on local entrepreneurs has been a good one, but the spending and reimbursement
structure has not been adapted. For example, budget was allocated for market research, which
included reimbursement of travel and accommodation costs. Local entrepreneurs obviously
couldn’t make an appeal to that, but may use that money differently. The budget structure has
not been adapted to the new target group, but could have been effective in covering other
costs for local entrepreneurs.
Another factor affecting the effectiveness is the unfamiliarity with local contexts. Many
diaspora would return to their country of origin after a long time of absence, and may have only
rarely visited family. SPARK intended to effectuate a cultural-sensitivity workshop in
collaboration with diaspora organizations. This did not happen until now.
Since there is a wide range of diaspora organizations in the Netherlands, it has taken time to
network, explore collaboration, engage with and select organizations to partner with. This took
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more investment from SPARK than expected, being very different organizations, yet
indispensable for creating an enabling infrastructure in the Netherlands for the
programme. Another complicating factor put forward in the progress report, was the full
agendas of both organizations Kurdistan in Business and Be Link, which also delayed the
progress.
There was no well-orchestrated effective outreach strategy to promote the programme,
despite the many efforts to reach the diaspora communities through flyers, radio
announcements, etc. A Kurdish entrepreneur had heard about the programme word of mouth,
whereas many other channels remained unexplored according to him. The promotion has in
many cases also not been done in the mother tongue. Communication about what the
programme entails could have been stronger. For instance, many migrants thought access to
finance was part of it, whereas that initially wasn’t the case. Also, there seem to have been
some confusion as to what amount SPARK was chipping in for market research.
The selection procedure of entrepreneurs has been tightened during the course of the
implementation. Selection criteria relate to both the personal (entrepreneurial) attitude and
qualifications of the participants as well as the business idea and its feasibility. It was decided to
have a critical selection of interested Diaspora from the start of the training to ensure efficiency
and effectiveness.
The trainings were effective for it gave the aspiring entrepreneurs the basics of
entrepreneurship, business planning, financial management. However it was suggested that
trainings could be made more context specific. There seem to have been some differences in
the coaching styles of coaches. One coach relayed that some coaches tend to lecture and give
hand-outs, whereas he believed that more coaching should be more practical, using lean tools,
a business canvas model in order to make it more effective. After the trajectory there is no
much contact between coach and entrepreneur. This period of engagement could be longer to
effectively mentor and monitor the entrepreneur.
Many reports and KI suggest that three years is too short for such a complex programme to be
fully effective and to be able to measure effectiveness. For instance, one entrepreneur said he
would wait a year so he doesn’t have to rush things and does not need to pay the business
registration fee for that year. The trajectory from recruitment to the establishment of the
business is a lengthy process of approx. 1,5 year. In this much depends of the entrepreneur, its
spirit, financial resources but also its social capital. Opening a successful business takes time.
Efficiency
Efficiency measures how well the inputs were used to achieve the desired results.
The total budget of the programme was € 2.512.725 for three years, of which € 1.960.625 was
contributed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the remainder was SPARK’s own
contribution.
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The midterm evaluation already concluded that the programme was ‘trying to do more with
less’, it found that many activities were not adequately provided for in the original budget. This
point was confirmed by one KI who stated that too little budget was allocated to set up a local
support structure. Furthermore, the MTE stated that the results justify the costs incurred so far.
On some targets the programme has good results, but for the overall goal – job creation and
contribution to economic development - the programme has been cost-inefficient. Much of the
programme money was spent in the Netherlands initially, whereas it could have been more
efficiently spent in country of origin.
The implementation structure in the first year was different from 2015 and 2016. The
programme made upfront investments in 2014 by building partnerships with diaspora
organisations, and was then light on training and coaching costs. Funds have therefore been
reallocated accordingly in the following 2 years, in order to ensure more efficiency.
Staffing inputs was left to be desired; understaffing and staff turnover were a recurring issue in
all the reports and interviews with key-informants. Initially there was a project officer and
project manager, but they both left the organisation. Only to be replaced by one programme
manager and 2 interns, after a staffing gap of a couple of months. The turnover and staffing gap
led to delays and other inefficiencies in the implementation. Reportedly understaffing was also
an efficiency issue in the country offices, on top of that some personnel had to manage more
than one programme at a time.
Apart from the management of the programme all activities were outsourced. For one this
makes programme management less efficient, as there are many relations to maintain.
Moreover, this makes the implementation less cost-efficient because implementing parties ask
higher rates. The subsequent charging was criticized by some key informants. Also, as a result
of outsourcing, the management was in many cases the direct focal point for the beneficiaries,
which compromised the time spent on managing and overseeing.

Impact / Successes
The overall objective of the programme was to make a difference in the country of origin by
creating jobs and contribute to economic development. The impact in terms of job creation has
been suboptimal. One obvious reason is that less businesses started than intended. Also, there
was more interest among start-ups and they typically employ fewer or no people.
The programme intended to create more impact by putting additional efforts on identifying
existing businesses owned by diaspora who aim to expand or find partnerships in one of our 6
target countries, with specific focus on contributing to employment of youth and women, and
creating traction for local private sector development.
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One should bear in mind the programme enabled businesses to start up and create jobs that
are now filled by people who can support their families with that income (see figure 1). Also the
indicators that measure the impact are limited. There is evidence that return migration also
impacts through skill and knowledge transfer, use of new technology, work ethics, ways of
working (see Siegel (2012)), which are now out of sight.
The diaspora organizations in the Netherlands got to know their own networks better and
received critical feedback from SPARK to not be to output driven, but to examine what does an
enterprise actually contribute to the country of origin. DutchSom is a case in point, they have
professionalized as an organisation and expanded their services to the diaspora with B2B. Also,
Koerdistan in Business (KiB) and the Afghan diaspora organization BeLink received fundraising
training. The impact of this training is yet to be seen, however.
Another beneficiary under objective 1, Amal Bank Somalia, has launched a new financial
product in the market, with support of SPARK. They now finance work capital and assets of
small growing businesses, a service that was not available before. Similarly, in Iraqi Kurdistan
the local government made a fund available to support SMEs, through that fund up to now 50
businesses have an outstanding loan of 12.000 Euro on average.
Another example of an impactful intervention was the capacity building intervention at the
Chamber of Commerce in KRG. Initially business registration was a lengthy, costly, and opaque.
In cooperation with SPARK the CoC made a booklet for entrepreneurs to show the procedure in
a simple way.
The training has made a real difference for many participants, as they have learned to think
strategically about setting up a business, which involves different steps, I.e. research, seeking
advice, etc. One entrepreneur said that he could make better decisions as a result of the market
research and his consults with BDS service. In the early stages of supporting the migrant
entrepreneurs (objective 2) the BSOs in the target countries were very useful by providing the
entrepreneurs with valuable local data regarding the feasibility of the business case.
The programme has brought forth other initiatives and synergies. The decision to also support
incubator center in Somalia (the Africa House) was not within the proposal parameters, but has
turned out to be quite a success. Also SPARK’s network of partnering organisations that were
established through this programme is extensive. Future programming can benefit from this
network, as is already the case with the LEAD programme.
MEP contributed to a discourse of entrepreneurship, as a trickle-down effect it inspired other
people to become entrepreneurial. A case in point is the entrepreneurship programme
broadcasted on local TV in KRG. This is not directly the result of SPARK’s intervention, however
SPARK promoted MEP through the local media and this has inspired the local TV channel to
build a programme around entrepreneurship.
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The visit of the delegation of ministers from the federal government based in Mogadishu and
from of the (semi-) autonomous regions of Puntland and Somaliland, organized by SPARK, is a
much-quoted success. The regional government are at odds and this was the first occasion to
make a case for stronger economic and business cooperation together. SPARK organized
meetings for them in the Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark with the relevant government
ministries, parliamentary commissions, and European businesses with an interest in Somalia
and Diaspora communities.
Sustainability
The programme was too short to see the lasting impact. There are also no systems in place to
continue monitoring the development of the businesses support in the programme and
organisations that received capacity training.
The programme did aim to create lasting business support structures, such as the capacity
building BSOs, (local) governments, and FIs. The incubator in Somalia that results from the
programme is a lasting structure. Also the network created by SPARK is likely to be a lasting
structure that can be tapped into for other programmes.
There has been no attempt to secure funding to continue the business support. There is also no
provision in the programme to stay in touch with the entrepreneurs. There have been
incidental attempts within the programme to ensure sustainability through the networking of
the entrepreneurs. In KRG the Dutch entrepreneurs are connected through the Holland House
(which is an initiative outside of the programme) and they have a group app.
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Lessons learned and Recommendations
It is obvious that the programme has had its challenges, one key-informant went as far as
calling the programme “one big lesson-learned”. What follows below is a list of lessons-learned
and recommendations captured through the desk review and KI interviews. The programme
which has known many challenges, has been constant learning opportunity for SPARK about
programme design, target setting, management and adaption in SPARK during the
implementation process. The ability to learn and to adapt should be seen a success.
Prior to the programme
• A proper handover from IntEnt should have been demanded by SPARK and facilitated
by Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Even though these are two different contracts, there was
much to learn from and to capitalize on their networks and built up experience. SPARK
did make attempts to include and consult former IntEnt employees, this should have
happened on a more cooperative and structural basis.
• There should have been a better prior scoping of the various diaspora communities to
get a sense of the structure of the diaspora and how big the pool of potential
entrepreneurs is. A scoping study could have shown that the pool of aspiring
entrepreneurs among the Somalian diaspora is substantial and among the Ghanian
diaspora limited. Targets could then be set more realistically.
• It has been suggested to include local expertise in the proposal writing phase to make
it resonate better with local contexts.
Programme design
• A more focused portfolio with less countries is desirable. More focus would improve
the service to the beneficiaries and decrease the challenge of managing
disproportionally many relations.
• Support to aspiring entrepreneurs in country of origin is more effective. The upfront
investments needed to recruit people from the diaspora doesn’t outweigh the benefits
in terms of jobs created and contribution to economic development.
• Flexibility to adapt programming is a lesson learned. SPARK has made important
adjustments to the programme for the better, such as including local entrepreneurs and
already returned migrants.
• Programmes with the same scope and number of relations to manage should include at
least one extra person in the management structure.
• SPARK made a good decision to support local entrepreneurs and already returned
Diaspora, not only to compensate for the lack of returnees among diaspora in the
Netherlands, but also strengthen the programme as it was, by taking away some of the
resentment of locals who see returnees as an already privileged group.
• For a similar programme there is much to say for having more implementing capacity
in-house, such as training capacity, and a promotional team that know the diaspora
well. Apart from the management of the programme all activities were outsourced. For
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one this makes it difficult to manage as there are many relations to manage. Also this
makes it less cost-efficient because implementing parties ask in some cases higher rates
then SPARKs own implementation costs.
The programme could be extended with existing Dutch companies that could involve
diaspora as employees or as mediators in countries of origin.
Since the upfront cost are not returned in higher participation rates, you could also
make the implementation chain shorter by only offering services in the country of
origin.
There was no exit strategy. Migrants have been recruited and put in the trajectory until
the very last moment. It could be considered to focus more on quality than quantity
towards the end.
The targets should be negotiable. It has been suggested that being constantly behind
on targets works demotivating, with the risk of programme fatigue seeping in.
Include an incubator centre as a business service in the programme design. The
incubator centre in Somalia, that was a spin-off from the programme, seemed to be very
relevant and effective measure in supporting local entrepreneurs. It has been suggested
that in KRG such a thing could work well too.
Make access to finance a priority in the programme. SPARK has been successful in
establishing funds in Somalia and KRG. Especially access to finance is relevant for young
aspiring entrepreneurs who do not have their own resources.
Make provisions in the programme design to ensure sustainability. Networking
entrepreneurs could contribute to sustainability; solutions could be as simple and low
cost as creating a group app.
Setting up a business and infrastructure for business support is a long trajectory. Across
the board people agree that the programme should have been longer.
The programme could be more service oriented, according to one KI, the programme
could be less of a development programme. It was suggested that programme could
use a voucher system through which services are being ‘bought’.
On the other hand another KI said that there could be even more mentoring in the
programme.
Mostly start-ups were assisted through the programme, in order to enhance impact in
terms of job creation, the programme could assist more existing businesses to expand.
Many KI believed that demand based and tailor made programming would increase
ownership and commitment of participants.
There was a focus on finding local organisations to partner with for the trajectory in the
country of origin. One KI postulated it would have been more efficient and effective to
work through a consultant in country of origin, like the programme ended up doing in
Afghanistan.
Improve country specific approach by taking the country differences into account in the
phase of promoting, recruiting and training of the diaspora migrants.
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Promotion
• It has been suggested to focus more on messaging positive developments and
opportunities rather than allowing obstacles and insecurity to dictate the return
discourse
• Collaborate with organizations set up by younger diaspora with a business orientation.
In general, young Diaspora is enthusiastic and has a more entrepreneurial mind with
interest in contributing to the development of their country of origin. This includes a
large group of relevant traditional/older migrant organizations who are providing
supportive, more charity oriented services. It has shown difficult to recruit (aspiring)
entrepreneurs through these kinds of organizations. That is why we prefer to.
• Start earlier with the promotion. The promotion was set up too late according to one
KI.
• There should have been a more comprehensive outreach strategy in order to reach the
aspiring entrepreneurs.
• Communication could have been clearer for many entrepreneurs it was unclear what
the programme entailed and whether there was financial support. In the KRG
community there is a lot of mistrust towards a programme, why would they help us?
Better communication could neutralize such a sentiment.
• Another way to reduce upfront time is to ask diaspora organisation to make a selection
of interested candidates. Another suggestion was to make create a scarcity of a very
attractive support trajectory so that aspiring entrepreneurs will want to participate.
• Encourage and establish linkages with other programmes. This has been done on
several occasions in the programme, including PuM, LEAD, Africa House, Holland House.
The MTE suggest also to establish linkages with higher technical education
Selection
• Selection of participants is a delicate balance between accessibility and being strict on
viability of entrepreneurial aspirations. There has been an adjustment made towards
more stringent selection process, this gave better results as the real motivated and
entrepreneurial participants.
• The training of aspiring entrepreneurs is a relatively technical trajectory, whereas the
choice to return is also a very personal and social one. In the in-take interviews aspiring
entrepreneurs have been asked for their personal motivation, but there has been no
further personal or social support. More attention to personal and social support could
enhance the chances to eventually make the decision to return.
• From the information meetings to the training there was no intermediate step. Would
have been good to have an intermediate step where aspiring entrepreneurs can get
convinced and get extra information or advice.
Training and coaching
• The training groups should be separated by nationality, just like the Moroccan. So as to
focus more on country specific training.
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Trainings could then be in local language. One KI doubted that – especially the older
aspiring entrepreneurs – could follow the training.
To be more effective, attention should be paid to different levels of experience. The
diversity compromised the effectiveness and depth of the training.
The programme should involve ‘experience experts’ in training and coaching. It has
been postulated by KI that role models and examples would inspire and convince
aspiring entrepreneurs to take the step to return.
Training could incorporate a personal approach focused on empowering and enthusing
aspiring entrepreneurs. Training deemed too technical and too scholastic.
Coach and trainer could be the same person. The two roles in the trajectory could be
integrated, it was suggested that this could be more effective and efficient.
It was suggested to make training and coaching tailor made as possible this would keep
entrepreneurs interested- no pressure if you sign up.
Guidelines for coaching. Entrepreneur and coach were searching how they could make
coaching beneficial.

Monitoring and Evaluation
• Include drop outs in the evaluation, in order to get a balanced and thorough
understanding of factors make people take that final step to return and start a business.
• Balance timing and resourcing mid-term and end-term evaluation. An extensive midterm evaluation came almost at the end of the programme and the end-evaluation was
limited in scope. An earlier limited mid-term evaluation and an extensive end-term
evaluation would be desirable to ensure proper result measuring, accountability, and
timely adjustments.
• In order to complete the full learning circle and to see the lasting impact, SPARK should
consider post-evaluation by monitoring the businesses (reporting could be made part of
the contract) or revisit the businesses at a later stage.
• Indicators could somehow include intangible results as well, such as knowledge and skill
transfer.
• Indicators should be flexible enough to include informal results.
• Establish M and E system that is not affected by management staff turnover.
• Fewer and simplified indicators that are easier to track for people in the field
• Training at field level and communicate staff that needs to collect data well preferably
physically, make them understand that it is also in their own interest. Even an on the
surface easy to understand indicator as jobs created led to different interpretations.
• Use one ’live’ interface for data collection. There were too many different excel sheets
with different versions of data.
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Annex II Evaluation Matrix
Questions to capture lessons learned:
Relevance / appropriateness
• To what extent were the programme countries appropriate for such intervention?
• To what extent were capacity building and business support package consistent with the
overall goal of promoting economic development and job creation in country of origin?
• To what extent were the capacity-building activities and business support package
relevant to doing business on the ground in the programme countries?
• Were the partners chosen appropriate/relevant in reference to the programme’s
objectives?
• To what extent did the programme design take into account and resonate with wants
and needs of the beneficiaries?
• To what degree did the local partners feel ownership of the programme? How
involved/committed were local partners in the programme?
Efficiency
• Was funding allocated in an appropriate manner?
• Were activities cost-efficient compared to alternatives? (no priority)
• Were objectives achieved on time? Why were they not achieved on time?
• To what extent allowed the monitoring system for timely adjustments?
• To what extent were staffing, time, and financial resources sufficient to efficiently
implement the programme?
• Which of the programme activities were most / least efficient?
Effectiveness
• To what extent were outputs and outcomes achieved against targets set in the project’s
proposal and monitoring protocol?
• What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the
objectives?
• What type of capacity building activity contributes most to achieving objectives of
programme?
• What type of business support contributes most to achieving objectives of programme?
• What type of business contributes most to achieving objectives of programme? (no
priority)
• To what extent were the changes/interventions made during the course of the
programme (if any) effective
• To what extent were the set benchmarks realistic?
• What systems were in place to mitigate risks?
• To what extent were partner organisations effective in
• implementing the programme’s activities
• spending their implementation budgets
• improving the quality of services they provide
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Impact
• What real difference has the activity made to the beneficiaries? (quotes beneficiaries)
• To what extent did the programme benefit the wider community in terms of jobs
created and economic development?
• To what extent were there synergies with similar programmes to ensure impact?
o To what extent were synergies promoted in the programme?
Sustainability
• To what extent will the beneficiaries continue after the programme stops?
• To what extent are the businesses and jobs created sustainable?
• To what extent are there systems in place to ensure sustainability of jobs created and
businesses?
• What were/will be the major factors which influence(d) the achievement or nonachievement of sustainability of the programme or project?
• To what extent matches return aspirations with business aspirations to ensure
sustainable return?
• To what extent did migrant entrepreneurs have support (informal) networks for support
to return and set up a business? (no priority)
• To what extent did the capacity building activities have a lasting impact on partner
organizations both locally and in the Netherlands, Organizations, FI’s and government
departments, and Partner organizations in the Netherlands
• Was the programme as a trajectory sustainable?
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