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POST-WAR RECONSTRUCTION AND NATIONAL
RESILIENCE: HUMANITARIAN POLICY AS A FACTOR
IN INSTITUTIONAL REFORM
OF THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION SYSTEM
Post-war recovery is increasingly moving beyond purely material
reconstruction and emerging as a comprehensive transformation aimed at
restoring and building the capacity of public authorities to ensure security,
provide basic services continuously, and strengthen social cohesion in
conditions of prolonged wuncertainty, recurring threats, and resource
constraints. With this approach, the decisive result is not only the volume of
reconstructed objects, but above all the stability of the management system —
the ability of institutions to act consistently, coherently and fairly, maintaining
public trust and the manageability of public processes.

The purpose of this article is to provide a scientific justification for the
mechanisms through which humanitarian policy can act as a factor in the

institutional renewal of the public administration system, as well as to develop
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proposals for their practical implementation in the context of post-war
transformation.

The methodological basis of the study is a conceptual generalisation and
interdisciplinary synthesis of scientific works devoted to the reform of public
administration in post-conflict conditions, the manageability of humanitarian
interaction, the restoration of social cohesion, crisis management and the
institutional adaptation of public authorities. Analytical tools are proposed — a
matrix of «humanitarian policy — institutional renewal» and a management
cycle of humanitarian policy, which make it possible to build evidence-based
reform design, aligning humanitarian priorities with levers of institutional
capacity (regulatory framework, programme and budget planning, human
resources, information systems, coordination, accountability).

The practical significance of the work lies in the formation of packages of
management decisions aimed at transitioning from fragmented interventions to
consistent policies: from integrated assessment of needs and risks to the
introduction of service standards and delivery routes, the creation of
coordinated registries and data to ensure targeting, the establishment of inter-
agency and inter-level coordination, the strengthening of accountability and
quality control, and the institutionalisation of «system learning» through
regular evaluation of results and adjustment of management procedures.

Key words: post-war recovery, national resilience, humanitarian policy,

institutional renewal, social cohesion, public administration.

Bitaaiit MAJIIMOH,

JOIEHT Kadeapu myOJIiYHOTO YIIpaBIIiHHS,

aJMIHICTPYBaHHS 1 HalllOHAJIBLHOT O€3MeKu
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IMOBOEHHE BITHOBJIEHHSI TA HAIIIOHAJIBHA CTIMKICTh:
T'YMAHITAPHA ITOJITUKA AK YAHHUK IHCTUTYIIMHOI'O
OHOBJ/IEHHA CUCTEMH TYBJIIYHOT O YITPABJIIHHSA

llosoenne ionosnenHs Oedani wimkiuie BUXOOUMb 3a MedCi CYMo
mamepianbhoi  6i00y008U Ui Nocmae K KOMNWIEKCHA mpaHcpopmayis,
CNPAMOBAHA HA BIOHOGNIEHHS MA HAPOWLYBAHHS CNPOMOAICHOCI NYONIUHOI 140U
3abe3neuygamu Oe3nexy, HenepepeHe HAOAHHA 0A308UX NOCAYe | 3MIYHEHHS
COYIaNbHOI  32YypmoBaHocmi 6  YMO8AX  MPUBalIol  HEBU3HAYEHOCHI,
NOBMOPIOGAHUX  3a2p03 1 pecypCcHUx obmedceHb. 3a maxkoeo nioxooy
BUSHAYATLHUM Pe3VTbMamoM € He auule 00Cs1e peKoOHCMpPYUosanux ob’ckmis, a
nepeoycim CMmIUKIiCmb YAPAGIIHCbKOI cucmemu — 30AMHICMb  THCMUmMYyiil
OiAMuU NOCIIO0BHO, Y3200MHCEHO Ul CNPABEONIUBO, NIOMPUMYIOUU O08IDY HACEIeHHS
ma KeposaHicms nyOIUHUX NPOYECIS.

Memotwo cmammi € Haykose 0OTPYHMYBAHHA MeXAHI3MI8, 3A8058KU AKUM
CYMAHIMAapHa NOAIMUKA MOJCe HNOCMABAMU  YUHHUKOM  IHCIMUMYYIUHO20
OHOGNIEHHSI cucmemu NYONYHO20 YNPABNIHHA, A MAKOMC PO3POOIEHHs
nponos3uyitl. wooo ix NPAKMUYHO20 BNPOBAONCEHHS 6 YMOBAX MNOBOEHHOL
mpaHcpopmayii.

Memooonoeiuny ocHogy O00CNiONHCeHHs CMAHOBIAMb KOHYENmyaibHe
V3a2aNbHeHH Ma MINCOUCYUNTIHAPHUL CUHME3 HAYKOBUX Npayb, NPUCBAYEHUX
pedopmysanHio nyoniuHoi aomiHicmpayii 8 HOCMKOHMIIKMHUX YMOBAX,
Keposanocmi SYMaHImMapHol 83a€MO0Il, BIOHOBNIEHHIO coyianbHol
32ypMOBAHOCII, KPU30BOMY YNPAGNIHHIO MA  THCMUMYYitHil —adanmayii
nyoniunoi enaou. 3anponoHOBaHO AHANIMUYHI THCMPYMEHMU — MAMPUYIo
«2YMAHImMapHa noaimuKa — IHCmumyyiuHe OHO8IeHHsY» Ma YNPAGIIHCbKUU YUK
2yMaHimapuoi  nonimuku, wo Oarms 3mMo2y 6uby008y8amu  00KA3080
OpiEHmMOBane NPOEKMYBAHHS pehopM, Y32004CYIOUU SYMAHIMAapHi npiopumemu
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3 gadxcensimMu IHCMUMYYILUHOI CHAPOMONCHOCMI (HOpMamugeHe pe2ynio8aHHs,
npocpamuo-0100dcemue NIAHYBAHHSA, KAOpPOBUll nomenyian, iHpopmayitimi
cucmemu, KOOpOUHAYis, NiO36IMHICIND).

llpakmuuna 3nauywicms pobomu noageac y Qopmysanni nakemie
VNPABAIHCOKUX — pilleHb, CHPAMOBAHUX HA nepexio 6i0 GpacmeHmapHux
8MPY4anHb 00 NOCIIO0BHOI NOAIMUKU: 8I0 IHME2POBAH020 OYIHIOBAHHS NOMpPeD i
PU3UKIB — 00 3aNPOBAONCEHHSI CMAHOAPMI6 NOCAY2 | MAPWPYMie ix HAOAHHS,
CMBOPEHHSL Y3200JiCEHUX peecmpis | OaHux 01 3abe3nedenus aopecHoCmi,
BUOVOOBYBAHHS  MINCEIOOMUYOI ma MIJCPIBHEBOI KOOpOUHAYii, NOCUNICHHS
niO36IMHOCMI U KOHMPOJIIO AKOCMI, a4 MAKO}C THCMUMyyioHaniizayii «HA4aHHs
cucmemuy uepes pecyiapHe OYIHIOBAHHA  pe3yIbmamis 1 KOpucy8aHHs
VIPABAIHCLKUX NPOYeOyp.

Knrouosi cnoea. nosocnne 6i0HOGNIEHHS, HAYIOHANLHA CMIUKICMb,
CYMAHIMAapHa NoaimuKa, IHCMmumyyitHe OHOB8NEeHHs, COYIAIbHA 32YPMOBAHICNb,

nyoniuHe ynpasniHsi.

Problem statement. Post-war conditions impose a dual governance
requirement on the state. First, it must rapidly restore the performance of core
public functions — security and the rule of law, social protection, health care,
education, and the delivery of critical services. Second, it must reconsider and
normatively order the mechanisms through which these functions are guaranteed
so that the administrative system can operate under sustained risk. Accordingly,
the task i1s not a mechanical reinstatement of pre-war practices, but the
construction of an institutional architecture capable of functioning amid
recurrent crisis shocks, uneven and volatile resource provision, disruptions to
logistics, workforce losses, and prolonged uncertainty regarding security and
socio-economic trajectories. Within contemporary scholarly approaches, state
resilience is understood not as the passive «endurance» of crisis, but as an active
capacity for adaptation and recovery that secures the continuity of public
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services while preserving legitimacy, public trust, and the governability of
public processes [10; 11; 17].

In this framework, humanitarian policy emerges as a critically important
determinant of resilience because it targets domains whose effectiveness cannot
be reduced to physical reconstruction metrics: the restoration of human capital,
the maintenance of social cohesion, the protection of population mental health,
the strengthening of trust in institutions, the safeguarding of cultural identity,
and the reproduction of a community’s symbolic foundations. These intangible
parameters largely determine society’s capacity to interact with the state,
comply with established rules, participate in recovery, and withstand social
tensions. At the same time, humanitarian policy is structurally prone to
fragmentation: its implementation often takes a programme- and project-based
form, operates within short funding cycles, applies heterogeneous service
standards, and relies on parallel decision-making channels. This increases the
risk of a dual governance track — separating state procedures from those of
donor and implementing actors — and complicates the institutional
consolidation of achieved results.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The existing body of
scholarship provides grounds to identify several conceptual and methodological
pillars (key strands) that constitute the analytical framework for examining post-
war recovery, national resilience, and the role of humanitarian policy in the
institutional renewal of the public governance system.

Post-conflict reform of public administration

Research demonstrates that administrative transformation in post-conflict
societies cannot be reduced to organisational «reconfiguration», staff reductions
or reallocations, or the mechanical adoption of standard managerial procedures.
Its effectiveness is determined by the interplay of institutional design and
politico-administrative capacity, including political will, the consistency of
reform implementation, the legitimacy of adopted decisions, the alignment of
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key stakeholder interests, and the ability to overcome resistance to change.
A recurrent emphasis is placed on the necessity of reform coherence:
fragmented, non-systemic interventions in the absence of a shared
KOHIIeNTyallbHa OCHOBa often generate institutional discontinuities and parallel
lines of accountability [7; 12].

Governability of humanitarian interaction and networked implementation
mechanisms

A distinct strand of the literature highlights the inherently multi-actor
nature of the humanitarian domain, where multiple levels of government,
international organisations, civil society associations, charitable foundations,
private service providers, and local communities operate simultaneously. Under
such conditions, outcomes depend less on the activity of individual actors than
on the governability of their interaction: clearly defined participation rules,
transparent resource-allocation procedures, harmonised service standards, data
interoperability, and effective coordination and accountability arrangements. It
is stressed that, in the absence of institutionally embedded coordination
mechanisms, humanitarian efforts may devolve into a set of incompatible
programmes, thereby undermining targeting accuracy, equity of access, and trust
in public institutions [2; 3].

The humanitarian — development — peace triad as a basis for long-term
effectiveness

Contemporary scholarship argues that resilience in post-conflict settings
emerges only when short-term humanitarian support evolves into transformative
development-oriented solutions and is accompanied by peacebuilding practices.
Otherwise, interventions tend to produce a «short-breath» effect: assistance may
address urgent needs quickly, yet fails to remove the structural drivers of
vulnerability and does not become embedded in state procedures and financial

mechanisms. Accordingly, long-term impact is linked to aligned objectives,
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coordinated planning, shared performance indicators, and the integration of
programmes into national governance and financing systems [13; 20].

Resilience in public governance: the relationship between administrative

values and governance capacities

Conceptual studies underscore that strengthening resilience is not an
«add-on» to governance; rather, it requires balancing potentially competing
administrative values, including stability and flexibility, procedural orderliness
and rapid response, centralisation and decentralisation, and control and trust. In
this regard, the focus shifts to institutional capacities: risk anticipation,
organisational learning, the accumulation and dissemination of knowledge about
crisis decisions, the development of digital governance instruments,
accountability arrangements, and stakeholder engagement as conditions for
enhancing legitimacy and the quality of public policy [10; 17].

Adaptive governance under war and recovery
(empirical evidence from Ukraine)

Empirical studies of Ukraine indicate that, under conditions of war and
post-war transformation, institutional change can be accelerated through a
combination of inter-agency collaboration, partnerships with communities and
civil society institutions, and the digital enablement of service delivery. Digital
solutions (registries, electronic services, data exchange) function not only as
technological tools but also as drivers of changes in governance practice: they
influence the distribution of responsibility, reduce the time costs of coordination,
enhance transparency, and can strengthen the targeting of support. At the same
time, accompanying risks are emphasised, including unequal access, data
fragmentation, the need for robust legal safeguards for personal data protection,
and the institutional consolidation of new interaction rules within the «state —
community — partner» triangle [11; 15].

Purpose of the study is to provide a scholarly justification of the
mechanisms through which humanitarian policy can enable the institutional
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renewal of the public governance system in the context of post-war recovery and
the strengthening of national resilience.

Presenting main material. National resilience in wartime and the post-
war period should be understood as an overarching capacity of the public
governance system to maintain functional effectiveness and governability under
conditions of sustained threats and uncertainty, by ensuring: 1) the continuity of
life-essential public services and the preservation of a minimally sufficient
infrastructural and service capacity of the state; 2) social integration, the
restoration of public trust, and the reduction of risks of societal disintegration
and polarisation; and 3) systematic risk anticipation and mitigation, the managed
acceptance of residual risks within legally defined procedures, and organised
recovery after losses through the accumulation of institutional experience and
the prevention of recurrent failures in the performance of public functions. This
perspective demonstrates that resilience i1s not a one-off outcome of
reconstruction; rather, it constitutes a governed dynamic condition of public
authority in which prevention, response, recovery, and the systematic
improvement of administrative procedures are mutually reinforcing.

Within this logic, humanitarian policy is treated not as an isolated sector
of public policy, but as a system-forming integrative mechanism that links the
objectives of security, recovery, and development with the principles of justice
and the protection of human rights. It shapes the regulatory and organisational
conditions of access to services and support by entrenching standards of equality
and non-discrimination, establishing criteria for targeting and prioritisation,
designing instruments to support vulnerable groups, and creating institutional
preconditions for the restoration of social ties and cooperation at the community
level. As a result, humanitarian policy directly affects state legitimacy through
citizens’ everyday experience of interaction with institutions, their perception of
fairness in resource allocation, the predictability of governance decisions, and
the availability of reliable support mechanisms in crisis circumstances [8; 9; 13].
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Based on a systematisation of scholarly sources, we identify six
interrelated mechanisms of humanitarian policy implementation through which
it can generate an institutional effect — namely, enhanced governability,
predictability, accountability, and resilience of the public governance system.

(M1) Regulatory and standard-setting mechanism

The substance of humanitarian needs and legal guarantees is translated
into legally 3akpemieni service standards and procedural rules. This includes
specifying minimum levels and quality of support, eligibility criteria, delivery
algorithms and timelines, needs verification procedures, complaint and appeal
mechanisms, and requirements for inter-agency information exchange. Such
standardisation reduces ad hoc decision-making, narrows the scope for
discretionary («manualy») resource allocation, and strengthens legal certainty,
institutional predictability, and equality of access for beneficiaries. Particularly
important are standards on non-discrimination, the protection of vulnerable
groups, and the provision of safe interaction procedures, especially in contexts
of trauma exposure [9; 17].

(M2) Budgetary and programme-based mechanism

Institutional renewal is ensured by shifting from one-off, situational
measures to a programme-targeted organisation of humanitarian policy, in which
goals, objectives, expected outputs/outcomes, and performance indicators are
defined ex ante and aligned with resource provision. A programme approach
promotes planning discipline, comparability of expenditures and results,
medium-term budgeting, and accountability for achieved effects rather than
merely for funds spent. This is particularly salient under blended financing
(state, local, and donor resources), where a programme framework helps avoid
duplication, funding gaps, and the «project fragmentation» of interventions [4;

13].
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(M3) Institutional and coordination mechanism

Because humanitarian policy is implemented by multiple actors across
multiple levels of government, the alignment of powers and coordination
becomes pivotal: defining mandates, roles, responsibility boundaries, and
procedures for joint planning, interaction, and oversight. The «humanitarian —
development — peace» linkage becomes attainable only when stable institutional
«seams» connect immediate response with long-term recovery and social-
integration programmes. In practical terms, this requires inter-agency
coordination platforms, calendar synchronisation of programmes, and
harmonised standards and decision-making procedures at national, regional, and
local levels [2; 20].

(M4) Digital and registry-based mechanism

The resilience and governability of humanitarian policy increase through
interoperable registries of beneficiaries, needs, services, and decisions, coupled
with structured data exchange among institutions. This reduces duplication,
improves targeting accuracy, accelerates response, and enhances procedural
transparency. At the same time, digitalisation must be accompanied by robust
legal safeguards: personal data protection, access segmentation, cyber-protection
protocols, data-quality controls, and mechanisms for error correction. Ukraine’s
wartime experience indicates that digital instruments not only speed up service
delivery but can also reshape institutional collaboration practices between public
authorities and partners by shifting interaction toward standardised procedures
and data-driven workflows [11].

(M5) Local participation and institutional embedding in communities

The long-term effectiveness of humanitarian policy increases when
communities are not passive recipients of assistance but co-producers of
decisions: they participate in needs identification, prioritisation, service design,
quality monitoring, and feedback processes. This approach strengthens trust,
improves targeting accuracy, ensures contextual fit, and supports the restoration
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of horizontal social ties. The literature underscores that institutional
«embedding» of humanitarian programmes into local structures (administrative
service centres, educational institutions, primary health care, social protection
services, and cultural institutions) is a critical condition for sustaining results
after external financing ends [1; 15].

(M6) Institutional learning and political adaptation mechanism

Crisis periods open opportunities for accelerated revision of ineffective
rules and the introduction of new solutions; however, such changes become
durable only when they are institutionalised — codified in legal acts,
procedures, quality standards, evaluation systems, and staff training frameworks.
Institutional learning encompasses the systematic collection of results data,
analysis of failures and successful practices, programme adjustment,
competency development, and the formation of a culture of responsibility and
evidence-based decision-making. Political adaptation is expressed in the state’s
capacity to recalibrate priorities and instruments in line with evolving risks
without losing policy coherence or public trust [8; 18].

To support reform design, two analytical instruments are proposed:

1) The «humanitarian policy — institutional renewal» matrix (see Table —
Diagram 1), which indicates which humanitarian strands most strongly «feed»
institutional modernisation through rules, budgets, staffing, digital registries,
partnerships, and accountability.

2) The governed humanitarian policy cycle (see Table — Diagram 2),
tracing the trajectory from diagnostics to institutionalisation while specifying the
critical capacities required at each stage.

The matrix presented in Table 1 captures the structural relationship
between the core humanitarian policy mechanisms (M1-M6) and the
governance levers of institutional renewal in the public governance system. Its
analytical value lies in specifying the relative strength of each mechanism’s
influence on particular levers (rules and standards; programme — budget

378



provision; coordination and mandates; data/registries; partnerships and

participation; accountability and quality).

Table 1. Core humanitarian policy mechanisms and their contribution to institutional renewal levers {scale 1-5)

Rules &
standards

Funding & Mandates & Data & Partnerships Accountability
programmes coordination registries & participation & qualit

M1 Regulatory &
standard-setting
M2 Budget-
Bro?rammatic
nstitutional
L Jii iﬂ"
[ M4 Digital &

registry-based

Mé Local participation

& embedding
nstitutional learning

& adaptation

w | oo W] ow

Note: 1 = low contribution; 5 = maximum contribution to the correspending governance lever.

This makes it possible to design reforms with a clear understanding of
which instrument is expected to generate a given institutional outcome. Higher
scores in the matrix are interpreted as predominantly direct, scalable, and
institutionalised effects — those that translate humanitarian needs and support
practices into formalised rules, procedures, and organisational capacities of the
governance system [9; 13; 17].

The analysis of Table 1 yields several substantive conclusions. First, the
core of the institutional effect is generated by the regulatory/standard-setting
mechanism (M1) and the budgetary/programme-based mechanism (M2): service
standards and minimum guarantees provide legal certainty and equality of
access, while programme-targeted organisation ensures resource discipline,

comparability between expenditures and results, and accountability for
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outcomes — particularly important under blended financing arrangements [4; 9;
13; 17]. Second, the institutional/coordination mechanism (M3) functions as a
prerequisite for integrating humanitarian, recovery, and peacebuilding measures
into a single governance contour: without harmonised mandates and procedures
for inter-agency and multi-level interaction, the risks of parallel programming
and policy fragmentation increase substantially [2; 20]. Third, the
digital/registry-based mechanism (M4) enhances targeting accuracy, response
speed, and quality control through data; however, its effectiveness depends on
prior standardisation and on institutionally defined allocations of responsibility
[11; 9]. Finally, local participation and institutional embedding (M5) and
institutional learning (M6) sustain change over time: the former through co-
production of policy and the rebuilding of trust at the community level, and the
latter through the codification of adjustments in evaluation procedures, quality
assurance, and organisational practice — thereby converting crisis experience

into reproducible governance solutions [1; 8; 15; 18].

Table-Diagram 2. Governed humanitarian policy cycle for national resilience

Rules/

Data & assessment e Finance People Coordination System learning
1. Needs diagnostics 3 2 2 3 3
2, Risk prioritisation 4 4 3 2 4 3
3. Programme design 4 3 4 3
4. Delivery & services 3 4 4 4 3
5. Impact evaluation 3 3 3 3
6. Consolidation of change 3 4 4 4

Logic: from diagnastics to institutionalisation; higher values indicate critical capacities at each stage (scale 1-5).
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Table — Diagram 2 serves as an evidence-informed instrument for the
design and audit of humanitarian policy under conditions of war and post-war
recovery. It combines two analytical layers:

1) Stages of a governed policy cycle (from diagnostics to the
consolidation of change).

2) Critical governance capacities without which national resilience cannot
be ensured at each stage:

data and assessment (the evidence base);

rules/procedures (legal certainty and standards);

finance (resource discipline);

people (human resources capacity and implementation capability);

coordination (alignment of mandates and decisions);

system learning (feedback loops and institutionalisation).

The 1-5 scale reflects the relative criticality of a given capacity for the
successful completion of a particular stage. It is not an «evaluation of
performance qualityy; rather, it is a map of governance priorities indicating
where the system must be strongest in order to avoid devolving into chaotic
response, programme fragmentation, or loss of trust.

The proposed sequence reproduces a full governance loop in crisis
conditions:

1) Needs diagnostics — identifying actual vulnerabilities and the scale of
needs.

2) Risk prioritisation — moving from a list of problems to a governed
order of action.

3) Programme design — translating priorities into programmes, rules,
resources, and assigned responsibilities.

4) Implementation and service delivery — the actual provision of services

and support.
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5) Impact evaluation — measuring results and adjusting policy
instruments.

6) Consolidation of change — institutionalising effective solutions in
rules, procedures, budgets, and practices.

The presence of stages 5—6 — featuring mandatory evaluation and
consolidation — distinguishes governed humanitarian policy from situational
response: resilience emerges when the system learns and codifies updated rules.

How does this matrix support «national resilience»?

The matrix links humanitarian policy to three dimensions of resilience:

service continuity (stages 3—4; levers of finance/people/coordination);

trust and social integration (fair-access rules + transparent procedures +
accountability);

risk governability and recovery after losses (stages 1-2-5-6; data +
system learning).

In effect, it constitutes a model of the minimum necessary governability:
if the system is weak in the «critical cells» (e.g., lacks registries/data at stage 1
or fails to consolidate changes at stage 6), policy does not shift into a resilience
mode and remains dependent on external resources and project-based
fragmentation.

Below we present a scientifically grounded and internally coherent
package of proposals designed to ensure that humanitarian policy generates an
institutional outcome — changes in rules, procedures, allocations of
responsibility, resource architectures, and governance capacities — rather than
being limited to documenting completed activities. The package follows a logic
of governed transformation: needs — normative codification and standards —
resource provision — assignment of implementers — data and record-keeping
— accountability — adjustment — institutional consolidation.

1. Strategic entrenchment of humanitarian policy as a component of
national resilience. Humanitarian policy should be institutionally defined as an
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intersectoral resilience framework rather than a set of «social directionsy.
Strategic documents and medium-term budgeting should enshrine minimum
guarantees of life-essential services, priorities for restoring human capital, and
criteria of social cohesion as measurable policy outcomes. This moves
humanitarian commitments from a declarative level to the status of a state
function subject to resourcing, monitoring, and control [13; 17].

2. A single integrated needs-and-risks assessment methodology as the
basis for comparable decisions. A unified integrated assessment methodology
for state authorities, communities, and partner organisations is a necessary
condition for overcoming data incompatibility and heterogeneous approaches to
prioritisation. The methodology should include standardised vulnerability
indicators, prioritisation rules, requirements for data collection and verification,
and procedures for publishing aggregated results. This ensures comparability of
governance decisions, transparency of priorities, and reduces opportunities for
ad hoc resource reallocation [9; 18].

3. Normative regulation of core humanitarian services and their delivery
procedures. Core humanitarian service packages should be developed and
codified in normative acts, with defined access pathways, response timeframes,
quality criteria, record-keeping rules, and complaint-handling procedures.
A decisive condition for institutional impact is the personalisation of
responsibility: linking standards to the competencies of specific institutions and
officials and establishing control indicators (including non-discrimination,
accessibility, and the safety of procedures). This constrains discretionary
«manual» governance and strengthens legal certainty of access to support [10;
12].

4. Targeted programmes instead of dispersed payments: a verifiable
support logic. The shift from fragmented payments to targeted programmes
should rest on transparent eligibility criteria, clearly defined priority groups,
vulnerability thresholds, and mandatory audits of targeting effectiveness (i.e.,
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whether support reaches the intended groups). An institutional prerequisite is
interoperability among registries of beneficiaries, services, and decisions,
alongside anti-duplication mechanisms, data-update protocols, and data-quality
controls [4; 11].

5. A single «assistance — development — peace» coordination contour as a
condition of policy coherence. An inter-agency coordination mechanism with a
clear mandate should be instituted to align programmes at national, regional, and
local levels: synchronisation calendars, approval procedures, responsibility
allocation, and shared performance indicators. Without such a contour,
humanitarian, recovery, and peacebuilding measures operate as parallel streams,
reducing long-term impact and generating institutional fragmentation [2; 20].

6. Local participation as a mandatory element of the governance cycle.
Local participation in the design and monitoring of humanitarian programmes
should be normatively 3akpersiena as a standard of good governance: co-
production with communities, involvement of local service providers and
educational and cultural institutions, and defined procedures for consultation and
feedback. This increases contextual fit, strengthens trust, and makes outcomes
more durable after external funding ends [1; 15].

7. Transparency of humanitarian policy as an institutional prerequisite
for integrity. Transparency should be built through open selection rules, publicly
accessible (within permissible limits) registries of decisions and expenditures,
independent complaint channels, procedural protection for whistleblowers, and
regular assessments of abuse risks. Personal data protection must be
implemented as a set of procedural safeguards: access regimes, operation
logging, and liability for violations. This increases trust and reduces corruption
risks in the most conflict-prone domain of resource allocation [3; 7].

8. Recovery-oriented human resources policy and competence formation
for resilience. Institutional renewal requires a kaaposa foundation. Training and
retraining programmes are needed for managers and frontline service staff with
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a focus on risk management, crisis communication, ethics of engagement with
traumatised communities, inter-agency cooperation, data work, and results
evaluation. These competencies should be embedded in appraisal systems, job
descriptions, and professional standards [10; 17].

9. Culture and memory as governance resources for cohesion and
legitimacy. Support for cultural infrastructure, heritage, local memory practices,
and cultural education should be treated as an instrument for restoring the social
fabric — reducing tensions, rebuilding horizontal ties, and strengthening identity
and trust. Institutional impact requires stable programmes, access standards, and
integration of the cultural dimension into community recovery plans rather than
relegating it to a secondary domain [19].

10. Integration of psychosocial support into the core service system.
Psychosocial support should be institutionally integrated into health care,
education, and social protection through standardised pathways, cross-sector
interaction protocols, training of first-contact specialists, and referral
mechanisms. This reduces long-term human capital losses, risks of violence and
social disintegration, and simultaneously strengthens trust in state services as
reliable under crisis conditions [5; 6].

11. Territorial recovery planning that accounts for communities’
institutional capacity. Recovery prioritisation should consider not only the scale
of destruction but also a community’s capacity to sustain and manage new
functions: human resources potential, fiscal base, institutional maturity, and
service accessibility. Applying «capacity-to-sustain» criteria as a mandatory
component of project selection helps prevent situations where newly created
infrastructure is not supported by governance resources [11; 15].

12. Institutional learning and formalised policy adjustment as the final
stage of the cycle. After major programmes are implemented, impact evaluations
should be conducted, followed by procedurally mandatory adjustments:
updating standards, revising targeting criteria, clarifying mandates, refining
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budget models, and strengthening quality-control mechanisms. The decisive
condition is a legally and procedurally defined «output» from evaluation results
into new rules, rather than leaving them as reports without governance
consequences [8; 18].

Conclusions. The article demonstrates that post-war recovery should be
interpreted not as a set of reconstruction works, but as the restoration and
expansion of the institutional capacity of public authorities to ensure
governability under sustained threats. National resilience is defined as the
integrated capacity of the public governance system to guarantee the continuity
of life-essential services, maintain social integration and trust, anticipate and
manage risks, and organise recovery after losses while accumulating
institutional experience. It is substantiated that humanitarian policy performs an
integrative resilience function, as it translates support for individuals into
standards and procedures, programme — budget decisions, clearly assigned
responsibilities, data infrastructures, and accountability mechanisms, thereby
strengthening state legitimacy. Six mechanisms of institutional renewal are
systematised, and two reform-design instruments are proposed: the
«humanitarian policy — institutional renewal» matrix and a governed policy
cycle from needs diagnostics to the institutional consolidation of change.
A package of governance decisions 1s developed, focused on service
standardisation, targeting accuracy, registry interoperability, coordinated action,
procedural transparency, and mandatory evaluation with procedurally formalised
adjustment.

Directions for further research include operationalising the proposed
mechanisms through an indicator system to measure social cohesion, trust, and
fairness of access; developing audit methodologies for targeting accuracy and
service quality; and empirically testing the effectiveness of coordination and
digital/registry-based solutions across communities of different types and levels
of institutional capacity.
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