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Colophon 

This seminar was part of the process entitled ‘Singing a New Policy Tune’, which is being carried out within the 
framework of the Development Policy Review Network (DPRN) and implemented by MDF Training & Consultancy in 
collaboration with Vice Versa/Lokaal Mondiaal. With a view to stimulating informed debate and discussion of issues 
related to the formulation and implementation of (Dutch) development policies, DPRN creates opportunities to 
promote an open exchange and dialogue between scientists, policymakers, development practitioners and the 
business sector in the Netherlands. For more information see www.dprn.nl and http://taxrevenues.global-
connections.nl/  
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‘Governance in Fragile States’ seminar report 

An informed group of people working in the broader development sector attended the 
‘Governance in Fragile States’ seminar on 4 May 2010. This seminar is part of the ‘Singing a 
New Policy’ process (www.singinganewpolicytune.nl), organised within the framework of the 
Development Policy Review Network (www.DPRN.nl) by MDF Training & Consultancy in 
collaboration with Vice Versa/Lokaal Mondiaal.  
The central question discussed during the seminar was: Is the selection of intervention 
channels based on the context of fragile states? Speakers and the public were asked to 
respond to this question during the morning and afternoon programmes. 

Morning programme 

1. Presentation by Seth Kaplan 

Mr Seth Kaplan, author of Fixing Fragile States: A New Paradigm for Development (Praeger, 
2008), was invited to elaborate on his views on state building in fragile states and how the 
different (aid) channels intervene in fragile states. After his presentation, participants asked 
a number of provoking questions. The main issues raised were: 
 Social cohesion is important for building a development-oriented state (long-term 

process, friction with present), while local people’s capacity and people should also be 
cohesive (e.g. for elections to work); 

 Fixing fragile states need a new approach which is more rooted in indigenous capacities 
and institutions; 

 Fragile states have two structural problems: political identity fragmentation and weak 
national institutions. Government should be accountable towards local needs; 

 Problems of fragile states are deep-seated and interwoven; only long-term policies might 
have an impact; 

 International development aid is narrow and has an inflexible agenda for fragile states; 
 International organisations and NGOs should act as a catalyst in fragile states, not as 

implementing parties. The ‘fragile nations’ should themselves take action. International 
NGOs are often disempowering rather than empowering governments; 

 Look at the balance sheet: what does and does not work? How can sustainability be 
created and locals be empowered? If there is a clash of interests and values, working with 
local actors can create a framework for dealing with broader issues over time; 

 It is important to identify conflicts and understand how states function and spend more 
time diagnosing (to be carried out by people from the respective countries) in order to 
come up with strategies. DFID, for example, spends a large amount of money on 
research.  

 Local capacity building should be at the top of the aid agenda with a view to teaching and 
training local people how to analyse their country’s problems and how to infiltrate local 
government; 

 MDGs only work in functioning states (MDGs can often be a distraction). 
 

http://www.singinganewpolicytune.nl/�
http://www.dprn.nl/�
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2. Presentation ‘Peace Building and Stabilisation Unit' 

Mr Hans Wesseling of the ‘Peace Building and Stabilisation Unit' of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs was invited to tell the audience about the Dutch Strategy paper 2008-2011 entitled 
‘Security and development in fragile states’.  
The Dutch policy is based on an integrated approach and focuses on three areas:  
1. Enhancing the security of citizens;  
2. Contributing to a legitimate government with sufficient capacity;  
3. Creating a peace dividend.  
The Ministry focuses on a specific number of countries and acts as an enabler between 
different intervention channels. Decisions on intervention channels are based on a context-
specific approach and on international presence. The main channels are multilateral 
organisations and non-state/civil society actors that work with local partners. Budget 
support is used only in the case of Burundi. The Dutch strategy focuses on complementarity 
and synergy of channels.  

3. Panel discussion: introduction of cases & intervention channels in fragile states 

A panel of five experts was invited to discuss the central theme of this seminar. 

Ivan Briscoe (research fellow political economy of post-conflict countries, Clingendael) 
argued that conflicts, lawlessness and a weak state (including low state funding) have 
affected development and fragility in Guatemala. Guatemala is a low-middle income country, 
with Social Welfare Programmes, where aid is only 1.5% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 
Although there are strong civil society organisations, it continues to be important to support 
the dialogue between government and indigenous people.  

Farah Karimi (executive director of Oxfam Novib) indicated that Oxfam Novib has been 
working in a number of fragile states for some time (20-25 years). Civil Society 
Organisations (CSOs) have a long-term view and strategies that can contribute to 
development. CSOs can make a difference, particularly in fragile states. Although CSOs could 
undermine the role of state (e.g. when they take over certain functions that should be 
performed by the state), they continue playing an important role in empowering people and 
in holding (local) government and international donors accountable.  

Paul Mbikayi (advisor in the Congo Network) indicated that political leadership should be 
cohesive and inclusive. He recommended putting ‘enemies’ around the same table and 
working with local partners to find common ground if there is a clash of opinions. One of the 
participants indicated that CSOs and external parties can intervene between different parties 
(e.g. Israeli and Palestinian majors). Mr Mbikayi argued that the legitimacy of the state is 
related to accountability, and that it is therefore important to consider ‘to whom you are 
willing to pay taxes’. Political, moral and financial authority is a ‘western’ system which 
should include local input. Farah Karimi also stressed the importance of cohesive political 
leadership. In Rwanda, for example, there is a lack of strategy, but there is local leadership 
that contributes to development.  

Gerrit Holtland (Afghanistan expert) argued that the Afghanistan state is still very 
fragmented and that there is need for a long-term strategy and for cohesion. Furthermore, 
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the international community should have a common agenda. If there are too many different 
agendas (as in the case of Afghanistan), development cannot take place. 

Hans Wesseling (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) indicated that state building should be balanced. 
Governments should take responsibility for certain sectors such as health and education. 
These sectors are important as regards building up a government’s accountability for its 
citizens.  
Other points that were discussed included: 
 Fragility is related to the legitimacy of the government. Health and education strengthen 

the government’s legitimacy;  
 Illegitimate states vs. illegitimate governments and the need to identify longer-term 

sources of government legitimacy;  
 State and borders are changing consistently, but the way this is happening is a problem. 

Even a powerful state can be fragile tomorrow;  
 Strategy is important, but political leadership is even more important because it 

determines ‘how development happens’. 
 ‘Fragile states’ are on the agenda for geopolitical reasons. The panel discussed what is 

nationally driven and what is donor driven;  
 Capacity building is important: the national ministry should be assisted by international 

advisors (however, in some countries there is too much ‘international’ advice, while in 
some countries, such as Chad, there is almost no international advice);  

 Local governments should also be legitimate, and change should be made at local level. 
National policies should support local development and stability; 

 The role of government is long-term institutional building. According to Seth Kaplan, it 
should work both horizontally and vertically. 

Afternoon programme 

4. Plenary discussion on issues raised by panel 

In a plenary session after the lunch break, the public was invited to take part in the 
discussion with the panel and ask questions. Participants gave their own examples, to which 
the panel members responded. This discussion has been interwoven in the statements 
above. 

5. Working groups on case studies 

The working groups started with an inventory of the character and strengths and 
weaknesses of the different channels (multilateral, civilateral, bilateral, private and other) in 
a specific setting. Afghanistan, Guatemala, Sudan and DR Congo were selected as cases to 
be discussed in the working groups. After an inventory of (and discussion on) different 
opinions, a debate followed on the possible synergy between the channels and how their 
efforts could be better harmonised, keeping in mind the lessons shared by Seth Kaplan and 
the panel members.  
Conclusions drawn from the working groups were shared in the subsequent plenary session, 
in an attempt to answer the two central questions posed to the working groups: 
 What mix of channels could work for specific interventions in a particular setting?  
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 How could harmonisation be facilitated among channels to achieve a joint result?  
The participants were free to join the case group that was of greatest interest to them. This 
resulted in two working groups (Afghanistan and Sudan) and two working groups being 
cancelled due to insufficient interest (Guatemala and DR Congo).  

Results from the working group on Afghanistan 
This working group drew up an inventory of ‘what works and what does not work’: 
 The majority of citizens are dissatisfied with current government, although they 

appreciate community solidarity programmes and local government programmes 
implemented by the World Bank and NGOs.  

 Traditional Afghanistan ways may work. If, for instance, leadership is needed, the Sharia 
provides a strong legal system based on local leadership structures. This causes a culture 
clash between donors and citizens. However, old structures should not be romanticised.  

 Security is a precondition for development, interlinked with intervention. Peacekeepers 
are currently too politically involved.  

 What does work in Afghanistan is (1) long-term capacity building (formal and informal 
education, vocational training), (2) entrepreneurship of citizens (citizens initiate 
agriculture businesses and/or work with micro loans from the World Bank and there is a 
self-resilient private sector), and (3) a working health system. 

 A discussion took place as to whether state building is a nationally led process (on which 
level to support government?). The need to link up with Afghanistan ways of state 
building was stressed. The ‘West’ is driven by a culture of fear which affects development 
aid and state building. The most effective approach may be to bring educated people into 
the government system because decentralisation takes a long time.  

 Finally, forget about international assistance, let entrepreneurship flourish. Increase 
employment and stimulate involvement of the private sector (take risks). 

Results from the working group on Sudan 
Discussions in the working group on Sudan evolved around: 
 Sudan’s historical background (1973-1983 interbellum). 
 A critical NGO report about the multi-donor trust fund from which resources are slowly 

dispatched and which is difficult for NGOs to access. 
 The consequences of budget cuts in Dutch aid to Sudan and EU/ACP treaty problems. 

The following strengths and weaknesses of the various intervention channels in Sudan were 
identified: 

 Bilateral channels are the easiest to be hold accountable, but discontinuity plays a role 
after political changes. Although they are more accountable in theory, information is 
sometimes hard to obtain, while geopolitics, capacity and bureaucratic procedures 
intervene in bilateral agreements. The most important actors are the US and China.  

 Multilateral channels are slow and NGOs and citizens have limited access to funds. 
Accountability is difficult to track and there is a lot of bureaucracy and limited control. 
Power politics hamper the work and create interdependencies. Although multilateral 
channels have the benefit of economies of scale, the question is how to link strategically 
with the host country. 
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 Civilateral channels claim to use local knowledge and their effectiveness is generally 
recognised. However, what about their legitimacy? CSOs can be bureaucratic too. 

 In the private sector multilaterals (e.g. UN) are undermining local initiatives/private sector 
development (i.e. the UN has its own planes/food products), trade and dignity. On the 
other hand, private channels make peer-to-peer learning possible and generally link with 
real market needs. A distinction should be made between real private initiatives and 
donor contractors. 

The working group concluded that there is a need for channel coordination and for working 
with specialists from all channels. 

6. Final words 

Seth Kaplan closed the seminar by summarising several points discussed throughout the day 
that he considered as the most striking ones: 
 The need to work in a context-specific way (devise country-specific strategies); 
 The need to consider how legitimacy can be created: government should be competent; 
 Solutions cannot be enforced, working top-down and against existing values is not 

feasible. There is a need to consider and work on the basis of people’s worldviews. 
 Nothing is efficient in policies (either in the Netherlands, or fragile states), and aid might 

not work due to policies. This should always be taken into account, as well as different 
interests of governments in the North and South and the citizens. 

 We cannot ‘fix states’ on a short term basis, but should focus on the micro level with a 
long-term view. National policies should assist micro development. 

 ‘The art of modelling through’: there are no clear-cut answers and there are different 
interests. We should work with existing means and resources. 
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Appendix 1 – List of participants 

 Last name First name Organisation / Institution Sector Email address 
1 Ariëns Hans  NCDO/ IS vakblad Practice h.ariens@ncdo.nl 
2 Bakker Niek  MDF Practice nb@mdf.nl 
3 Beek, van der Marianne Consultant Corporate kailash4@yahoo.co.uk 
4 Benjamin Emmanuel A.  Government of Southern Sudan Liaison Office Policy e.a.benjamin@goss-brussels.org 
5 Bökkerink Sasja  Oxfam Novib Practice sasja.bokkerink@oxfamnovib.nl  
6 Briscoe Ivan  Clingendael Practice ibriscoe@clingendael.nl 
7 Claessen Anique  VNG International Policy anique.claessen@vng.nl 
8 Douma Marianne  Oxfam Novib Practice m.douma@ziggo.nl 
9 Groof, de Melanie Maastricht Universiteit  Science melanie.degroof@maastrichtuniversity.nl 
10 Haagsma Reinanke  MDF Practice rha@mdf.nl 
11 Holtland Gerrit  Afghanistan Specialist, consultant Corporate gerrit@ctrt.nl 
12 Kampherbeek Ronald  NCDO Practice r.kampherbeek@ncdo.nl 
13 Kaplan Seth  Specialist/ writer Other seth@sethkaplan.org 
14 Karimi Farah  Oxfam Novib Practice annemiek.snoodijk@oxfamnovib.nl 
15 Klerk Ton de  RRD Consultancies Corporate klerkton@xs4all.nl 
16 Klinkenberg Stan  Save the Children Practice stan.klinkenberg@savethechildren.nl 
17 Lai Suying  Oxfam Novib Practice suying.lai@oxfamnovib.nl 
18 Landu Lema  Stichting Talentueux KAST Practice info@kast-international.com 
19 Mbikayi Paul  Congo network Practice mbikayi40@zonnet.nl 
20 Miranda, de Anouk Gender Issues International Practice  projob@upcmail.nl  
21 Munters Paul  Munters Consulting Corporate paul.munters@muntersconsulting.nl 
22 Musch Arne  VNG International Policy arne.musch@vng.nl 
23 Nikiema Ouindinda  Nuffic Practice onikiema@nuffic.nl 
24 Nyaba Keni  Government of Southern Sudan Liaison Office Policy keninyaba@goss-brussels.com 
25 Pieper Ivet  Context Corporate ip@developmenttraining.org 
26 Roefs Jeanne  Zelfstandige Corporate jroefs@xs4all.nl 
27 Ruyssenaars Jan  People Building Peace NL Practice janruyssenaars@antenna.nl 
28 Seesink Kemi  Wetlands international Practice kemi.seesink@wetlands.org 
29 Solberg Kim  Spark Practice k.solberg@spark-online.org 

mailto:NB@mdf.nl�
mailto:rha@mdf.nl�
mailto:annemiek.snoodijk@oxfamnovib.nl�
mailto:projob@upcmail.nl�


 

DPRN report on MDF, ISS, Vice Versa seminar ‘Governance in fragile states’ - 9 

30 Tijkotte Ellen  MDF Practice ti@mdf.nl 
31 Toonen Koen  MDF Practice kto@mdf.nl 
32 Troquete-Hermans Emmy  Ministerie van Defensie Policy ejm.hermans@mindef.nl 
33 Veen, van der Remco Cordaid Practice rve@cordaid.nl 
34 Verbeek Dagmar  VNG International Policy dagmar.verbeek@vng.nl 
35 Vijfhuizen Carin  Nuffic Practice cvijfhuizen@nuffic.nl 
36 Vries Eva de  Lokaal Mondiaal/ Vice Versa Other eva.vries.de@gmail.com 
37 Wesseling Hans   Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken Policy hans.wesseling@minbuza.nl 
38 Willems Leon  Press Now Practice leon.willems@pressnow.nl 
39 Winden, van der Bob BW support Corporate bob@bwsupport.nl 
40 Zanen Sjoerd  MDF Practice sz@mdf.nl 
41 Zuyderduyn Mike  MDF Practice zu@mdf.nl 
42 Uzelac Ana Care Practice uzelac@carenederland.org 
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