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1. Introduction

Over the past five to seven years, most internatiaidl donors have started to pay
attention to so-called ‘fragile states’. Generathg interest in state fragility was
spurred by security considerations in the wakénefterrorist attacks of ‘9/11".
Fragile states came to be seen as a potentialataubf state collapse, which would
result in the creation of ‘ungoverned spaces’, wlegime and terrorism would
develop (Francois and Sud 2006: 145).

Overall, the focus on fragility is part of a morengral trend of ‘securitisation of
development’, which is preoccupied with creatingaitions for stability in the
developing world. As Duffield (2001: 310) has arduistability is achieved by
activities designed to reduce poverty, satisfydaseds, strengthen economic
sustainability, create representative civil ingidtns, protect the vulnerable and
promote human rights’. The reconstruction of ‘flagitates’ is the latest witness to
the securitisation of development.

The European Union has been no exception to thergktmend of addressing
fragile states, although it took the Union rougfdyr years to translate the concerns
about ‘state failure’ voiced in the European SegiBirategy of 2003 into a policy on
fragile states (Council of the European Union 2@RK)7). The linkage of the EU’s
policy on fragile states to security concerns kastb an emphasis of a wide set of
policy instruments that make an explicit link amateyelopment, humanitarian,
military and security aspects — sometimes refetwess a ‘whole-of-EU approach’
(European Commission 2007b: 7). Within this framegwethe governance dimension



is emphasised — indeed, as will be argued in setiof this paper, the EU defines
fragile states largely in terms of weak governastcectures — but the way in which
the agenda regarding those fragile states is imgréed has strong security overtones
(cf. Youngs 2008: 435).

After having emphasised more formal and technispéats of governance since
the mid-1990s (the era of the so-called post-WagbimConsensus), various
international aid agencies have recently startemhiphasise the need for more
profoundly political or political-economic analysefthe governance situation in aid-
receiving countries (cf. Hout 2009; Hydén 2006)alreport on the ‘lessons learnt’ of
its involvement in ‘low income countries under sg’g(LICUS), the World Bank
stressed already in 2005 the desirability of penfog ‘political economy and conflict
analysis’ when selecting and sequencing priorfoeshe rebuilding of fragile states
(World Bank Operations Policy and Country Serviz@65: 8). This position was
reinforced by the Bank’s Independent Evaluationu@r006: 21), which
emphasised the need for ‘commissioning and consgimgood political analysis
regarding countries where the Bank is actively ned.

In those instances where the European Union hasgacated governance issues
into its strategies for fragile states, its applo@cgovernance has a highly
technocratic character, with a strong emphasisubtigpsector reform and public
finance. This approach, the paper will argue, istark contrast with the increasing
awareness in the donor community of the politicadr®mic dimensions of
governance reforms. In particular, the EU’s failto¢ake cognisance of the lessons
formulated by the World Bank on the applicatiorpofitical-economy and conflict
analysis is highly surprising.

This paper presents an analysis of recently addptépolicies on fragile states.
The next section gives an overview of divergingiptetations of fragile states, and
discusses some general observations on policiesrtisviragile states. Section 3
discusses the concept of fragile states as appliget EU context. Section 4 analyses
the governance approach that has been adoptee lButbpean Commission for use
in developing countries in general, and discudsesvay in which this approach is
used for fragile states. Section 5 provides anyaisbf several Country Strategy
Papers that were drawn up for fragile states irctmext of the 10th European
Development Fund (2008-13), and specifically the wawvhich concerns regarding



governance rehabilitation have been entered iggetllocuments. The final section
of the paper presents some general conclusions.

2. Fragile states: Definitions and Approaches
Many authors have noted that the literature onl&agates has produced a wealth of
definitions of state fragility. As observed by Weorld Bank (World Bank Operations
Policy and Country Services 2005: 1), the termikeagtates has gradually replaced
concepts that were applied earlier — such as ditfgartnerships, countries at risk,
difficult environments, failing states and low imse countrie under stress (LICUS) —
since the adoption of the Paris Declaration onB&ff@ctiveness in March 2005.
Despite the widespread use of the concept, atreeeirw of ‘thinking and
practice’ concerning fragile states has notedtterte is no single, ‘unambiguous’
definition (Cammack et al. 2006: 18). The surveyuas that definitions can be
grouped on the basis of a limited number of charstics. The three types of
definitions distinguished by Cammack et al. (200&:8) focus on, respectively:

 state functionsdefinitions of this type understand fragile stateserms of the lack
of capacity or will to perform certain functionsaticontribute to the security and
wellbeing of a country’s citizens;

» state outputsthis type of definitions sees fragile states asding about a host of
problems, including poverty, violent conflict, terism, global security threats,
refugees, organised crime, epidemic diseases amwbemental degradation; such
problems may cause difficulties in neighbouringroi@s or across a whole
region?

* relationships with donorghis category of definitions understands fragifges in
terms of the difficult relationship they have watparticular donor or group of
donors. These definitions imply that fragility ses to result from ‘factors that

! Milliken and Krause (2002: 763) have pointed tiaittmany of the states that gained independence
after the Second World War conceptualised as ‘psstates’ rather than real states and that ‘the
puzzle is not how and why they may fail, but how avhy they exist or persist at all’. Their percepti
analysis leads to the conclusion that such statgsnever have been very effective in the perforraanc
of central state functions. Although very relevemmta thorough political understanding of the
dynamics of fragile states, this line of analysisot taken up in the current paper as its focos is
donor policies rather than political processesipient states.

2 The World Bank (2005: 27) has estimated that c@sbordering on fragile states face a reductfon o
their gross domestic product of 1.6 per cent par pa average as a result of the spillover of such
problems.



have more to do with the relationship (e.g. a paldr shared history) than with
the nature of the state itself’ (Cammack et al.&2ad).

The main elements of the fragile state agenda impieed by international aid
donors, according to Cammack et al. (2006: 25&3)pIve around three key
objectives: the promotion of human security, bagieds and peace by providing
humanitarian aid and peacebuilding; the furthedhdevelopment and improvement
of governance; and the provision of global secutityderlying this variety of
objectives, some commentators have argued (e.gd&aBorgh 2008: 3), is a focus
on the inadequate functioning of the state, and nemsedies consequently revolve
around the strengthening of government institutions

Most policy-related definitions of fragile statean be classified in terms of one of
the three categories mentioned above, as theisfscunderstandably, on specific
instances of state fragility that agencies wishddress. For instance, the definition
applied by the OECD’s Development Assistance Cobasifalls squarely within the
first of Cammack et al.’s categories. Accordingite OECD/DAC, ‘[s]tates are
fragile when state structures lack political willddor capacity to provide the basic
functions needed for poverty reduction, developnaewt to safeguard the security
and human rights of their populations’ (OECD 200)(:The World Bank’s
understanding of state fragility, which is laid antb two aspects, straddles the first
and second categories of Cammack et al.’s clagtdit. The first aspect that is
mentioned by the World Bank focuses on the weakokstate policies and
institutions; this is felt to reduce seriously giate’s capacity to deliver services,
control corruption and provide sufficient voice aawtountability. The second aspect
concerns the increased risk of countries to expeeieonflict and political instability
(World Bank Operations Policy and Country Serviz@65: 1).

Despite the desire in policy-making circles toelep clear-cut models of state
fragility and differentiate fragile from stable ddeping countries, several important
caveats have been formulated with regard to théeimgntation of policies on fragile
states. The OECD/DAC has pointed out that statglifyain not an either-or issue,
but rather a ‘spectrum .... found in all but the m#steloped and institutionalised
states’ (OECD 2008: 12). This notion links to a @videt of factors, most or all of
which highlight the need for a political responsdragility. According to the
OECD/DAC, the understanding of fragility as a ramggead of a single condition



leads to a focus on resilience (‘the ability to €eyth changes in capacity,
effectiveness, or legitimacy’) rather than stapidis the opposite of fragility:
‘Resilience, we argue, therefore derives from alwoation of capacity and
resources, effective institutions and legitimadlypawhich are underpinned by
political processes that mediate state-societyiogls and expectations’ (OECD 2008:
12).

The emphasis of the political nature of the respdo fragile states has brought
both the OECD/DAC and the World Bank to call fontext-specific action. The first
of the ‘Principles for good international engagetnariragile states and situations’,
drafted in early 2005 and adopted by Developmemiigters and Heads of Agencies
in the OECD'’s Development Assistance Committeepnil2007, emphasises the
need to differentiate whether problems derive filack of capacity, political
will or legitimacy. Moreover, the principles poiout that policies on fragile states
need to be tailored to the dynamics of the count@ncerned. In line with similar
conclusions reached earlier by the World Bank (2033, the OECD argued that it is
crucially important to recognise whether countaes going through a phase of
political transition, are in a situation of deteating or rather improving governance,
or have become locked into a political impasse (DER007: 6).

In a discussion of its experience with the LICW&iework, the World Bank
argued that the implementation of institutionabret in fragile states should
recognise local dynamics instead of adopting asire-fits-all approach:

In most fragile state contexts, developing tecHrsaggestions for institutional
reform is easy; managing the political processédnm is much more difficult. It
is therefore important that institution-buildingtiatives avoid purely technocratic
approaches, devoting considerable attention tptbeess of decision-making and
implementation, and to well-designed participatiow widespread communication
of reform initiatives. The ‘fit’ of institutionaltsuctures with local realities has also
frequently been problematic in fragile states, tud-adapted colonial legacies or
the imposition of inappropriate external modelsnating open to new ideas for

locally-driven institutional reforms and supportilegal debate and discussion on
options is critical. (World Bank Operations Polayd Country Services 2005: 5)

Among a host of other observations, the 2006 rewagthe LICUS framework by the
Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group produced afsebnclusions about the need
for the analysis of the political situation and t@eises of conflict in fragile states. An
incisive comment regarding one of the fragile sasegeted by the Bank illustrates
the need for internalisation of political analysis:



For example, the Interim Strategy in Papua New €aiimas a good discussion of
the political system. It recognizes the problemslanf loyalties, political
patronage, corruption, lack of capacity, and ofletors, but the Strategy then
goes on to disregard some of this vital knowledug taeat these issues as
technical problems. (World Bank Independent EvadmaGroup 2006: 21)

In particular, four types of political analysis seeelevant for policy-making on
fragile states (World Bank Independent Evaluatiooup 2006: 97)Political risk
analysiswould produce an assessment of the likelihooditiré instability in a
fragile state, whilestructural analysisvould enhance understanding of the weakness
of the state as a result of structural (for inseamthnically or religiously based)
sources of conflict. Thanalysis of day-to-day politiasould lead to more insight into
the distribution of power at the national, regioaatl local level, and would provide a
clue as to whether decentralisation policies &ed\lito succeed or not. Tlmalysis
of the history of reform in the country and in riéaguring countriesvould contribute
to an understanding of which reform policies akelli to be accepted by the
population and which stand more chance of beingtesk

This section has highlighted different understagdiof the nature of fragile states
and agendas to address the problems associateduglttstates. Moreover, the
section has summarised some of the lessons drathinmegard to the political aspects
of the response to fragile states. On the badiseodbove, it seems safe to conclude
that most understandings of fragile states revateeind the (mal)functioning of the
state in developing countries as a result of lichitapacity, the inability of institutions
to deal with social and/or political tensions oe tack of state legitimacy. Analyses of
the implementation of the policies on fragile statiey, for instance, the World Bank
and OECD) point at the centrality of adopting podit analyses of processes and
events in developing countries in order to undecstacal specificities that are

causing fragility.

3. TheEU and Fragile States

The European Union has begun to place increasimhasis on so-called ‘fragile
states’ with the adoption of its ‘security strateglyafted by CFSP High
Representative Javier Solana, in 2003 (Counchefuropean Union 2003). The key

threats to Europe that were outlined in the strategluded ‘state failure’, which was



perceived both as a threat in itself and as a plessontributing factor toward other
types of threats.
The European security strategy defined statertats a ‘key threat’, because
‘[b]ad governance — corruption, abuse of power,knaatitutions and lack of
accountability — and civil conflict corrode Statesm within. ... Collapse of the
State can be associated with obvious threats, asicinganised crime or terrorism.

State failure is an alarming phenomenon, that unohers global governance, and
adds to regional instability’. (Council of the Epean Union 2003: 4)

The strategy argued that various instruments shoeilapplied by the European
Union, ranging from military force to diplomatic gagement, trade relations,
development aid and humanitarian assistance. atigalto developing countries, the
strategy argued that ‘[s]ecurity is the first cdiwdi for development’ (Council of the
European Union 2003: 13). Further to this, the &fp@an Consensus on
Development’, agreed by the Council, Commission Batbpean Parliament in
December 2005, called for a ‘comprehensive prewardpproach to state fragility,
conflict, natural disasters and other types oe&igEuropean Parliament, Council
and Commission 2006: 14).

In 2003, the European Commission presented a Wamkeon governance and
development that distinguished several types atigels that would later be
subsumed under the lable of ‘fragile states’: idift’ and ‘extremely difficult’
partnership and ‘post-conflict’ situations (Europ&zommission 2006d: 8). Each of
these relations, the Commission argued, would regiiiferent approaches. In the
case of difficult partnerships, which are ‘charasex by a lack of commitment to
good governance’ (European Commission 2003: 2@ redtive approaches to
cooperation would have to be found, including thevision of humanitarian aid,
collaboration with NGOs and civil society organigas, and political initiatives at the
international and regional level. In ‘extremelyfdifilt partnerships’ the only option
would be to suspend cooperation entirely (Euroggammission 2003: 21). Post-
conflict situations, where state institutions aithex non-functioning or non-existent,
would call for attempts at reconciliation betweemt@s involved in the conflict, a
process of relief, rehabilitation and developmeant the provision of humanitarian
aid. The aim of the approach would be to have titkaaities address governance
issues, which were seen to lie at the root of thdlict in many cases (European
Commission 2003: 24).



The Conclusions formulated by the General Affaind External Relations
Council (GAERC) in November 2007 (Council 2007)tba basis of the
Commission’s Communication understood state fitggihi reference to

weak or failing structures and to situations whéeesocial contract is broken due
to the State’s incapacity or unwillingness to deih its basic functions, meet its
obligations and responsibilities regarding the nfle&aw, protection of human
rights and fundamental freedoms, security and pafieits population, poverty

reduction, service delivery, the transparent andtable management of resources
and access to power. (Council 2007: 2)

The Commission’s Communication referred to fragitis a feature mainly of low and
middle income countries that are faced with stmadtweaknesses of the economy,
and are vulnerable to crises, external shockseepas, drug trafficking, natural
disasters, environmental degradation, and endangeiiral diversity (European
Commission 2007d: 5). Governance deficits, howewerge seen as the main cause of
state fragility: ‘Fragility is often triggered bygernance shortcomings and failures,
in form of lack of political legitimacy compoundég very limited institutional
capacities linked to poverty’ (European Commis2607d: 8).

The Council Conclusions of November 2007 contaméahg list of ‘issues’ that
should be addressed in the EU’s approach of prengeahd responding to state
fragility. Apart from general issues such as attentor democratic governance,
support of state capabilities and gender equdlhiy list included (Council 2007: 4-6):

» the improvement of existing governance assessroel;t

» the development of early warning mechanisms on destic governance issues,
rule of law, human rights, poverty levels and citfl

 the strengthening of the role of Country Strategpdts (CSPs) as the preferred
framework to prevent and address fragility;

» the strengthening of allocation criteria in theiwas aid schemes applied by the
European Community for both ACP and non-ACP coasitri

 the integration of democratic governance and usbihal development into the so-
called LRRD (Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and Deepment) framework;

» the use of the EU Code of Conduct on Complemegtant Division of Labour in

order to channel more funds to developing counthasdisplay signs of state



fragility and that would run the risk of being exdéd from development
assistance (so-called ‘aid orphans’).

In order to start addressing the issue of statglilyaat the level of European
Community development policy, the Council requestesdCommission to ‘test’ the
EU response in pilot cases. Burundi, Sierra Le@enea Bissau, Haiti, Timor-Leste
and Afghanistan were selected as pilot countrieshis purpose (European
Commission 2007¢).

4. The EU and Governance

4.1 Governance in the Country Strategy Papers

As noted above, the European Community’s ‘respstrsgegy’ to state fragility
makes a distinction between cases of ‘extremefjcdif’ and ‘difficult’ partnerships.
In the former cases, there is considered to be $ttope for governance-oriented
strategies directed at national political authesitiand EC activities would normally
be limited to: humanitarian assistance or food ladtjng relief, rehabilitation and
development activities; support to civil societyiaties, for instance in support of
human rights and governance reform; and politiciéibitives at the regional or
international level. In the case of ‘difficult’ gaerships, the Commission envisages
that governance and institutional capacity buildsngport, along with support for
human rights activities, would be feasible elemerfits response strategy (European
Commission 2006c¢: 2).

The main tool in the relationship between the |aem Community and partner
developing countries is the Country Strategy Papeiis the case with many
international development agencies, the Europeann@mity formulates a medium-
term strategy for the provision of developmentsiasice on the basis of a country’s
official national policy priorities. The latter hawsually been laid down in a Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP), required for sugmon World Bank and IMF.
The European Commission argued that the establishofi@ common framework for
the formulation of CSPs ‘made a significant conttibn to achieving the goal of

3 Apparently, these pilot countries were chosen uitteePortuguese Presidency of the European
Council, and this may explain why countries likeifi&a-Bissau and Timor-Leste were included. Yet
no formal statements on the selection process I@e uncovered.



multiannual programming and to increasing the e¢ifeaess and quality of the EU’s
external aid (European Commission 2006b: 5).

As part of the ‘country diagnosis’, a Country &gy Paper is required to contain
an analysis of the political — along with the ecmng social and environmental —
situation in the partner country. An important segovernance indicators is included
among the assessment of the political situatioch sis (European Commission
2006b: 12-14):

the main obstacles at the national level for tlegmtion of and respect for human

rights;

» the observance of democratic principles, as relatedections and change of
government;

 the organisation of the government and decisioningarocedures, including the
division of power over different levels of governmetransparency and
accountability of key political institutions, meass countering corruption and
other forms of economic criminality, and the rufdaav and the independence of
the judiciary; and

* evidence pointing at state fragility, such as tileapacity to perform basic

government functions (security, social services lamaan rights).

In addition to these indicators, it was argued that

in fragile states, post-conflict countries and #fjpecases of countries that have yet
to achieve ‘structural stability’ or are showingrss of increasing instability,
greater attention should be given to analysing omegsaken to ensure security
and stability, including conflict prevention and magement, post-conflict
intervention strategies (demobilisation, disarmatmesintegration (in particular

of women and child soldiers), rebuilding, humamgamine clearance, support for
action against illegal arms trafficking and disseation of small arms and light
weapons, etc.), and the introduction of the rulawafand democracy (including
broader participation of civil society and a mogeigable distribution of power).
(European Commission 2006b: 14)

4.2 The European Commission’s Governance Profile

Accompanying the Communication on ‘Governance énElaropean Consensus’, the
European Commission set up a methodology for asgedsveloping countries’
governance quality. In the first instance the skeddgovernance profile’ was
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developed for ACP countries, but later releasabeprofile have dropped the
reference to only the ACP group. The profile wasugeas a ‘programming tool’, the
main objectives of which are ‘to help identifyingeific areas of cooperation
(weaknesses) and agreeing on benchmarks and tlogetform (Government
commitments), or on sectoral performance indicaibgovernance is a focal area’
(European Commission 2006d: 11). The governancieveas meant for application
by the European Commission, and not to reflect sesrdy a common understanding
of governance quality in the recipient country: éfdgpovernance profile is not meant
to be done necessarily jointly with the partnerntopbut its content should be shared
(but not negotiated and agreedith partner country during the programming
dialogue’ (European Commission 2006d: 11, italddea).

The governance profile developed by the Europeanr@ission consists of nine
components, which are subdivided in a variety ecH issues. The profile is

summarised in table 1.

Table 1: The European Commission’s Governance Ierofi

Components ltems
1. Political/democratic governance a. Human rights
(WBI's Voice and accountability) b. Fundameritaedoms

c. Electoral process
d. Principles of constitutional democracy
2. Political governance/rule of law:
Judicial and law enforcement system
3. Control of corruption

4. Government effectiveness a. Institutional capacity
b. Public finance management
5. Economic governance (WBI's a. Private sectorketafriendly policies
Regulatory quality) b. Management of naturabrgces
6. Internal and external security (WBI's a. Internal stability/conflict

Political stability and absence of violence b. External threats and global security

7. Social governance

8. International and regional context a. Regional integration
b. Involvement in regional initiatives on governanc

and peer-review mechanisms (such as APRM)

c. Migration

9. Quality of partnership a. Political dialogue
b. Programming dialogue
c. Non-state actors

Source:European Commission 2006d: 13-29
Note: WBI refers to the World Bank InstituteGovernance Mattersdicators (Kaufmann et al. 1999)

The governance profile as used by the Europeam@ssion draws heavily on the
work done by staff at the World Bank Institute,uiéiag in theGovernance Matters

indicators and dataset (Kaufmann et al. 1999).fifbiesix components are based on
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the six elements of thBovernance Matterdataset. The final three indicators (on
social governance, international and regional odntnd quality of partnership) have
been developed by staff at the Commission. Of the components, two
(political/democratic governance and internal axtémal security) seem to address
political issues of governance most directly, winie (internal and external security
and international and regional context) appeaetmbst directly related to the
problems faced by fragile states. Two componerdbtigal governance/rule of law
and control of corruption) primarily assess thespree of legal instruments, while
two (government effectiveness and economic govesjaare essentially meant to
scrutinise the management of economic policiespamtidy-making. The component
on social governance relates to the implementati@variety of social policies. The
final component is geared to assessing the impleatien of Community
development projects and programmes. Also, theisiwh of an item on migration in
the eighth component appears to be informed mamwigoncerns in the European
Union about possible immigratidh.

Strikingly, the governance profile does not camtan assessment of the factors
that are considered to be crucial variables imptioeluction of state fragility: the
legitimacy of institutions and office-holders, ath@ delivery of key public services.
The profile considers mainly formal indicators efsgrnance performance, and does
not relate to major political issues in many depelg countries, such as the exclusion
of particular social groups, inequalities withire ghopulation, or the domination of the
political system by the executive and the diffigutt mounting opposition against the
ruling party. This bias has led Youngs (2008: 4849ritise the EU’s emphasis of ‘the

capacity and procedural efficiency of the statather than ‘democratic plurality’.

5. Governance-Oriented Responsesto State Fragility: Analysis of Country
Strategy Papers

This section contains an analysis of governancented responses in several of the
‘pilot’ countries selected by the European CommissAfghanistan, Burundi,

* The Communication on ‘Governance in the Europeamsénsus’ announced the introduction of an
incentive reserve related to countries’ governgilaes, amounting to €2.7 billion out of the €22.6
billion allocated to the 10th EDF. The incentivears/e would be distributed with the use of the
governance profile on the basis of ‘the assesspfehe [governance] situation and the reform
commitments given in the dialogue’ (European Corsinis2006a: 12). In a recent paper Molenaers
and Nijs (2008) indicate that the governance irgeritas, so far, amounted to little more than anfdr
exercise.
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Guinea-Bissau, Sierra Leone and Timor-L&st&e analysis is performed on the
basis of the Country Strategy Papers that have t@eriuded by European
Community and the countries concerned in the comtesither the Development
Cooperation Instrument (for non-ACP countries)h& 10th European Development
Fund for the period between 2008 and 2013 (for AGimtries).

5.1 Afghanistan

Afghanistan has been a target country for supponh the European Community
since the 1980s, while EC support was stepped theiCountry Strategy Paper
2003-6 that had been concluded after the removilleoT aliban regime as part of the
‘war on terror’ declared by former US President lBuBhe CSP 2003-6 was oriented
to reconstruction, in particular of infrastructaned basic government institutions
(European Commission 2007a: 3).

Allocations as part of the DCI 2007-13 demonstthét Afghanistan has clearly
obtained priority in EC policy-making. The EC hdls@ated around €1.03 billion to
Afghanistan for the 2007-13 period (European Comiois2007a: 4), which amounts
to roughly 6.1 per cent of the funds availableha DCI during this period (European
Parliament and Council 2006: 64). Priority areasHG support are threefold (rural
development, governance and health), while othavites (such as reform of the
security sector and education) are left to othewods (European Commission 2007a:
17-9).

The CSP 2007-13 for Afghanistan contains an arsafiiat points at some deep-
rooted problems threatening the country’s politeygdtem. In particular, the political

analysis addresses:

* the risk of state capture by groups involved ircoécs trade, which is the
country’s major source of income;

» the country’s fragile security situation as a resfithe insurgency of the Taliban
and other armed groups;

* the political division of the country along ethtilees and the strong and conflict-
prone centre-periphery divide; and

» the poor human rights situation (European Commis2@07a: 7).

5 No CSP was available for Haiti.
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As part of the CSP’s focus on governance, the EE€&ponse strategy’ contains
two priorities: the rule of law, in particular theconstruction of the justice sector, and
public administration reform. The emphasis on #@nstruction of the justice sector
is linked to the desire to enhance the effectivermésounter-narcotics policies. In
addition, the recruitment of judges and prosecutsgen as an important element in
the strengthening of the rule of law in Afghanis(gmropean Commission 2007a: 22-
3).

Public administration reform in Afghanistan wolle focused on two main
targets: democratisation and improvement of loogkgnance, and strengthening of
financial management and accountabiliy. The fifshese components relates to the
organisation of regular elections for local and@agl bodies and the enhancement of
the capacity of local administration to deliver ibeservices, for instance, by training
young civil servants. The second element concémslévelopment of capacity for
revenue collection by customs and tax authoritrestae fight against corruption
(European Commission 2007a: 23-4).

5.2 Burundi

In the framework of the 10th EDF, Burundi has bakocated €188 million as so-
called A allocation under the ACP-EC Partnershipe®gnent for macroeconomic
support, sectoral policies and for programmes aogbgts in support of focal and
non-focal areas of Community assistance. The cpuvitl be receiving another €24.1
million as B allocation for unforeseen needs, saskemergency aid, debt relief and
support to mitigate instability of export earnigepublique de Burundi —
Communauté européenne 2007, hereafter referrezsiBoraindi CSP 2007).

The analysis of the political and institutionalustion in Burundi in the CSP points
at the continuing violation of human rights and thke of law despite the ‘political
will' to make improvements in both respects. Théufa to bring an end to the armed
struggle between the government and the rebel plarty is ascribed to the lack of
experience and capacity of the armed forces anddhee (Burundi CSP 2007: 3).
The constitutional guarantees for ethnic and r@ligidiversity, adopted in 2005, and
power-sharing arrangements in state institutiorsshate-owned enterprises are

judged to have improved the relations betweenittaling ethnic groups (Hutus and
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Tutsis)® The democratic process is still felt to be fragflether democratic
consolidation is seen to require better cooperdiegiween the majority party, the
other political parties and civil society (Burur@sP 2007: 3-4).

Burundi’'s Strategic Growth and Poverty Reductioanrework (Cadre stratégique
de croissance et de lutte contre la pauvreté, CEHd®pted in 2006, contains four
central ‘axes’, among which improvement of goven®and security was considered
a ‘sine qua non’ for national reconciliation an@®cmic development (Burundi CSP
2007: 10). The main activities relate to the segws@ctor, such as: general and
permanent cease-fire; disarmament, demobilisatioiraintegration (DDR) of
former combattants; professionalisation of the sgctorces; and disarmament of the
population. Further, strengthening of the rulean? and the fight against impunity are
mentioned as central to the strengthening of garera (Burundi CSP 2007: 11).

The CSP for 2008-13 notes that various measurg®oa governance that had
formed part of the previous CSP (for 2003-7) cotetli between Burundi and the
European Community had not been implemented ueblUFary 2007. The €19.75
million involved will be allocated to strengthenitize central and local legal system,
public sector management, and decentralisatiombligpadministration (Burundi
CSP 2007: 14).

In the CSP 2008-13, rural development and heaétltlaosen as the concentration
areas for EC support. Good governance issues, motably public finance
management, are mentioned as a component of tgegonmes to be implemented in
each of these areas, as well as for budget su(Bamindi CSP 2007: 20-1).
Governance-oriented projects and programmes, varelncluded in the non-focal
areas of the CSP, will receive an allocation of &fillion during the 10th EDF. These
funds are meant for (Burundi CSP 2007: 22):

» state reform with an eye to issues of justice, digaksation, civil service, security,
and land and infrastructure;

* reinforcement of control mechanisms such as themeltauditor’s office,
anticorruption services and inspection services;

* bringing in line national legislation with intermanal human rights norms;

® The CSP does not refer to other than ethnic digioes causes for the tensions between the Hutus
and Tutsis. This is in contrast to analyses of despructural political-economic causes of the katnf
related to the unequal distribution of and accesgesources, which have been mentioned in the
literature on Burundi (cf. Jooma 2005).
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» support to decentralisation policies; and

» cofinancing of the next elections.

5.3 Guinea-Bissau

The CSP agreed between the European Community amg&Bissau for the 2008-
13 period resulted in an allocation of almost €&ifion to the country. The A
allocation of €100 million contains an allocatiohn€é27 million for programmes
aimed at strengthening the rule of law and demgof@épubliqgue de Guinée-Bissau
— Communauté européenne 2007: 36, further GuinesaBICSP).

The political and institutional analysis of GuirBssau points at the country’s
history of political violence and coups d’état. Tdaises of the political problems,
according to the CSP, are diverse, and includeah@try’s weak economic basis, its
lack of social cohesion produced by ethnic cleasaged the recent military conflict
(Guinea-Bissau CSP 2007: 29yhe CSP considers the national elections of 20@4 a
2005 as steps on the way to a normal constitutiandlpolitical situation, despite the
fact that political stability has remained fragale a result of tensions between the
president and the parliamentary majority (GuinessBu CSP 2007: 5). Moreover, the
CSP notes that civilian control over the armeddsrand the presence of arms among
the population remain problematic, and necessiedtem of the security sector
(Guinea-Bissau CSP 2007: 6).

The CSP argues that Guinea-Bissau’s public admatish structures, in particular
public control institutions, are weak. The low dagg of transparency in resource
management and public finance are seen as sesgussi, as weaknesses in these
areas lead to corruption, fraud, money laundermjtax evasion. As the legal
framework is weak, the population has insufficiaotess to justice and the business
environment is unfavourable (Guinea-Bissau CSP 264j.

Guinea-Bissau’s poverty reduction strategy for 280®ocumento de Estratégia
Nacional para a Reducéo de Pobreza, DENARP) cenigiocus on strengthening

governance, modernising public administration anplroving macroeconomic

" Magalhdes Ferreira (2004: 54) adds several ‘strabtonditions’ to these causes, brought about by
the country’s unequal distribution of wealth and tnip on the country’s resources by the political
group in power, which rules by maintaining profowiiéntelist networks. The structural conditions
mentioned by Magalh&es Ferreira include poor aeffiaient governance, profound divisions within
the political elite and the military, incapacitymidiblic institutions to provide basic social seegc
corruption, poverty and dependence on foreign aid.
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stability, along with promoting economic growth,proving access to social services
and basic infrastructure, and improving the livaugditions of vulnerable groups
(Guinea-Bissau CSP 2007: 19). The CSP 2008-13 esig@s in particular, measures
to support the rule of law and democracy, aimeti@tonsolidation of central state
organs, public sector reform and reform of the ggcaector, including reintegration
of former soldiers. These activities receive 90 et of the €27 available for this
domain. Next to this, support of the National Auiking Officer and electoral
support involve another €3 million (Guinea-Bissag®RC2007: 37-8). A further
amount of €32 million in budget support is meamtgoonomic stabilisation, and
should assist Guinea-Bissau on the way to estatdishood economic governance’
and public finance management (Guinea-Bissau CSP: A1).

5.4 Sierra Leone

Under the 10th EDF, Sierra Leone received an dilocaf €242 million in the A
envelope and an additional €26.4 in the B enveldperoximately 15 per cent of the
A envelope will be spent on good governance artitutisnal support (Sierra Leone
— European Community 2007, Part 2: 1, further Siegone CSP).

The CSP’s analysis of the political situation feesl on the impact of the civil war,
which lasted from 1991 until 2002, destroyed thentoy's infrastructure and political
institutions, and led to a massive outflow of refag to neighbouring countries. The
roots of the civil war are traced to the centraisaof power, the absence of
accountability in the co-opted civil service anadlespread corruption (Sierra Leone
CSP 2007: 5-6). The EU’s assessment is that thetigowemains an extremely
“fragile state”, with a poorly resourced civil sex® that lacks capacity, operated
inefficiently and lacks even the basic facilitiesdeliver adequate services’ (Sierra
Leone CSP 2007: 6).

Despite the fact that national and local electiwese held since 2002, the CSP
concludes that Sierra Leone is lacking democratitedffective governance, and
effective oversight mechanisms (such as Parliamedthe judiciary). Regionalism
and locality are important in the country, and {pcdil allegiance, according to the

8 Keen (2004: 289-96) points at the deep-rootedesaakthe conflict in Sierra Leone, which are

related to the underdevelopment of the countrysemy and the pervasiveness of social exclusion. In
his view, the lack of education, unemployment aaililife of local justice produced grievances among
all participants in the Sierra Leone conflict, ahd violence that swept the country in the 199@shea
explained largely in terms of group efforts to drattention to these grievances.
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CSP, is based in social networks that are tiecattqular places. The danger of

internal instability is assessed to be real (CSF726-7).

The Joint Response Strategy, set up by the EGhendK, is aimed at governance,
peace and security; the promotion of pro-poor ghpwhd basic service delivery and
human development. Measures that are suggestegpors good governance and
institutional reform are:
 the strengthening of democratic institutions byraying the country’s capacity

for holding free and fair elections and by givirgg@tance to the electoral process,

including voter and civic education, political regation and awareness-raising;

» support of the decentralisation process (a firstsplfocusing on finalisation of the
legal framework and capacity-building in finanamsdnagement, procurement and
human resources, and a second phase of capacityniguaimed at the
management structures of decentralised sectorsanites);

» support of civil service reform, aimed at restruictg and ‘right-sizing’, and
capacity-building within the civil service for ti@plementation of the country’s
Poverty Reduction Strategy; and

» support for a variety of actors in the public se@wd for civil society (Sierra
Leone CSP 2007, part 2: 3-4).

5.5 Timor-Leste

In 2007, Timor-Leste received an allocation of apgmately €64 million as part of
the 10th EDF multi-annual agreements, €63 millibwbich is assigned in the
country’s A envelope (Timor-Leste — European Commy2007: 2, further Timor-
Leste CSP).

Timor-Leste’s CSP stresses that the country’s toaddependence was rather
violent, with Indonesian military forces attemptitggmaintain the country’s grip on
East Timor. After independence in 1999, there vgereeral periods of violent unrest,
most recently in 2006. Causes for the 2006 cnmikided the resurfacing of divisions
that predated 1999 — in particular the failureagusstice in view of the crimes
preceding independence — and poverty among youtludran population, resulting
in a legitimacy crisis of the government. Althoyggaceful elections were held in
2007, several sources of instability persist, sagkhe presence of many weapons
among the civilian population, the vast numberisplhced persons and the
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widespread discontent among members of the sedarigs. (Timor-Leste CSP
2007: 9-12).

Under the 9th EDF, a CSP was agreed in 2006 fopat to rural development
and institutional capacity-building. The latterqgoitly led to a focus on the
development of a trade policy, support for eledtpracesses and the electoral
system, and institutional capacity-building in #vea of public finance management
(Timor-Leste CSP 2007: 23).

The EC’s assistance under the 10th EDF aims tpastithe government’s
National Development Plan in three areas: ruraétbgment, health and institutional
capacity-building (Timor-Leste CSP 2007: 70). ngtonal capacity-building, which
is supported with €13 million, or 21 per cent of theans provided in the CSP,
focused on five main activities:

» support of the judiciary, such as the traininguafges and lawyers and capacity-
building of various courts;

* improvement of the capacity and performance ottt service and support for
decentralisation processes;

» strengthening of the institutional capacities & tational Parliament;

* support of communication media, with the aim ofamting understanding and
providing information within institutions and withe population; and

» support to the National Authorising Officer to impe implementation of EC

programmes in Timor-Leste (Timor-Leste CSP 200765
Apart from assistance for these activities, the C&Rains support for non-state
actors and for governance-related joint initiativeth Portuguese-speaking African
countries (Timor-Leste CSP 2007: 77).

5.6 CSPs and the EC Response to Fragile States

The discussion of the Country Strategy Papers ddrg¢he European Commission
with various fragile states has illustrated som#hefchallenges inherent in the
formulating of a strategy to deal with state friigilAs all CSPs follow the same
format, it has been possible to compare the pal{teconomic) analyses that are
underlying the EC’s approach to the different flagtates, as well as the main
components of the EC’s response strategy for tbesetries.
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The analyses of the political-economic situatiothe five cases described in
sections 5.1 to 5.5 illustrate the resolve of theogean Commission to ground its
response strategy in an understanding of the éhaamics of the countries
concerned. From a methodological point of view, coeld question the transparency
and reliability of the analyses, which do not pd®/an insight into the sources on the
basis of which judgements are made, and have amphan®t involved independent
analysts from outside the Commission. The Commmssiaccount of political-
economic problems in the countries concerned detraias however, the wish to
present a substantively sound and policy-relevaniprehension of the main causes
of state fragility. In three cases (Burundi, Gukiidssau and Sierra Leone), it was
argued, with reference to some independent accainattsthe Commission’s analyses
did not seem to dig deep enough to uncover thetsimral or root causes of the
problems experienced by the countries concernet].déspite this criticism, it is
clear that the Commission’s analyses reflect amg¢agreement about the
manifestation of the problems in the five fragilates.

The content of the response strategies for tlggldératates shows, however, a
profound gap between the political-economic analys®l the measures adopted in
the EC’s support packages. The various measurearngared in table 2.

Table 2: EC Support Strategies in Five Fragile &stat

Afghanistan Burundi Guinea-Bissau Sierra Leone  OFieste

Public sector X X X X X
reform
Decentralisation X X X X
Public finance X X X X
management
Electoral X X X
support
Security sector X X
reform
Support/reform X X
of justice sector
Support of X X
Parliament and
central state
organs
Anti-corruption X

Civil society X
support

SourcesEuropean Commission 2007a: 22-4; Burundi CSP 2P02; Guinea-Bissau CSP 2007: 31-
8; Sierra Leone CSP 2007, part 2: 3-4; Timor-L&$® 2007: 70-7
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Table 2 illustrates the dominance of certain typlagsponses to the problems in
fragile states: public sector reform, decentratsafind public finance management
are key to the EC’s approach in all cases analgbesle. Also, support of electoral
processes at the national or local level showssupraeasure in a majority of the
fragile states studied. Security sector reformpsufpof the justice sector and support
of central state organs are each mentioned inabe af two of the five fragile states.
Finally, anti-corruption and civil society suppstow up in one case.

The listing of priority areas in table 2 makeslé@ar that the general approach of
the European Commission is to assigteiconstructingstate capacities in fragile
states through essentially technical and managaeakures. In a good number of the
cases analysed in this paper, such technocratisuresado not seem to square with
the analysis of the problems made either in thesG8mMy independent analysts.
Issues raised in the analyses of state fragiligtedo problems of state capture,
including patronage and clientelism, violent resise of groups against central
government, ethnic divisions, human rights violasioweak socio-economic basis,
and extreme inqualities and social exclusion orgimatisation of particular groups.
The failure to address the fundamental problemeyidg state fragility raises

serious questions about the effectiveness of tHe gdlicy on fragile states.

6. Conclusions

This paper has tried to make sense of the curoentsf within the European Union,
on the issue of state fragility. The paper hasedgnat the EU’s concern with the
issue has had strong security overtones, andhied&W response fits in with the
overall trend of securitisation of development. Theice of countries for inclusion in
fragile state framework seems to reflect the céntia played by security
considerations, but the paucity of data at this ®atndo not permit more than a
provisional answer. In this context, Briscoe haslenan important observation that
may serve as a hyporthesis for further researclargigéed that the choices made in
Europe and North America on fragile states hava loidermed by ‘the significant
role played by many of the world’s most fragiletetain supplying to the developed
world energy and raw materials, producing anditiafig drugs, purchasing arms,
generating off-shore capital, or serving as sigaift outposts in the “war on terror”
(Briscoe 2008: 9).
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The EU’s approach to fragile states has tendedncentrate on the governance
dimensions of the problems in the countries corexrthe definition of state fragility
that was adopted by the General Affairs and ExtdRetations Council in November
2007 reflects this focus. The EU’s understandinggubsed in section 3 of the paper,
is that state fragility implies a breakdown of Hueial contract due to a state’s failure
to perform its major functions, including the praien of the rule of law, security,
poverty reduction, service delivery and resourceagament.

As was argued in section 2 of the paper, the tetisoussion on governance and
fragile states in policy-making circles has prodlseveral lessons for external actors.
In particular, assessments of earlier interventloage led organisations such as the
World Bank and the OECD to emphasise context-speaition, based on throrough
knowledge of the local situation, and the needafpolitical analysis of processes and
events spurring state fragility. The EU’s approaxigovernance and state fragility
does not seem to pay sufficient attention to thesights. The EU’s methodology on
assessing governance, as reflected in the recaahbigted ‘governance profile’
(section 4.2), emphasises formal indicators of goaece quality and pays
insufficient attention to salient political or piadial-economic issues, such as social
exclusion, inequality and state capture. Moreotrer ,analysis of various Country
Strategy Papers in section 5 has illustrated ttmEuropean Commission’s ‘response
strategies’ for the pilot fragile states show ggibene disparity between the
understanding of local political-economic dynanmacsl the measures adopted to
support the fragile states. In particular, the Cfeléss on the reconstruction of state
capacities dominantly by technical and manageredms that overlook more
fundamental political-economic problems in the does concerned.

It seems safe to conclude that the EC’s appraachconstructing fragile states
reflects the view, discussed in section 2, thatréad problem of these countries lies in
the inadequate functioning of the state, i.e., @gagte when looked at from prevalent
Western conceptions of the ‘modern’ state. Thigapgh overlooks the fact that the
state is essentially an institution that is embedddocal social, political and
economic realities, and that the way in which tfaesfunctions (or not) needs to be
understood in terms of specific social, politicalk@onomic interests. In this respect,
the analysis made by Chabal and Daloz in relabahé African state is very
pertinent. These authors have argued that judgenoenthe ‘failure’ of the state in

Africa are essentially a function of the Weberigpr@ach to the state. The
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dominance of the ‘fundamentally instrumental conadgpower’ has given rise to the
‘informalisation of politics’ and the ‘instrumentsétion’ of the state (Chabal and
Daloz 1999: 4). The question, therefore, is natsch whether the fragile state
‘works’, but ratherfor whomit works. Attempts to reconstruct fragile stateschto be
grounded in an understanding of the political-ecnicaealities of the countries
concerned, in particular of the incentives, chakshand opportunities faced by
various actors (Fritz and Rocha Menocal 2007: Rd)icies that do not take account

of the local political economy of fragile states &ound to fail.
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