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Ladies and Gentlemen, 

 

Let me start by congratulating our colleagues at the 

OECD with their work on these States of Fragility 2016 

Highlights.  

 

It is quite an impressive appetizer to the full report which 

will be presented in Nairobi next November, something to 

look forward to. I am very pleased and honoured that 

Belgium is hosting this high level panel discussion. 

 

Each States of Fragilty Report consistently represented a 

major step forward in our collective thinking about the 

links between violence, fragility and development. 

 

Let me therefore express my gratitude to the OECD and 

to all that have contributed with their reflections and 

experiences on this topic.   

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 



 

One year ago, we adopted the Sustainable Development 

Goals. The SDGs provide us with the unique opportunity 

to reaffirm our commitment to the New Deal and the 

Peacebuilding and State building Goals.  

The new Agenda, more particularly SDG 16 on peaceful 

and inclusive societies, is a true game changer.  

 

Reducing violence, promoting the rule of law and justice 

for all, as well as building capacity to prevent violence 

and to combat terrorism and crime is now part of our 

development efforts. 

Indeed, for countries affected by conflict and fragility, 

peace building and state building are central to any 

development ambition.  

In these countries, security expenditure related to SDG 

16 is also development oriented. If you want to eradicate 

poverty you have to eradicate violence. If there ever 

was a firewall between these two, SDG 16 has 

slashed it.  



Where do we stand one year on? The current state of 

world affairs, reflected in these new States of Fragility 

Highlights and in the upcoming full report is a bitter 

reality check to our optimism from 12 months ago.  

Let me give you some reasons for disenchantment from 

the perspective of Belgian International Development:   

- Nine out of Belgium’s fourteen partner countries 

appeared on the OECD’s States of Fragility list at least 

once since 2007, eight of them were listed last year, 

and most – if not all – will probably reappear on it 

this year and for many years to come. 

 

- Humanitarian needs due to conflict are 

staggering. Belgian budgets have consistently been 

increased to reach an historic high of 170 million euros 

for this year. Yet our collective efforts are falling short 

to meet the needs. 

 

- In addition to this, we are confronted with illegitimate 

presidential overstay in some of our partner 

countries, compounding already extremely 



challenging environments for effective development 

cooperation.  

I could go on and mention all the major, well-

documented pressures stemming from migratory-, 

climate related- or economic upheaval, but I don’t think I 

need not recap the overall, gloomy picture presented in 

the report.  

Yet, this should not discourage us. On the contrary. The 

SDGs, this new report, should serve as a call for action 

for all of us. It is now money time for our commitment to 

the SDGs and the realization of SDG 16.  

How do we have to take on this task?  

 

I think three things are crucial: 

 

1. First of all, Belgium, with others, firmly believes that 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) must focus 

on countries most in need: on LDCs, Small Island 

developing states, land-locked developing countries 

and fragile and conflict-affected states. The reason is 



that these countries lack access to conventional and 

market-based sources of development financing.  

 

Many LDCs struggle with recurring cycles of conflict, in 

addition to corruption, weak administrative capacity 

and intrusions by organized international crime 

networks. To break this cycle, you have to do many 

things. But you also have to put money on the table. 

For LDCs that’s particularly difficult since they are 

largely cut off of financial flows such as remittances 

and foreign direct investments.  

So it really is crucial that we reverse the declining 

trend of ODA to LDCs. That is why Belgium has 

committed to direct 50% of its ODA to the least 

developed countries. 

 

2. Secondly, we have to ensure that the Peace & 

Security Goals get sufficient funding. The OECD 

made an estimate that funding for the Peace & Security 

Goals remained alarmingly low. In 2012, only 4% of 

ODA to fragile states and economies was allocated to 



the Peace and Security Goals, 1.4% for security sector 

reform and 3% for justice.  

 

This is a funding imbalance we have to address. 

Otherwise we will not be able to deliver results on 

SDG16. 

 

Some of the targets related to this SDG require 

specific security related spending. In that respect, 

I was happy to see the Development Assistance 

Committee of the OECD take a major step in February, 

when it agreed on new directives for ODA reporting on 

peace and security-related activities. An agreement 

which Belgium was happy to facilitate. 

 

3. And finally, we have to leverage ODA for mobilizing 

private capital and other financial flows to fragile 

countries, not just to LDCs, but lower middle income 

countries as well. 

 

Yes, this requires us all to push the limits of our 

creativity. But you end up with new, innovative ways of 



financing. Belgium, for example, has been trying hard, 

together with the ICRC, to leverage additional private 

capital through the Humanitarian Impact Bond, an 

innovative way of financing. 

 

So, these three things are really crucial for realizing 

SDG16: 

 

 More percentage of ODA must go to LDCs and fragile 

states; 

 We have to strengthen financing of peace and security; 

 And we have to mobilize private capital and other 

financial flows 

 

That is the financing part. As important as financing is 

adapting our aid to the context of fragility in which 

we work. 

 

Let me briefly touch upon three other issues that are at 

play here: 

 



1. First, there is the question of how to understand 

“mutual accountability” in fragile contexts, and to 

link this with organizing our ODA. 

 

Mutual accountability means more than the 

responsibilities of the donor and the recipient 

government. Mutually accountability has to be 

understood as the shared accountability of donors, 

beneficiary country governments and other 

stakeholders to the population in those countries.  

 

The rights-based approach for which the SDGs call for, 

asks for such a reading. We need this reading to avoid 

misunderstandings whenever we are faced with non-

constructive beneficiary country governments.  

 

I have already mentioned the phenomenon of 

presidential overstay in some of our partner countries, 

in spite of constitutional obligations. 

 

When governments of our partner countries fail to 

meet the basic standards of good governance, we can 



never abandon local populations. Punishing the people 

by withdrawing aid would add insult to injury. A better 

response is to re-direct aid to non-governmental 

channels, civil society or the private sector. 

 

We have had to apply this unpleasant medicine to one 

of our partner countries last year, and we stand ready 

to apply it elsewhere whenever and wherever 

necessary. For me, this is also a matter of 

accountability to the Belgian taxpayer about the use of 

his tax-payers’ money abroad. 

 

2. Second, it is important that we re-think and re-

shape our approach to aid in fragile contexts.  

 

Fragility calls for a lot more flexibility in project-

design, closer monitoring of local contexts and sound 

risk management practices. 

 

Making aid more effective in fragile situations also 

requires us to act on a local basis. Local actors and 

communities often have the best understanding of the 



drivers of conflict and possess invaluable capacities to 

respond.  

 

Building social networks of mothers, for example, has 

proven instrumental to prevent violent extremism. If 

combined with support to community livelihoods to 

combat youth unemployment and promote inclusive 

economic growth, it can truly make those communities 

more resilient.  

 

3. And third, my final point about organizing aid in fragile 

contexts is about multidisciplinarity. The complexity 

of root causes and symptoms of fragility and conflict 

calls for a multidisciplinary approach.  

We need a whole of government, if not a whole of 

society approach to increase the effectiveness of our 

actions. 

 

Belgium is a strong advocate of such an integrated 

approach. We need the right policy mix and sequence 

with regards to conflict prevention in order to 

contribute to human security and sustainable peace. 



Diplomacy, Development, Defence, Law and Order 

should raise their coordination efforts in order to 

jointly face common challenges. 

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

 

Assisting states to lift themselves out of fragility 

will remain the major development challenge for 

decades to come and will consequently dominate the 

development agenda.  

 

The primary responsibility rests of course with the States 

of Fragility themselves: they have to muster the 

necessary political will to tackle the root causes of their 

fragility.  

 

As donors, we can help to create a conducive 

environment for doing that, but that takes a good 

dose of risk-appetite, political courage, patience, and, 

most of all, a great deal of optimism of what we can 

achieve together.  

 



But with the State of Fragility Reports we have a good 

compass to materialize this optimism in real progress.  

 

Thank you 


