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[…] I want to start with a positive note on global governance. If we look at the level of extreme 

poverty, the share of the population that's living under $1.25 a day, which is the standard poverty 

line, what we see is that extreme poverty is declining at an unprecedented rate. It's the fastest 

decline in extreme poverty in recorded human history. Since 1993 to 2011 the extreme poverty 

share has fallen by more than half. It is an extraordinary achievement. […] So we start in the 

global governance on a very positive note. 

 
At the same time if we look behind the numbers on that extreme reduction what we see is that 

China and India with their very large populations and their very rapid growth rates over the last 

two decades have been really the dominant force behind that reduction in extreme poverty. And 

if we look at a group of countries, which I'll describe in a minute that we call the fragile states we 

actually see that the poverty rates there pretty much stayed stable over a long period of time. And 

in fact even more recently there has been an uptick in poverty rates in the fragile states. 
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Who are these fragile states? There are many different definitions, but we going back to the 

definition of the World Bank classify 33 countries as fragile states based on the quality of their 

institutions, and the extent to which there has been peace keeping forces or active conflict in the 

countries. There are 33 as I said, largely concentrated in Sub-Saharan African but across most of 

the world. 

  
Now if we look at fragile states as a share of all developing countries populations it's actually a 

rather small share, about seven percent of the world's less developed population. If we look at the 

share of the fragile states in population of the extreme poor we see that that seven percent jumps 

to about 16 percent. So right now the 33 fragile states make up about 16 percent of the world's 

extreme poor. Now if we start to go beyond 2010 and we project numbers through the growth 

rates of the developing world and the growth rates of the most difficult fragile states and we 

project out poverty rates what we see hat the fragile states will go from 16 percent to about 37 

percent of the world's extreme poor. 

  

There are many many different calculations, many different ways of looking at this, 37 percent is 

on the conservative side. There are some estimates that by 2030, in 15 years time not a terribly 

long period of time, the share of the population of the extreme poor concentrated in fragile states 

cold be up to 60 percent. That suggests that at current rates of growth in 15 years and beyond the 

extreme poverty problem is going to be a problem heavily concentrated in fragile states.  

 

And I think that leads us to start to think about how do we rethink development? How do we 

rethink the global governance architecture in a world in which extreme poverty is largely 

concentrated in the fragile states, in states that affected by conflict?  

 

Now we know that fragile states lag seriously behind on the millennium development goals. 

These are the main targets that are driving development progress across the world. Of the nine 

targets here as you see in most of the targets, most of the less developed states are moving 

towards achieving 100 percent, 80, 60 percent, achieving some of those targets. If we look at the 

red we see that very few of the fragile states are on track to achieving any of the millennium 

development goals. So these states are falling further and further behind.  
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And of course if we look at the problem of migration and refugees, and obviously this is 

something on everyone's mind these days. The 33 states currently make up 84 percent of the 

population of refugees. So the group of fragile states is really a main sort of source of the issues 

that are affecting us today.  

  

Now if you look at global official assistance, official development assistance, this is not 

humanitarian assistance these are investments in development overall there is a question as to 

whether or not we are sort of keeping pace, whether our development investments are actually 

keeping pace with the changes in the trends that we see in poverty reduction. So this looks at 

essentially what is the overall level of development assistance. And it looks at the share of all 

developing countries, and the share that goes to fragile states. And we can ask ourselves is in fact 

aid starting to go where poverty is now? Or is it beginning to look at the trends in poverty and 

where poverty will be over time? And what we see is that in fact still the bulk, the dominant 

share of development assistance goes to the less developed countries, a smaller share, much 

small share goes to those 33 fragile states. And if we actually look at the share that goes to 

largely two countries, Afghanistan and Iraq, where there has been active conflict what we can 

see is that the dominant share or a large share of the development assistance that the world gives 

to fragile states is concentrated in the conflict countries of Afghanistan and Iraq. 
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Now if we look at the United States that's overall development assistance for all countries. If we 

look at just the US its overseas development assistance budget is even more heavily 

concentrated, a large share of it, 50 percent, goes to all developing countries. If we look at the 50 

percent that goes to fragile states you see a large chunk of it goes to the fragile states of US 

security concern, largely Iraq and Afghanistan. It also includes South Sudan, and Sudan and a 

very small share, a relatively small share is going to the other fragile states.  

 
And if we look not only at the overall level of aid that's going to fragile states, if we look at the 

distribution we find that it's very highly skewed. There are a group of countries at the very 

bottom of the list of fragile states that get tiny shares of development assistance on a per capita, 

on a per person basis. And if you compare it to what's in Afghanistan in the yellow, comparing it 

to the red or the pink what you're seeing is multiple levels of development assistance on a per 

capita basis going to Afghanistan as opposed to the weakest fragile states, or what we commonly 

refer to as some of the aid orphans. 
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There is a highly skewed distribution of aid across different countries. And some of these aid 

distortions can be extreme. I want to give you just one example. In one province in Afghanistan, 

Helmand Province, which was the site of very heavy fighting the government's own budget in 

Helmand Province from the government of Afghanistan was $49 million. The governor's own 

budget, the governor of Helmand Province, he had a $700,000 budget, we rounded it off to one 

million. The overall aid budget in Helmand Province was $350 million.

  
So if you start to think about how aid has been distributed across fragile states it's not only that 

the overall level of aid is not keeping track with where poverty is going over the next ten, 15 

years. It's not only that there is a highly skewed distribution across individual countries leaving 

some countries as aid orphans and some countries essentially awash with aid. If you look down 

individually even at the province level there are tremendous distortions that the distribution of 

aid can create vastly overwhelming the capacity of any individual government to be able to 

spend, and spend that money effectively. 

  

So we have a very skewed distribution of aid, and a key challenge of thinking about the global 

governance architecture as we start to see a shift of more and more of the poverty concentrated 

into fragile states is how do we get a more stable, how do we get a more reasonable distribution 
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of assistance to ensure greater effectiveness of assistance. But what will it take not only to ensure 

a better distribution of aid? What will it take and what does it mean if the development business 

if you will, if our development efforts are more and more concentrated in countries with deep 

security problems, in countries with extremely weak institutions, in countries with extremely low 

capacity. We have a development architecture that's largely been built up over tremendous and 

important programs in countries like India, Indonesia, Brazil, sort of Turkey. 

 

How do we start to adjust our thinking about development in countries with a very different sort 

of structure of institutions, a different level of quality of institutions, a different level of quality 

of human capacity? What does that mean for the global governance architecture, and what does it 

mean for aid and assistance as we go forward? Let me take a couple of different specific 

problems that are unique to the fragile states that we have to grapple with as we think about the 

new aid architecture and the global governance architecture going forward.  

 

First, security and development: if aid is largely concentrated among the fragile states with 

security problems how do we secure the space for aid? Here is a picture in Afghanistan. I've 

spent a lot of time in Afghanistan. There were provincial reconstruction teams, which were the 

forward face of development. What you see here is a picture of a discussion with community 

elders to discuss their development needs. 

  

And what you see in that picture, what I saw many times was a discussion with elders by full 

military dress uniformed soldiers with arms. I recall myself a discussion when I was seated with 

a bunch of elders. And I was listening to a young man from Arkansas about 22, 23 years old and 

he was talking about the development needs that the elders would be facing. Frankly I couldn't 

understand a single word he was saying. He was a young guy. He was using a lot of slang. And I 

turned to the translator and I said, “How are you translating this?” The translator in Pashto, cause 

I can't understand any of it. And he said, “Oh I just make it up.” And the truth is that if you 

looked at the effort to communicate with a community from soldiers who are delivering 

assistance in full military dress in a level and a format of engagement that is really well outside 

of the military's scope of engagement and the way they interact you realize the challenges it's 

going to make, to make development work in highly insecure environments. 

  

Now we need to secure the space for development. There is no question about that. And that's 

going to be an incredible risk as we go forward. But we need to go forward and think about how 

do we do development in these highly insecure environments. How do we deliver and implement 

development? Can we do it through the military? What are the problems of doing it through the 

military? We often think about state building efforts and development in states the way we know 

them: with offices, individuals with titles, with clear mandates or reasonably clear mandates, 

with all of the accouterments of what a government looks like. But if we go down especially to 

local governments what see is that often state building looks very different than our assumptions 

about what a state is. It's often an empty room with a single desk with a single powerful 

individual who uses individual relationships, often tribal or historically linked relationships to 

communities rather than the basic accouterments, offices, everything that you need to create a 

state. 
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How do you create and how do you build a state in that kind of environment? What we see is that 

we know a lot about how states function. We know very little about building states, creating 

states in areas in which informal power structures in areas and communities are the basic sort of 

framework, where state engagement and bureaucracy and officialdom don't exist. So I think there 

is a need to really rethink what state building means in some of these countries. If we talk about 

human capacity thinking about how to develop the human capacity of the countries that we work 

with, one of the important aspects of donor engagement and aid engagement historically have not 

only been what the aid projects achieve in terms of their results, what they build, but often the 

level of engagement that the aid donors have with local officials, with local communities, with 

local NGOs.  

 

But if we actually start to count how much time we spend with those officials, with those NGOs 

in fragile states we see again some significant differences. This looks at the average number of 

person days. If you look at every single day someone spends in country, by international staff, 

local staff, those who travel. And you just add them up. You get an average level of 12,000 

person days that donors spend engaging with local officials, local NGOs in developing countries. 

In fragile states where we should be engaging even more to make sure that these projects are 

effective, where we should be engaging even more to make sure that we work closely with these 

officials, NGOs and others were spending considerably less time, almost a quarter less time 

because of the security concerns, because of the difficulties of traveling there. So if we want to 

engage, we want to do the human capacity building we've got to start thinking about how we 

reverse that.  

 
In terms of risk and risk management we're all worried of course about corruption. We're all 

worried about results. We want to get results from our taxpayer dollars that go into aid and 

assistance. And yet if the problem of extreme poverty is largely concentrated in fragile states 

with difficult security problems, with extremely low capacity we have to understand that the risk 

of failure, that the likelihood of achieving results is going to be much lower; there are much 

greater levels of risk. And yet there is indeed a risk mania if you will in much of the donor 

community to show short-term results. But if we work in this much more difficult group of 

countries are we going to be able to show those results? Are we going to be able to create a 

measurement system that adequately assesses the results relative to the risks that we're taking? 



 8 

And how do we deal with the fact that it's just going to cost a hell of a lot more to work in these 

environments? 

  

This slide looks at the amount of money the World Bank spends per $1,000 of lending in the 

poorest countries comparing the fragile states to the other developing countries. And what you 

see is it costs about three times as much for the same amount of lending in order to manage and 

move forward with that lending.  

 
Now we've talked about some of the problems, the difficulties that we have to think about in 

fragile states. But I think the most important thing we need to think about as the nature of the 

challenges in the aid architecture in global governance change is rethinking time frames. Because 

the time frames of working in these kinds of environments are vastly different.  

 

Now I want to play a bit of a thought game with you. We have good measurements of the quality 

of institutions. Over the course of all developing countries we have a very good database that 

looks over 25 years at the quality of institutions across these countries, and you can measure 

progress and change over those countries over time. I simply ask the question: How long would 

it take Haiti, an archetypal sort of fragile state, to reach the quality of institutions of a country 

like Bangladesh? Not Denmark, not Sweden, not the United States, not Indianapolis; just 

reaching from where it is now to reach the basic level of Bangladesh. Let’s see: Starting in 2012, 

the clock is still ticking. By Haiti’s own measure of progress, at the pace of institutional reform 

it’s achieved over the last 20 years, it would take an additional 102 years to reach the level of 

quality of Bangladesh.  

 

What if we ask a certain other question: How long would it take Haiti to reach the quality level 

of institutions of Bangladesh if it reformed its institutions at the same pace as the fastest 

reformers ever in the database that we’ve looked at; The Koreas, the Singapores, those who 

really have made tremendous progress on institutional quality over the years? Given Haiti’s low 

base, though, how long would it take? Again, let’s look. From 2012 to 2037, or 2038. Another 26 

years simply to move from the level of quality they have now, the quality of the strength of their 

institutions, to the level of quality and the strength of the institutions in Bangladesh, if they 

moved at the pace of the fastest reformers who’ve ever undertaken institutional reform.  
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What does that say? Maybe it’s depressing. Certainly it is daunting to see these long timeframes. 

But given the low base of the institutional quality that you see in fragile states, given the amount 

of progress they have to traverse in order to reach even basic levels of institutional quality, we 

need to rethink our timeframes. Most projects which have results indicators that try to bring 

places like Haiti up to the quality levels of Sweden and Switzerland and Denmark are projects 

that have a three to five-year timeframe. But if we look and think about timeframes this way, in a 

different way, we need to be really rethinking: What does it mean to support the development of 

institutional quality? How do we begin that process over a very, very long period of time? How 

do we measure results when the results are going to be staggered over a long period of time; 

when the final end results may not be what we normally think of in terms of institutional quality 

at the developed country level, but are actually much more realistic for the country and time? I 

think that requires us to fundamentally rethink how we do, and how we govern, the aid 

architecture.  

 

So what can we do? A colleague of mine, Jeffrey Sachs, often says that we know the answers to 

what needs to be done to solve some of the most chronic problems, even in these most difficult 

cases. The issue is that we just don’t fund them sufficiently in order to really see those solutions 

move towards a comprehensive approach. But what I’m trying to suggest here is something quite 

different. Here, with the levels of insecurity, with the levels of institutional quality, with the 

levels of human capacity, what we need to do in order to shift and be effective in these 

environments, is really rethink and even remake the global governance architecture for assistance 

to recognize that the poverty problem is largely going to be focused on these most difficult cases; 

that the timeframe for these most difficult cases is radically different than the timeframe that 

we’ve assumed in most of our development activity; that the nature of the security challenges, 

the capacity challenges, and the institutional challenges, are remarkably different; and we need to 

be thinking about how we meet those challenges.  

 

Now, what can we do here in Georgetown; and why did coming to Georgetown at this time seem 

like such an attractive option to me? I must say that, in the last 15 years of frontline development 

work in mostly fragile states, the biggest problem was that we had yet to find real solutions; real 

ideas for how we can address some of the key challenges that I just put up here today; key 

challenges in terms of security, timeframe, institutional challenges, human development, and 

human capacity challenges. We need to fundamentally rethink these issues. Georgetown, and the 

School of Foreign Service in particular, offers the opportunity to really rethink these issues in a 

different way; because one of the key things that we need to think about is, first, how do we look 

from various different vantage points – cultural, institutional, political, historical – to think about 

a new way of approaching institutional development and human capacity development in these 

countries? How do we bring together security issues and the development issues in a new way? 

We have that capacity in SFS to think through these different kinds of issues. How do we 

readjust our timeframe and thinking in order to deal with the new challenges that we’ve got? 

 

I think that Georgetown has an extraordinary opportunity to really look deeply into those issues 

through its multidisciplinary approach, through the kind of faculty and strength and links 

between theory and practice that we see across the school; and for me, it’s an extraordinary, 

attractive option to really take the time, to work here in this environment, to rethink some of 

those issues; to start to think through new solutions to some of these issues and start to help us 
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rethink how to reshape the global governance architecture, to recognize the shifts in poverty and 

the challenges in poverty. 

 

We also have one other advantage here in Georgetown that I want to put and think very seriously 

about, which is, our Jesuit values of course, and the Jesuit organizational network. If we look 

again at that map of fragile states, what we see is that the Jesuit organizational network, the 

Jesuit Refugee Service, and the Jesuit Volunteer Corps, the Jesuit schools, they reach out to all of 

these countries.  

 
We have an extraordinary opportunity, an organizational network, that enables Georgetown to 

reach out to these communities; both as opportunities for our students and faculty to engage and 

also as ways for us to find some of the best, brightest, and most hopeful prospects for us to 

engage with from these countries. That’s a tremendous resource that I want to explore as Dean of 

SFS, along with the great intellectual resources, student resources, alumni resources, that will 

enable us to start to rethink some of these fundamental issues. That’s what I would like to try to 

lead as we move forward with the next phase, in the next years, of SFS’s development. 

 

  

 


