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TAKING DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES TO 
SCALE IN FRAGILE AND LOW CAPACITY  
ENVIRONMENTS

Laurence Chandy 
Johannes F. Linn

Executive Summary

Fragile states present one of the greatest chal-

lenges to global development and poverty reduc-

tion. Despite much new learning that has emerged 

from within the development community in recent 

years, understanding of how to address fragility re-

mains modest. There is growing recognition that 

donor engagement in fragile states must look be-

yond the confines of the traditional aid effective-

ness agenda if it is to achieve its intended objectives, 

which include statebuilding, meeting the needs of 

citizens, and managing risk more effectively. Current 

approaches are constrained by relying heavily on 

small-scale interventions, are weakened by poor co-

ordination and volatility, and struggle to promote an 

appropriate role for the recipient state.

Scaling up (i.e., the expansion, replication, adaption 

and sustaining of successful policies and programs 

in space and over time to reach a greater number of 

people) is highly relevant to fragile settings, both as 

an objective and as a strategic approach to develop-

ment. As an objective, it reinforces the logic that the 

scale of the challenges in fragile states demands inter-

ventions that are commensurate in purpose and equal 

to the task. As a strategy, it encourages donors to 

identify and leverage successes, and to integrate insti-

tutional development more explicitly into projects and 

programs. In addition, scaling up can assist donors in 

addressing the priority areas of improved project de-

sign and implementation, sustainability and effective 

risk management. 

Successful scaling up in fragile states almost certainly 

occurs less often than is possible and does not always 

involve a systematic approach. Donors should there-

fore look to more systematically pursue scaling up in 

fragile states and evaluate their performance with spe-

cific reference to this objective. This can be done by 

incorporating relevant elements of a scaling up frame-

work into operational policies, from strategy develop-

ment through to program design and monitoring. 

Contrary to expectations, there are compelling exam-

ples of successful scaling up in fragile states. While the 

conditions prevailing in fragile states create serious 

obstacles in terms of “drivers” (the forces that push 

the scaling up process forward) and “spaces” (the 

opportunities that need to be created, or potential 

obstacles that need to be removed for interventions 

to grow), and in terms of the operational modalities 

of donors, these can be overcome through the careful 
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design and delivery of programs with a clear focus on 

creating scaling up pathways, and through close part-

nership and sustained engagement of governments, 

communities and foreign partners.

Case study evidence suggests that the pathways 

taken to reach scale in fragile states demand different 

approaches by donors. Donors need to adopt greater 

selectivity in determining which areas or sectors for 

scaling up are justified—a strategy that has also as-

sisted some donors in managing risk. More investment 

and time are required in upfront analysis and building 

the evidence for successful scaling up pathways. In 

some cases, donors require longer time horizons to 

achieve scale, although demand from government or 

beneficiaries has sometimes forced donors to move 

immediately to scale, allowing little or no time for 

piloting. Regardless of the pace of scaling up, donors 

that were most successful were engaged early and 

then remained engaged, often far beyond the replica-

tion phase of scaling up, to increase the likelihood of 

interventions being sustained. Other common charac-

teristics of successful scaling up were simple project 

design and a focus on the institutional aspects of the 

scaling up pathway. 

Case studies also point to the crucial role of drivers 

in moving the scaling up process forward in fragile 

states. Proven ideas and practical models have often 

been picked up in fragile states, contrary to the ex-

pectation that actors may be less responsive to rec-

ognizing and acting on the utility of promising results. 

Leaders undoubtedly have a role to play in supporting 

scaling up, although there are clear dangers that must 

be avoided, including avoiding the perception that 

donors are picking (political) winners by nominating 

leaders, and tying the survival of projects too closely 

to the fortunes of a leader’s political career. Incentives 

were found to be one of the most important drivers in 

fragile states, and there is a good case to be made for 

donors introducing new inducements, greater trans-

parency or similar reforms to strengthen the role in-

centives play. Finally, and in contrast to the standard 

scaling up framework, community demand was found 

to be an important driver in many fragile states, both 

in demanding the expansion of small-scale projects 

and by facilitating the community’s own resources to 

support the scaling up process.

The greatest challenge to scaling up in fragile states 

is the limited spaces these environments provide. This 

is especially the case in respect to those spaces which 

concern aspects of governance: political, institutional 

and policy spaces. When working in fragile states, 

donors must recognize that spaces for scaling up are 

almost always more constrained, but look for ways 

to expand upon them. Some of the most successful 

examples of scaling up used creative approaches to 

build space quickly or used existing capacity to the 

fullest possible extent. Also relevant are the lessons 

of robust analysis, greater realism and cost control. 

The case studies confirm the importance of two ad-

ditional spaces in fragile states. For example, security 

space often imposed horizontal obstacles to scaling 

up which could not realistically be overcome while 

ownership space served as a good indication of the 

perceived legitimacy of the scaling up process and 

the likelihood that interventions would be sustained 

longer term.

Case studies also affirm the importance of emphasiz-

ing robust project design and implementation, and 

the close linkages between the scaling up agenda 

and the role of risk management and sustainability in 

fragile states. While sustainability presented a signifi-

cant problem for many of the projects and programs 

reviewed, a more focused approach around scaling 

up may assist donors in addressing sustainability 
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concerns. This would entail adopting a longer-term 

perspective beyond the immediate confines of any 

individual project, looking for available drivers and 

supportive spaces, and focusing on effective imple-

mentation and consistent monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E). Any intervention introduced on a small scale 

that scores well in sustainability serves as a possible 

candidate for scaling up.

Similarly, many of the methods used by donors for 

managing risk—an emphasis on analysis, scenario 

planning, realism and making use of specialized aid 

instruments—are equally relevant for supporting scal-

ing up in fragile countries. A persuasive argument can 

be made that the adoption of a more explicit scaling 

up approach by donors can form part of a risk man-

agement strategy in fragile states. Scaling up can en-

able donors to more ambitiously tackle development 

risks without allowing institutional and project risks 

to grow unchecked. Ultimately, a donor approach that 

combines good risk management and scaling up re-

quires strong leadership and well-aligned incentives.
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Introduction

The case for scaling up in fragile 
states1

If the intention of development assistance is to bring 

about results at scale then it stands to reason that 

aid interventions themselves should be designed and 

implemented with an eye to how they can eventually 

be scaled up. Hence, both the intended outputs and 

outcomes of aid have the notion of scale at their core 

(Figure 1). This same logic applies in fragile states as it 

is does for stable and better governed countries, as the 

objectives of transformational change and maximizing 

impact remain the same for aid in any environment.

Figure 1: The role of aid and scaling up in 
development

Source: Kharas et al., 2011

In practice, today’s global aid system is overrun with 

small, fragmented interventions— few of which are 

replicated, expanded, or even sustained after donor 

support has been withdrawn. Given their limited scope, 

the results of these interventions are not commensu-

rate in scale with the problem they are tasked with. 

In those cases where development activities have oc-

curred at a large scale, they often have not relied on 

tested models or effective implementation strategies. 

A greater focus by donors on scaling up— translating 

successful pilot projects into full-scale interventions—

would therefore appear warranted (Linn, 2011a). 

However, while the case for more and better scaling 

up in fragile states is straightforward, there is remark-

ably little understanding as to how—and how often—

scaling up occurs in fragile environments and what 

needs to be done to achieve it. 

At least on the surface, scaling up would appear to pres-

ent a much more onerous challenge in fragile states 

than elsewhere. First, fragile states are prone to rapidly 

changing conditions in the social and political environ-

ment, which encourage development actors to adopt 

shorter time horizons for programming.2 In contrast, 

scaling up is, by definition, a long-term endeavor which 

requires a credible planning process into which pro-

gramming decisions can be incorporated. Second, the 

weakness of institutions in fragile states renders more 

difficult the sustainability of successful interventions, 

especially large-scale ones that require greater levels of 

capacity. In particular, weak public institutions discredit 

the default approach to sustaining aid interventions in 

developing countries: passing control over to state own-

ership. Third, interventions in fragile states are associ-

ated with a higher rate of failure, which affects donors’ 

perception of risk. Donors with low risk tolerance may 

be wary of reaching scale since this entails the possibil-

ity of large scale failure, which would likely be conspicu-

ous and thus draw criticism. These three problems are 

not entirely unique to fragile states and have their coun-

terparts in stable countries. However, they are undoubt-

edly more acute in fragile settings. 

More generally, some of the more basic assump-

tions regarding how aid and scaling up work are less  

applicable to fragile states.3 Most of what we know 

about how scaling up occurs has been learned from 
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countries in which governments are relatively strong 

and it is not obvious to what extent those lessons 

translate over to fragile environments (Greeley, 

2007). The more organic process of scaling up—

whereby successful approaches in a particular sec-

tor, agency or area create spillover effects when key 

actors elsewhere recognize the utility of those ap-

proaches and replicate them—occurs less readily in 

fragile states, if at all. 

While the challenges to scaling up in fragile states 

are evident, the danger is that attempts to moderate 

these can consume donors and cause them to lose 

sight of the very goals they are trying to achieve at a 

macro level: the transformation of fragile states into 

more stable and prosperous environments and the 

improved well being of their people. 

Purpose and scope 

The purpose of this paper is to establish a baseline of 

knowledge on the process of scaling up in fragile states. 

This is done by identifying a number of case studies of 

scaling up in fragile states and examining these against 

a scaling up framework tailored to fragile settings. The 

analysis is complemented by an assessment of the 

conditions that commonly prevail in fragile states and 

existing donor approaches to aiding these countries.

The empirical work in this paper is based on a desk 

review of program and project evaluations, each 

evaluation reflecting a particular instance of scaling 

up in a fragile setting. The research thus takes the 

form of a meta-evaluation in which a wide range of 

experiences are captured across a range of different 

countries and sectors. 

While it is hoped that the findings of this paper will be 

of interest to researchers and practitioners who are 

interested in the topic, the paper is not intended as an 

operational guide for those seeking to design and imple-

ment development interventions in fragile settings. This 

would require further research and testing, combined 

with a rigorous assessment of the broader operational 

setting within which interventions are being conceived. 

Defining fragility

“Fragility” is a loaded term which means different 

things to different people. In this paper, it is used to de-

scribe the condition whereby state structures fail to per-

form the basic functions required of them, due either to 

a lack of political will, capacity, or a combination of the 

two, causing significant challenges for development.4 

Fragility is typically observed in terms of deficient 

state authority, legitimacy and/or provision of services 

(Stewart and Brown, 2010). On this basis, we classify 

countries as fragile in any one year which appear either 

in the “Alert” group of the Fund for Peace’s Failed States 

Index, or which score below 3.2 on the World Bank’s 

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA).5 

We deliberately do not attempt to classify fragile states 

into sub-categories as others do (World Bank, 2005; 

Moreno Torres and Anderson 2004; OECD DAC, 2007). 

Such attempts can give the impression that there ex-

ists a stylized linear path into and out of fragility, when 

there is growing recognition that if such a path ex-

ists, it is the exception as opposed to the rule (World 

Bank, 2011; Leader and Colenso, 2005).6 In addition, 

the use of sub-categories oversimplifies the different 

factors that combine to make countries fragile and 

how these factors relate to each other. We believe that 

the problem of fragility is highly context specific and 

these contexts do not lend themselves to clean sub-

classifications. Our only exception is to highlight those 

instances where there are security concerns associated 

with conflict in fragile environments and to comment 

on how these specifically affect our analysis.
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Aid to Fragile States: 
Setting the Stage

The increasing prominence of fragility 
for aid

Today, there exist around 50 fragile states, together 

containing more than a billion people. These countries 

are geographically dispersed although more than half 

can be found in Sub-Saharan Africa. Together, they pres-

ent arguably the most urgent and intractable challenge 

to global development, both now and in the foreseeable 

future. To date, no fragile country has achieved a single 

Millennium Development Goal (World Bank, 2011). As 

global poverty levels fall, driven by progress in more sta-

ble developing countries, the share of the world’s poor 

living in fragile states is expected to rise rapidly, from 

under 30 percent in 2005 to more than half by 2015.

A decade ago, donors approached fragile states with a 

degree of ambivalence. This position was informed by 

research suggesting that aid to countries with poor pol-

icies and institutions was less effective and thus repre-

sented an inefficient allocation of resources (Burnside 

and Dollar, 1997; Collier and Dollar, 1999). Implicit in 

this argument was the well-founded supposition that 

if policy formation is driven primarily by the domestic 

political economy, using aid to “buy” better policies in 

recipient countries makes little sense (Devarajan et al., 

2001). This justified a shift toward greater policy se-

lectivity in aid allocations and thus away from fragile 

states. Analysis of aid flows over the 1990s found that 

aid to fragile states was low, even after accounting for 

country performance (Levin and Dollar, 2005).

In contrast, recent years have seen a marked, but 

measured, increase in donor commitment to working 

with fragile states.7 This partly reflects an admission 

by donors that the scale of development needs these 

countries face is too great to ignore. However, it is 

also indicative of a growing awareness of the nega-

tive external effects associated with fragility, conflict 

and state failure. Donor governments are increasingly 

cognizant of the cost effectiveness of preventing state 

collapse or conflict, and the need to balance the risks 

of action and inaction. 

Aid effectiveness in fragile states

Greater resources for fragile states are unlikely to 

translate into better results without a clear under-

standing of how aid should be delivered effectively in 

such environments. 

A starting point is to examine how the global aid effec-

tiveness agenda, as defined in the Paris Declaration 

on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action, 

can be meaningfully applied in fragile states. While 

equally relevant in stable and fragile countries, the 

agenda is not “straightforwardly applicable” in the 

latter (OPM and IDL, 2008). As originally conceived, 

the Paris principles rely heavily on the role of the re-

cipient state to drive their implementation, which is 

unlikely to be adequately fulfilled in fragile settings. 

Alternative approaches to implementing Paris prin-

ciples that accommodate the limitations of the state 

and other obstacles present in fragile environments 

have since been developed. 

Common to these approaches are:

•	 A greater stress on the importance of analyti-

cal work to underpin donor policies, in recog-

nition that fragile settings provide a more 

complex environment for donors to work and 

that poorly conceived interventions can lead to 

unintended consequences. Particular empha-

sis is given to political analysis (of the state, 

but also at sub-national level and of individual  

institutions) to understand the root cause of 

development failure and fragility.
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•	 A recognition of the important roles played by 

communities and local government, both as 

a stand-in for the roles typically performed by 

the central state in donor-recipient relations, 

but also as important stakeholders in service 

delivery whose proximity to end-users/benefi-

ciaries provides a foundation for strengthening 

accountability.8 

•	 Flexibility by donors, to adjust to quickly 

changing conditions; to act promptly when 

presented with successful initiatives which can 

be build upon, or with failing efforts that need 

to be altered or brought to a close; to adjust 

traditional approaches used in stable countries 

that are unfit for use in fragile settings; to work 

more closely with other donors; and to mini-

mize the burden placed on recipient partners. 

•	 The use of specially tailored tools and frame-

works for approaching development planning 

and delivery in fragile states. These include 

Transitional Results Frameworks for plan-

ning, Joint Needs Assessments for needs, 

Consolidated Appeals Process for resources, 

Multi-Donor Trust Funds for delivery, and 

Double Compacts for accountability, among 

many others. These tools are similar to those 

employed in stable countries, but are differenti-

ated to account for the particular challenges of 

delivering aid in fragile settings.

These solutions reflect important new learning on 

how to deliver effective aid in fragile states that 

have been developed in recent years. In 2007, 

the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development’s Development Assistance Committee 

(OECD DAC) endorsed the Principles for Good 

International Engagement in Fragile States and 

Situations whose application is being tracked in select 

countries. Following the third High Level Forum on Aid 

Effectiveness in Accra, the International Dialogue on 

Peacebuilding and Statebuilding was initiated, which 

has served to deepen discussions between fragile 

states and their donor partners, and which will re-

port to this year’s forum in Busan. Fragile states have 

formed a new and productive alliance through the 

g7+, while donors have developed a global network, 

the International Network on Conflict and Fragility 

(INCAF), to support new learning. 

For the most part, these approaches are simply the 

corollary of thinking through how the aid effective-

ness agenda can be applied in fragile states. However, 

in three important respects, donor engagement in 

fragile states must look beyond the parameters of the 

aid effectiveness agenda if it is to achieve its intended 

objectives. Specifically, donors must supplement their 

focus on effectiveness with an overarching concern 

for statebuilding, a commitment to respond to the 

needs of citizens, and a different approach to manag-

ing risk. 

Concern for statebuilding

Statebuilding (as opposed to poverty reduction or 

economic development) is defined as the central ob-

jective of aid to fragile states by the OECD DAC (OECD 

DAC, 2007). Statebuilding involves fostering the rela-

tionship between state and society, and increasing the 

state’s fulfillment of its rightful role. In other words, 

donors are expected to tackle the causes of fragility 

itself, rather than just addressing its symptoms.

Concern for the viability of the state means acknowl-

edging that development failings in fragile states are 

only one part of a bigger puzzle that typically includes 

security and political challenges. While fragile states 

are often characterized by poverty and low levels of 

capacity, it is a lack of stability, confidence and le-

gitimacy in political institutions which is at the root of 

their development challenge. Stability, confidence and 

legitimacy can be fostered by securing political settle-
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ments between elites which provides the space for 

institutions to function, by deepening buy-in around 

those settlements and by establishing greater ac-

countability around institutions’ core functions. 

Where development is only one of many problems, it 

is likely only one part of the solution. Thus, develop-

ment actors are required to work closely with their 

diplomatic, defense and humanitarian counterparts to 

achieve policy coherence and to manage the comple-

mentarities and tensions that link their interventions. 

This is especially important on goals where there is 

clear overlap, such as supporting peace agreements, 

enhancing capacity for security and preventing the 

escalation of conflicts. 

Coordination with non-development actors represents 

a challenge to donors who struggle to coordinate ef-

fectively among themselves. Whole of government ap-

proaches provide a framework for such coordination 

on a bilateral basis. Some of the planning tools used to 

engage in fragile states deliberately seek to integrate 

development, diplomacy and defense objectives and 

activities. Poor coordination is partly to blame for the 

unsatisfactory handling of transitions between dif-

ferent phases of support to fragile states. This prob-

lem is exacerbated by the false assumption that the 

trajectory of fragile states traces a linear path from 

poor to good performance and from war to peace, 

with traditional tools and approaches designed for the 

beginning and end of each transition, rather than the 

middle ground which the majority of fragile states oc-

cupy (Leader and Colenso, 2005).

The corollary to a focus on statebuilding is more 

development programs focused on improving gov-

ernance. Governance interventions often fail to be  

adequately grounded in reality, nowhere more so 

than in fragile states. There are three important  

lessons here. The first is to adopt realistic targets 

and timeframes within which governance improve-

ments are expected to occur. A useful benchmark for 

setting these is what other countries have been able 

to achieve in similar circumstances (Clemens, 2004; 

Pritchett and de Weijer, 2011). The second lesson is to 

place emphasis on the notion of good enough gover-

nance (Grindle, 2004). This implies focusing on the 

core capacities of the state, steering clear of politi-

cally or socially sensitive issues that can consciously 

be avoided, and making full use of existing capacity. In 

addition, it stresses that institutions earn legitimacy 

by demonstrating their ability to deliver, rather than 

merely changing their form (Porter et al., 2011) and 

therefore accountability mechanisms should be built 

around changes in actual performance and outcomes, 

rather than the implementation of reforms. The third 

lesson is to shift attention toward sub-national levels 

of government, and the roles and responsibilities that 

distinguish different levels of government, since over-

all state effectiveness is only as good as the weakest 

link from the national to local level. 

Responding to the needs of citizens

The presence of humanitarian and unmet basic needs 

in a country reflects the impact of conflict and/or 

failure of the state to adequately provide for its citi-

zens. While in most circumstances, donors can pro-

vide support to the state or local level authorities to 

perform their functions more adequately, in the most 

dire circumstances, donors are faced with little choice 

but to stand in for these authorities and to provide 

direct assistance to people—or to encourage NGOs to 

do the same. While such actions are surely justified 

(and typically demanded by those whose needs are 

unmet), their legitimacy is undermined without the  

articulation—preferably from the outset—of a clear 

path toward handing responsibility back over to the 
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state. Such a transfer cannot occur, however, until in-

stitutions are ready to lead. Donors have to balance 

the short-term pressure to meet citizens’ needs with 

the long-term objective of enabling the state to per-

form its rightful role.9 The longer donors occupy the 

role traditionally occupied by the state, the further the 

social contract between state and society is eroded. 

Just as donors seek to reinforce the role of the gov-

ernment in service delivery, they similarly look to 

the state to mediate with its citizens to understand 

society’s needs and priorities. Donors’ demand for 

consultation with civil society to ensure broad-based 

ownership of aid strategies and projects is therefore 

normally facilitated by the host government. This, 

however, relies on an adequate rendering of demo-

cratic governance in the country, whereby govern-

ments can credibly claim to represent their citizens’ 

views and are capable of soliciting and aggregating 

diverse opinions. 

In fragile states, democratic governance may be dys-

functional or absent, and particular groups within 

society disempowered. In these circumstances, do-

nors are often obliged to go directly to citizens rather 

than via the state. In fact, donors often look to con-

sult more extensively than usual in fragile states in 

recognition that citizens’ needs and priorities may be 

harder to discern. Donors are also encouraged to look 

out for pockets of exclusion created by societal cleav-

ages and institutional failings. 

Donors’ focus on communities and civil society in 

fragile states does not simply reflect the need to sub-

stitute for a reliable state partner, but may also be 

explained by the durability of informal institutions and 

societal ties, which, while not always immune from 

the effects of fragility, are often sustained through 

periods of instability or conflict and thus may serve as 

building blocks upon which larger state structures can 

be formed.10 A focus on communities and civil society 

can also serve to strengthen societal resilience when 

conflicts are ongoing and state failings are unable to 

be effectively addressed. Finally, community partici-

pation in civil affairs and development activities can 

enhance the protection and sustainability of local as-

sets in conflict-affected environments. 

Different approach to managing risk 

Risks are inherent in donor activities, regardless of 

where they take place. However, in fragile states the 

types of risk facing donors are more varied and the 

level of risk more elevated than those encountered 

in stable countries. Since the challenges which aid is 

tasked with tackling in fragile states are significant, 

donors cannot simply limit themselves to the least 

risky interventions. A commitment to fragile states 

obliges donors to identify ways of expanding the 

space in which they can work and the programming 

opportunities available to them, while being honest 

in their assessment of the challenges posed by the 

environment.11 In other words, donors must find an 

approach to risk which is not just prohibiting but also 

enabling (OECD DAC, 2011a).

The OECD DAC (OECD DAC, 2011a) distinguishes three 

sets of risks relevant to any donor agency: develop-

mental risks, which concern the probability of a dete-

rioration in the material condition of the country or 

sub-region in which the agency is operating; project 

risks, which concern the probability of a donor in-

tervention failing to meet its stated objectives; and 

institutional risks, which concern the probability that 

the standing and integrity of the donor agency may 

be compromised in some way, specifically among its 

stakeholders but also among the development com-

munity. Donors (and their staff) may value these 
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risks differently; it is often assumed that donors are 

especially concerned with institutional risks, includ-

ing fiduciary risk in the case that they are unable to 

adequately account for expenditure, and reputation 

risks such as those that emerge when donors choose 

to align with particular elites whose own reputation is 

liable to criticism. 

An important insight is that these different risks are in-

terdependent. For instance, setting very modest objec-

tives for donor interventions in a country program will 

succeed in minimizing project risk, but will reduce the 

likelihood that donor engagement will succeed in reduc-

ing the development risks facing the country. Similarly, 

a donor’s choice of aid instruments can help to limit in-

stitutional risks but may simultaneously undermine the 

capacity and visibility of the state in delivering services, 

which reduces its legitimacy in the eyes of the country’s 

citizens. Given the relationship between these different 

types of risks, donors are encouraged to develop strate-

gies that look at these risks alongside each other, rather 

than treating each separately. 

If value for money in aid is defined as a function of 

transaction costs, the expected outcomes of an inter-

vention and project risk (DFID, 2010a), then delivering 

aid effectively in fragile states almost certainly implies 

some risk taking, while at the same time learning to 

better assess and manage risks. Indeed, risk manage-

ment and analysis are part of a donor’s obligation to 

use resources efficiently and to demonstrate results.12

There are various possible components to a donor’s 

strategy for risk management and analysis. Donors 

can adopt a portfolio approach whereby country 

programs contain a balance of more and less risky 

interventions. Donors can invest in better analytical 

approaches so that risks can be identified and accu-

rately gauged. This may include tracking short-term 

and leading indicators which are separate from the 

standard set of indicators monitored in traditional 

development plans and performance frameworks. 

Improved analytics can be combined with scenario 

planning, so that donor staff are forced to reflect on 

and think through the consequences of a range of pos-

sible outcomes that may eventuate, and to anticipate 

their own response. These sorts of exercises can be 

undertaken at a whole of government level to enrich 

the quality of the exercise and to highlight the role 

different agencies play in responding to changing con-

ditions in a country. Of course, such activities incur 

transaction costs of their own and so are only worth-

while to the extent that such costs are offset by the 

benefits of improved risk management. These trad-

eoffs must be carefully balanced to ensure that risk 

management activities deliver overall gains in value 

for money and contribute to more efficient outcomes. 

A donor’s assessment of risk is reflected in its choice 

of aid instruments or modalities. These choices deter-

mine what aid can realistically hope to achieve, and 

in extreme cases, can alter the nature of the problem 

that aid is tasked with addressing. For example, in 

some of the most uncooperative environments, do-

nors have been forced to operate under the banner 

of humanitarian work in order to gain the consent of, 

and to deliberately bypass, a hostile state, despite the 

needs in the country and the activities undertaken 

being strictly developmental.13 A reliance on humani-

tarian aid leads to assistance being highly projectized, 

commodity–based, and short-termist in regard to 

staffing and funding. If employed over a longer time 

span (for which humanitarian aid is not suited) such 

an approach causes distortions which can undermine 

the basis for development in the future (DFID, 2005). 

New instruments and modalities provide donors with 

the means to manage risks more effectively. For  
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instance, the fiduciary risks associated with budget 

support can be moderated by use of partial earmarks, 

budget oversight and tracking, and requirements that 

the recipient government contract out certain func-

tions, such as procurement, financial management 

or audit services. These approaches have enabled 

donors to provide budget support in complex environ-

ments such as Afghanistan, Burundi, Central African 

Republic and Guinea Bissau (World Bank, 2011). 

Some forms of aligned aid have in-built account-

ability mechanisms that help moderate risk, such as 

community-driven development programs (where 

communities monitor expenditures and the quality 

of investments, often supported by NGOs) and “dual 

key” mechanisms, whereby government processes 

are governed by boards comprised jointly by national 

and international actors. 

Aid trends in fragile states14

While the notion of effective aid to fragile states is 

increasingly well defined, the reality of how aid is typi-

cally delivered in these environments is often very dif-

ferent. Here, we examine recent trends in aid to fragile 

states, focusing our attention on four key characteris-

tics of aid that are closely linked with the scaling up 

agenda: the size of donor activities; coordination and 

cooperation among donors; the stability of aid flows; 

and approaches that recognize and reinforce the role 

of the recipient government.

Activity size

An inclination toward bigger activities reflects both 

the scope of donors’ ambition and their capacity to 

administer complex, transformative interventions. 

The resources available to fragile states are signifi-

cant (at the aggregate level) and rising, having almost 

doubled since 2003 from $21.7 billion to $42.8 billion 

in 2009.However, these resources are fragmented into 

tens of thousands of individual activities, with a mean 

size of only $1.5 million (Figure 2). Since the mean ac-

tivity size has remained relatively constant in recent 

years (in contrast to aid to stable countries for which 

the mean activity size has fallen to approximately $1 

million) the problem of fragmentation in fragile states 

has only worsened with the rise in total flows fully re-

flected in a rising number of individual activities. The 

average fragile state today receives more than 750 

separate donor interventions per year. 

Part of the explanation for this trend is that donor aid 

programs have become overrun with small activities. 

Half of all aid activities in fragile states today are val-

ued at under $80,000, following a precipitous fall in 

the median activity size over just the last few years. 

While small activities can play an important role, not 

least by serving as pilots to test new interventions 

which may eventually be brought to scale, they also 

raise transaction costs for both donors and recipients. 

Moreover, such a large number of small interventions 

means that only a tiny percentage could ever feasibly 

be brought to scale.

It would be wrong to assume, however, that the large 

number of small activities in fragile states crowds out 

larger-scale interventions in financial terms. Despite 

their frequency, small activities are of such a low 

budgetary value that they account for a very small 

share of total aid flows. Where there is a crowding out 

effect, however, is in terms of the finite technical and 

administrative resources expended on the develop-

ment and management of donor activities. This effect 

is felt within donor agencies but its effect is greatest 

and most damaging on the recipient side, not least 

in fragile states where small-scale activities distract 

government staff and burden planning systems which 

typically operate under severe capacity constraints.
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Coordination and cooperation 

High levels of fragmentation suggest that donors are 

failing to coordinate effectively with one another. On 

the latest count, a typical fragile state will receive aid 

from 65 different donor agencies that report to the 

OECD DAC.15 This is seven more donors than operate in 

the average stable developing country. The presence 

of large numbers of donors in any one fragile state 

is indicative of an aid system in which aid agencies 

are proliferating, donors are spreading themselves 

thinly and operating in environments where they lack 

specific expertise. The average fragile state receives 

a smaller proportion of its aid from donors who are 

meaningfully invested in the country than the aver-

age stable developing country (Figure 3).16 Similarly, 

a larger share of aid is spent in sectors where donors 

have little demonstrable experience when compared 

to aid received by stable countries. This implies that 

donors are failing to abide by any meaningful division 

of labor. Donors would be more inclined to scale up 

and more capable of facilitating the process if they 

focused their attention on particular countries and 

sectors which they judged as priorities and in which 

they had specialized knowledge.

One means of increasing levels of expertise is by hav-

ing donors work together. This can also support scal-

ing up by allowing donors to pool resources and risk. 

Levels of cooperation among donors remain very low, 

however, even on simple tasks such as conducting 

analysis and missions. Donor cooperation appears 

marginally higher in fragile states than in stable coun-

tries, perhaps reflecting the partial use of common 

frameworks and pooled funds. 

Figure 2: Mean activity size and number of activities

Source: Author’s calculations based on OECD DAC 2011b
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Figure 3: Share of aid received that reflects 
donors’ revealed comparative advantage17

Stable flows

Stable aid flows enable longer-term development 

planning and specifically can secure funding for aid 

that spans the duration of individual projects. In con-

trast, volatile aid flows tend to dictate programming 

decisions rather than the other way around. The ef-

fect of aid volatility on scaling up may be particular 

limiting in fragile states if it is the case that results 

take longer to materialize in these environments 

(McGillivray, 2005). Aid volatility may not only inhibit 

donors’ capacity to scale up, but may deter govern-

ments from attempting large-scale interventions, 

since volatile aid can distort the composition of public 

investment (Desai and Kharas, 2010). 

A number of studies (Pallage and Robe, 2001; Bulir 

and Hamann, 2006; Kharas, 2008) have shown aid 

flows to be highly volatile. While some research has 

found that the volatility of aid is the same in stable 

and fragile states, other research suggests that aid to 

fragile states may be twice as volatile as aid to stable 

countries (Kharas, 2008; Levin and Dollar, 2005).18 

Regardless of any difference in the degree of volatil-

ity, it is evident that the effects of aid volatility are 

more significant in poorer countries (since aid flows 

represent a larger share of the economy) and those  

countries whose domestic institutions are less capa-

ble of compensating for uneven donor activity. Both 

are characteristics common to fragile states.

Sustainable approaches that reinforce the 
role of the recipient government 

A golden rule of aid is to strive for results that can 

be sustained. The default strategy for sustaining re-

sults is typically to work through government, but as 

discussed earlier, this is not always possible in fragile 

states while responding to the needs of citizens. At 

the same time, if the long-term objective is to build up 

the state, then donors must at least aspire to working 

with recipient institutions over time. 

One relevant measure is to look at the share of aid that is 

“country programmable” and thus directly supports de-

velopment projects and programs in partner countries. 

Country programmable aid serves a similar purpose to 

recipient governments’ own investment spending and 

so has a greater capacity to reinforce recipients’ own 

development agenda. The Country programmable aid 

share is approximately three-fifths in fragile states, 

compared to four-fifths in stable countries. 

Three additional indicators examine the extent to 

which aid employs government systems and institu-

tions. Project Implementation Units (PIUs) represent 

freestanding structures established by donors that 

stand outside the government apparatus. On average, 

another PIU is created in fragile states for each $20 

million of aid received. Only 64 percent of aid to frag-

ile states is recorded in recipient budget documents—

the key institution for organizing public investments 

and overall development planning. Only half of aid to 

fragile states uses government public financial man-

agement and procurement systems, while the other 

half relies on donor systems instead. On each of these 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on OECD DAC 2011b
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indicators, the use of government systems and insti-

tutions is marginally higher in fragile states than in 

stable countries—a result that is contrary to expecta-

tions and evidence that governance challenges need 

not impede donor cooperation with recipient gov-

ernments.19 Nevertheless, the overall scores remain 

unsatisfactory and indicative of an aid system that 

places insufficient onus on sustainability. 

Two final indicators concern the use of program-based 

aid, whereby interventions within the same sector are 

integrated around a country-driven strategy. Program-

based aid is believed to be more conducive to scaling 

up than traditional project-based approaches (Linn, 

2011a), yet only 40 percent of aid to fragile states is 

program-based. Part of the explanation for this low 

figure is that budget support, which is the most com-

mon form of program-based aid, is often deemed im-

practical in fragile states, given that recipient budget 

systems lack credibility. It is interesting that other 

forms of program-based aid, such as pooled funds and 

sector-wide approaches (SWAps), are being employed 

more often in fragile states than in stable countries, 

presumably to compensate for the difficulty of budget 

support.20 This provides a means of working around 

the challenge of deficient budget systems without de-

faulting to project-based approaches.
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A Scaling Up Framework for 
Fragile States

The previous section identified the salient aspects 

of aid to fragile states. In this section, we use this 

knowledge to develop a scaling up framework that is 

relevant for fragile settings. The purpose of the frame-

work is to improve understanding on how the scaling 

up process occurs in fragile states, and to assist devel-

opment analysts and practitioners (especially those 

representing donor agencies) in incorporating a scal-

ing up perspective into their work. 

Rather than starting from scratch, our framework is 

an adaptation of the framework first developed by 

Hartmann and Linn (Hartmann and Linn, 2008) which 

we tailor to the special circumstances of fragile states 

as described in the previous section. Our approach is 

to describe briefly core elements of the Hartmann and 

Linn framework and for each element to explain how 

its application must be altered to make it better suited 

to fragile contexts.21 

Scaling up: introducing the concept 

Hartmann and Linn define scaling up as “expand-

ing, replicating, adapting and sustaining successful 

policies, programs or projects in geographic space 

and over time to reach a greater number of people.” 

Scaling up is part of a broader process of innovation, 

learning and scaling up (Figure 4). A new idea, model 

or approach is typically embodied in a pilot project 

with limited impact. By learning from this experience 

with monitoring and evaluation, organization-inter-

nal knowledge is created and organization-external 

knowledge is disseminated. This knowledge in turn 

can be used to scale up the model through expan-

sion, replication and adaptation with multiple im-

pacts. The experience from scaling up feeds back 

into new ideas and learning. Outside knowledge can 

also feed scaling-up efforts, if an organization picks 

up on the pilot experience and learning of another 

organization.

Figure 4: The links of innovation, learning and scaling up

Source: Linn, 2011a
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Hartmann and Linn make a number of observations 

with regard to the innovation-learning-scaling up 

process, each of which is equally applicable to fragile 

states:

•	 Innovation, learning and scaling up should be 

treated as separate, albeit linked processes. 

Each of the three concepts refers to an im-

portant separate stage in the development of 

an intervention at scale, and each requires its 

own appropriate process, skills, resources and 

attention. Innovation and scaling up are often 

complementary, but there are also times when 

they compete in terms of resources, managerial 

attention, and/or political pay-off.

•	 Development actors need to focus not only on 

innovation, but also on learning and scaling up. 

The focus on innovation is endemic in the aid 

industry and the development business, usually 

to the detriment of an adequate focus on learn-

ing and especially on scaling up.

•	 The innovation-learning-scaling up process is 

not linear, but an iterative and interactive cycle. 

As indicated in Figure 4, there are many feed-

back loops from learning and scaling up back to 

innovation. Indeed, monitoring and evaluation 

often generates new ideas for better design 

and implementation and the scaling up process 

will often require adaptation and innovation in 

the way the original model or idea is brought 

to scale. Nonetheless, it is useful to think of the 

three main components of the process as dis-

tinct and separable phases, each of which has 

its own important role to play.

•	 Not every innovation can or should be scaled 

up. Not every scaling up needs to involve an in-

novation. Many innovations may not be suitable 

for scaling up. It is precisely the experimental 

nature of the innovation process that needs 

to be recognized as important it its own right 

and the risk of pilots not succeeding must be 

accepted as an integral part of the innovation 

and learning process. Failed pilots may offer as 

many and perhaps more lessons than success-

ful ones. But of course, failed or unsustainable 

pilots should not be scaled up. By the same to-

ken, not every scaling up effort needs to involve 

an innovation. 

•	 Scaling up involves two types of possible errors: 

“type 1 error”—no or too little scaling up; and 

“type 2 error”—wrong scaling up. Much atten-

tion in the scaling up literature is on the pre-

vailing lack of attention to scaling up—a “type 

1 error”. This is most typical with smaller aid 

organizations, which cannot hope to scale up 

interventions with their own limited resources, 

and hence tend to focus on small and limited 

projects with limited impact. But there are also 

cases where aid organizations support scaling 

up or operate at a large scale, but do so sub-op-

timally or in a wrong way—a “type 2 error”. The 

latter type of error is found more frequently in 

the large development banks, which can and of-

ten do aim to go to scale in their country strate-

gies and programs. 

Pathways for scaling up

The Hartmann and Linn framework places a particular 

focus on the notion of scaling up pathways. A “path-

way” is the sequence of steps that need to be taken 

in the innovation-learning-scaling up cycle to assure 

that a successful pilot or practice is taken from its 

experimental stage through subsequent stages to the 

scale ultimately judged to be appropriate for the inter-

vention pursued. In general, there are many possible 

pathways for scaling up a successful intervention. For 

each case an aid organization needs to explore poten-

tial pathways early on and take proactive steps to plan 

and prepare for scaling up—in terms of dimensions, de-

sired ultimate scale, drivers and spaces (see later), the 

agency’s operational modalities, intermediate results, 

and monitoring and evaluation. In practical terms, this 

means developing a strategic approach to the aid inter-
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vention by developing a country, sector or subsector 

strategy, in which the scaling up pathway is defined and 

the role of the project or intervention in helping the 

country move along the pathway is clearly identified. 

Selecting the “dimensions”: Scaling up pathways can 

follow different dimensions: They may simply expand 

services to more clients in a given geographical space. 

They can also involve “horizontal” replication, from 

one geographic area to another; “functional” expan-

sion, by adding additional areas of engagement; and 

“vertical” up-scaling, i.e., moving from a local or pro-

vincial engagement to a nation-wide engagement, of-

ten involving policy dialogue and technical assistance 

to help achieve the policy and institutional conditions 

needed for successful national level scaling up.

Defining the desired scale: It is important to define 

up-front the ultimate scale to which an intervention 

should or could be taken, given the needs of the target 

population and the nature of the intervention, and to 

consider realistically the time horizon over which the 

scaling process needs to extend in order to achieve 

the desired ultimate scale. Hartmann and Linn found 

that successful scaling up of programs to national 

scale can take five to 10 years, or longer. 

Defining intermediate results: Along the scaling up 

pathway, it is important that the program delivers 

intermediate results. This is necessary to allow for 

the testing and, where needed, adaptation of the 

approach. But it also helps with ensuring the buy-in 

of community, government and other stakeholders 

(Schaffer and Ashkenas, 2005).

Selecting operational modalities for scaling up: Donor 

agencies have various options for applying their op-

erational modalities in supporting the pathways for 

scaling up:

•	 They can use their own resources for scaling up 

(top-up, repeater projects, programmatic ap-

proaches), work in partnership with other agen-

cies (co-financing, SWAps) or hand-off to other 

donors, the government or non-governmental 

partners.

•	 They can finance investments, provide techni-

cal assistance or engage in policy dialogue.

•	 They can scale up an intervention within a 

country or across countries.

Putting in place monitoring and evaluation: M&E are 

key ingredients of a successful scaling up strategy in 

various important respects: first, during the imple-

mentation of the pilot or experimental stage, the in-

tervention needs to be monitored to learn what are 

the drivers and spaces (opportunities and constraints) 

that may affect an eventual scaling up process and 

the impact of the pilot in terms of the lives of the ru-

ral poor need to be evaluated (preferably against a 

control group); second, during the scaling up process 

monitoring will provide important feedback on any un-

foreseen aspects of the scaling up pathway and permit 

the adaptation of the pathway as needed. Intermittent 

evaluation of the impact of the scaled up program dur-

ing implementation and after completion is needed to 

ensure that the expected results actually materialize. 

There is an important feedback loop from scaling up 

to M&E. Evidence shows that most donor and recipient 

agencies do not make a serious effort in implementing 

effective M&E of development projects. One explana-

tion for this is that when the focus of M&E is only on 

the project, as opposed to the scaling up pathway of 

which the project is one part, M&E does not contribute 

much to the success of the project by itself. However, 

once project managers buy into the importance of the 

scaling up pathway, and recognize the contribution 

that learning from project experience can make to the 

successful pursuit of such a pathway, the benefits of 
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M&E become more apparent and project managers 

will hence have an incentive to develop effective M&E 

processes (Linn et al, 2010).

Risks of inadequate attention to scaling up pathways: A 

number of problems can result from not paying due at-

tention to scaling up pathways, including the following:

•	 opportunities for scaling up may be missed 

(“Type 1 error”) or scaling up may be done 

badly (“Type 2 error”);

•	 not paying attention to costs may create “bou-

tique” approaches that only work at a small 

scale;

•	 setting up special purpose entities (e.g., proj-

ect implementation units) rather than working 

through ministries may limit institutional op-

tions later;

•	 working with limited financing mechanisms, not 

identifying policy constraints and working with 

small implementing partners (such as NGOs) 

may limit the potential for scaling up later; and

•	 lack of effective, timely M&E may lead to poor 

decisions in scaling up.

Adaptation to fragile states

In fragile settings, the sequence of steps taken to 

reach scale is likely to vary in a number of important 

respects from those taken in stable environments. We 

identify eight principles reflecting these differences, 

each of which are described briefly below:

Employ greater selectivity determining in which areas 

or sectors scaling up is justified. In stable settings, 

there are few if any ground rules for determining in 

which areas or sectors scaling up may be pursued. 

Donors can be active in any area where there exists 

significant development needs, as identified by na-

tional development strategies and reflected in coun-

try assistance programs. Wherever donors identify a 

small-scale intervention that has demonstrated suc-

cess, the possibility of scaling up is in principle worth 

pursuing. Fragile settings, at least in the most extreme 

cases, are different. While development needs can be 

numerous, donors must focus on areas that are key to 

securing stability and improving the viability of state. 

The 2011 World Development Report describes these 

succinctly as “security, justice and jobs”. One might 

add to these other core functions of the state, such 

Box 1: The Monrovia Roadmap 

At the June meeting of the International Dialogue 

on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding in Monrovia, the 

g7+ group of fragile states and their development 

partners defined five international peacebuilding 

and statebuilding objectives. According to the group, 

progress against these objectives is “necessary to re-

duce and prevent conflict and human suffering and to 

reach the MDGs in situations of fragility and conflict”. 

It is therefore intended that the objectives be used 

to guide priorities at the national level and to direc-

tion international assistance. The five objectives are 

as follows.

•	 Legitimate politics: fostering inclusive political 

settlements and conflict resolution 

•	 Security: establishing and strengthening peo-

ple’s security 

•	 Justice: addressing injustices and increasing 

people’s access to justice

•	 Economic foundations: generating employ-

ment and improving livelihoods

•	 Revenues and services: managing revenues 

and building capacity for accountable and fair 

social service delivery

Source: International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, 2011
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as public financial management. While the difficulty 

of working in fragile states may tempt donors to scale 

up “anything that works” or to work in any area where 

they can find an enthusiastic partner, a better strat-

egy may be to focus attention on areas that are most 

important to overcoming a country’s fragility (Box 1). 

Selectivity is also important because of the limited 

institutional capacity in-country and the high costs of 

operating for donors.

Conduct more upfront analysis and place more onus 

on evidence. It is widely accepted that donor interven-

tions in fragile states are more prone to failure. Part 

of the explanation for this is that fragile environments 

can be more complex: the policy process is less easy 

to follow, government failures are multiple and perva-

sive, and donors lack a coherent “theory of change”. 

Donors cannot expect to successfully scale up inter-

ventions without an adequate grasp of the environ-

ment in which they are operating and confidence that 

the interventions they are sponsoring genuinely work. 

While there is an inevitable experimental element to 

any scaling up process, donors need to invest in up-

front analysis and put greater emphasis on the role of 

evidence to manage these challenges.

Use scenario planning in anticipation of changing condi-

tions and outcomes: While Hartmann and Linn encour-

age donors to maintain a vision of an intervention’s 

ultimate scale, they also stress that there is no scal-

ing up blueprint and the need for flexibility. In fragile 

states, donors should be prepared not only for varied 

outcomes from the scaling up process, but changing 

country conditions, such as a sudden deterioration in 

governance which directly affect sponsored interven-

tions. Scenario planning can be a useful tool for think-

ing through different outcomes and how donors will 

respond accordingly.

Accept longer time horizons, be prepared to take 

slower and smaller steps and adapt the pathway as 

needed at each step in the light of experience. Since 

conditions in fragile states can change quickly, donors 

may choose to adopt shorter programming cycles, 

typically of two years. Yet interventions themselves 

are likely to take longer to develop, to scale up and to 

sustain. Collecting analysis and evidence, as described 

above, take time. Each phase in a scaling up pathway 

may take longer to complete and the pathway may 

need to be broken down into more phases so that the 

expansion process can be adequately managed and 

adapted as necessary. This is consistent with lessons 

from the field that stress the need for greater realism 

in fragile states. Where there is a strong humanitarian 

case to roll out services quickly, donors may choose 

to scale up over a much shorter timeframe than can 

readily be sustained by existing institutions. In these 

instances, the timeframe for scaling up and achieving 

sustainability may markedly diverge. It is nevertheless 

important that consideration of both timeframes be 

incorporated into program design and closely moni-

tored throughout implementation. 

Compensate for higher cost by ensuring designs are 

kept simple. A higher rate of failure, more upfront 

costs and a slower scaling up pathway all translate 

into higher costs for delivering aid. One way in which 

donors can moderate costs is by ensuring project 

designs are simple. This also increases the likelihood 

that interventions can be successfully replicated and 

sustained by partners.

Focus on institutional aspects of the scaling up path-

way and look for institutional innovations. Working in 

fragile states obliges donors to work alongside weak 

or unreliable institutional partners. Along the scal-

ing up pathway, institutional partners can struggle to 

exert effective ownership, to benefit from the process 
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by learning, retaining knowledge and conducting M&E, 

and to sustain interventions initiated with donor sup-

port. These weaknesses need to be monitored and ad-

justed for. Where donors identify effective strategies 

for improving institutions or for working alongside 

less reliable institutional partners, these strategies 

themselves can be replicated in other areas of donor 

engagement. 

Integrate transitions across different phases of sup-

port and/or aid instruments into scaling up pathways. 

Poorly handled transitions between different phases 

of support (i.e., security, humanitarian, development) 

can pose a threat to the sustainability of long-term 

scaling up endeavors, just as certain aid instruments 

(e.g., PIUs, short-term contracts) can impose a limit 

on the scope and sustainability of interventions. 

However, with the right preparation and vision, in-

terventions can be designed in such a way that early 

stages serve as a stepping stone on a scaling up path-

way. In its report on service delivery in fragile states, 

the OECD DAC recommends that “aid programs 

should be structured from the start in such a way as to 

promote a timely transition to sustainable service de-

livery and accountable governance,” and specifically 

“government ministries should be active participants 

in planning and program development. Contracts for 

non- state providers should include transition plan-

ning and allow the alignment of state administrative 

practice, donor systems and humanitarian principles.” 

(OECD DAC, 2008b, pp. 40, 42)

Use horizontal and vertical scaling up to overcome 

rather than reinforce obstacles. In most fragile states, 

other than the smallest countries, there exists con-

siderable variety in the stability of different regions 

and the capacity of regional governance. This type of 

landscape lends itself to a particular pathway for hori-

zontal scaling up, whereby interventions are tested 

in more stable, better governed areas before being 

gradually rolled out in increasingly complex settings. 

While seemingly logical, this approach can result in 

the creation of “islands of excellence” while areas that 

are the most fragile are altogether avoided. Similar 

constraints can occur in vertical scaling up, when do-

nors focus their attention at a particular level—com-

munities, local government, central government—with 

whom they can reliably partner. Yet an exclusive 

approach of this kind can easily falter: national pro-

grams that are poorly anchored in local or community 

demand and implementation modalities are less likely 

to take root, while an exclusively local-level focus may 

fail to achieve institutional development in the sense 

of embedding rule-based systems, organizational co-

herence and complete accountability chains. A focus 

on transformation change forces donors to respect 

obstacles to horizontal and vertical scaling up with-

out avoiding them. This is part of a broader point that 

donors should not allow scaling up pathways to be 

defined purely by where scaling up is most feasible, 

but equally by what is an appropriate vision of an in-

tervention’s scale. 

Drivers

According to Hartmann and Linn, a key consideration 

in determining a scaling up pathway is the role of 

“drivers”. These are the forces that push the scaling 

up process forward. Hartmann and Linn identify four 

common drivers:

•	 Ideas and models: There has to be an idea or 

model that works at a small scale. These may 

emerge from research or practice.

•	 Vision and leadership: A vision is needed to 

recognize that scaling up of an idea is neces-

sary, desirable and feasible. Visionary leaders 

or champions often drive the scaling up process 

forward.
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•	 External catalysts: Political and economic crises 

or pressure from outside actors (donors, EU, 

NGOs, etc.) may drive the scaling up process 

forward. 

•	 Incentives and accountability: Incentives are key 

to drive the behavior of actors and institutions 

toward scaling-up. They include rewards, compe-

titions and pressure through the political process, 

peer reviews and other evaluations. Monitoring 

and evaluation against goals, benchmarks and 

performance metrics are essential ingredients to 

establish incentives and accountability.

Adaptation to fragile states

The identification and assessment of drivers to propel 

the scaling up process is arguably especially impor-

tant in fragile states since scaling up pathways take 

longer to complete and can quickly stall when faced 

with obstacles. Strong drivers may be particularly 

important in overcoming particular challenges, such 

as when a country is transitioning between different 

stages of external support. Each of the four common 

drivers is relevant to fragile states, although their role 

may be modified in certain ways:

Ideas and models: Recent years have seen a justified 

push-back against the notion of international best 

practice and blueprints in aid, in recognition that rep-

lication rarely works without tailoring interventions to 

country circumstances. Nevertheless, tried and tested 

models have a role to play, especially in fragile set-

tings where donor experience and knowledge remains 

limited and results difficult to achieve. The 2011 World 

Development Report argues that reliable models exist 

for delivering better outcomes in the core areas of jus-

tice, jobs and security. Other areas where new models 

have proven successful in one setting and since been 

replicated in other fragile states include social protec-

tion, and disarmament, demobilization and reintegra-

tion (DDR) programs.

Vision and leadership: A vision that a better, more 

peaceful, just and prosperous future is possible, with 

benefits of reconstruction and recovery delivered 

widely across different segments of the population, 

is critical to turn around the cycle of conflict, destruc-

tion, lack of capacity and despair in many of the worst 

affected fragile states. Individual and charismatic 

leaders with a clear vision and the capacity to orga-

nize a response can prove very effective in driving 

the scaling up of a particular project and overcoming 

obstacles to progress. Their skill is often to make use 

of informal institutions (and to understand how formal 

and informal institutions interact) and to leverage per-

sonal networks—in essence knowing “how things get 

done” in a particular country setting. Valuable though 

such individuals can be, there are two major risks to 

such a strategy. First, choosing leaders in an environ-

ment where settlements between political elites are 

unresolved or fragile may be interpreted as “picking 

winners”. This can be divisive and counterproductive 

for addressing a country’s development problems. 

Second, the links between a single leader and a proj-

ect can be hard to pry apart once an association has 

been formed. This means that the individual and the 

project rise and fall together. If the leader withdraws 

from his/her role or loses influence, the scaling up 

of the project is undermined. Equally, if the leader’s 

legitimacy erodes over time, as often occurs in the 

political bargaining required to achieve piece in fragile 

states, donors may feel obliged to abandon the proj-

ect. Given these concerns, Pritchett and de Weijer ar-

gue that interventions in fragile states are more likely 

to succeed when they are driven by multiple leaders at 

once, rather than a single player. “It often takes many 

people, situated in many different positions and with 

impartial agreement and commitment—to drive re-

form….Activities have to be flexible enough that many 

different people are committed to success and feel 

they are leaders of at least some component of the 

overall endeavor.” (Pritchett and de Weijer, 2011: p39.) 
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Local NGOs and civil society organizations are of spe-

cial significance in post-conflict and fragile settings 

for initiating, spearheading and sustaining successful 

scaling up processes.

External catalysts: Country ownership is often poorly 

manifested in fragile states so it is little surprise that 

interventions tend to rely more heavily on donors to 

advocate for and help implement the process of scal-

ing up. Nevertheless, there are limits to how effec-

tively donors can drive the scaling up process without 

a thorough grasp of local politics and especially in the 

later stages of the scaling up pathway when attention 

shifts to the question of sustainability. International 

NGOs and UN agencies, which often have a longer-

standing presence and deeper local grounding than 

other donors in fragile settings, can be especially 

helpful if they are participating in a scaling up pro-

cess in partnership with other donors and local 

stakeholders. In all these cases, the term “catalyst” 

is appropriate since external actors cannot substitute 

for national drivers. 

Incentives and accountability: Incentives and account-

ability can certainly play an important role in driving 

scaling up in fragile states and there may be a case for 

introducing new inducements, greater transparency 

or similar reforms to strengthen the role they play. 

However, donors should first take the time to better 

understand the existing incentives operating on ac-

tors—both government and donors—which can be com-

plex in fragile settings. Likewise, since fragile states 

typically suffer from weak systems of accountability, 

donors require a credible theory of change if they are 

to attempt to alter the environment.

In addition to the four common drivers described above, 

we identify two additional drivers which may lend mo-

mentum to scaling up pathways in fragile settings:

Unmet needs: A commitment by donors to respond di-

rectly to the needs of citizens in fragile states builds a 

strong moral and logical case for developing programs 

at scale, capable of serving large populations. While 

scaling up pathways may take longer to navigate in 

fragile states, the persistence of unmet needs can 

serve as a regular reminder of the need to expand 

coverage to the greatest extent possible. In contrast 

to the humanitarian sector, development actors 

should be wary of scaling up interventions in which 

they substitute for the state without a clear sense of 

how the state can be incorporated back into a leader-

ship role once it is capable. 

Community demand: Communities can serve as a 

powerful actor in driving forward the scaling up pro-

cess, both by demanding the expansion of small-scale 

projects and by committing their own resources to 

support the scaling up process. Irrespective of the 

dysfunction of national level institutions in fragile 

states, communities often enjoy efficient forms of 

democratic governance which enable them to orga-

nize and to identify community priorities. Their si-

multaneous role as project beneficiaries means they 

are well placed to monitor services and to account for 

project delivery. Where appropriate, communities can 

contribute human capital—sometimes referred to as 

“sweat equity”—to support the scaling up effort and to 

convey their stake in successful rolling out. 

Spaces 

Another important concern in determining the feasi-

bility of a scaling up pathway is the role of “spaces”. 

These are the opportunities that can be created, or 

potential obstacles that need to be removed to open 

up the space for interventions to grow. Hartmann and 

Linn identify eight spaces in their framework:
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•	 Fiscal/financial space: Fiscal and financial re-

sources need to be mobilized to support the 

scaled up intervention; and/or the costs of the 

intervention need to be adapted to fit into the 

available fiscal/financial space.

•	 Natural resource/environmental space: The im-

pact of the intervention on natural resources and 

the environment must be considered, harmful ef-

fects mitigated, and beneficial impacts promoted.

•	 Policy space: The policy (and legal) framework 

has to allow for, or be adapted to support, scal-

ing up.

•	 Institutional/organizational/staff capacity 

space: The institutional and organizational ca-

pacity has to be created to carry the scaling-up 

process forward.

•	 Political space: Important stakeholders, both 

those in support and those against the inter-

vention, need to be attended to through out-

reach and suitable safeguards to ensure the 

political support for a scaled up intervention.

•	 Cultural space: Possible cultural obstacles or 

support mechanisms need to be identified and 

the intervention suitably adapted to permit 

scaling up in a culturally diverse environment.

•	 Partnership space: Partners need to be mobi-

lized to join in the effort of scaling up.

•	 Learning space: Knowledge about what does 

and does not work in scaling up needs to be 

harnessed through monitoring and evaluation, 

knowledge sharing and training.

Adaptation to fragile states

An unavoidable inference in applying the concept of 

“spaces” to fragile states is that they are almost al-

ways more constrained. This is especially the case in 

respect to those spaces which concern aspects of gov-

ernance: the political, institutional and policy spaces. 

Since scaling up in fragile states usually involves 

engagement with the state to some degree, this pres-

ents a serious challenge. 

Thankfully, there has been considerable learning in 

recent years on how to deliver aid more effectively in 

fragile states, much of which is implicitly concerned 

with how to overcome small governance spaces. 

Governance interventions are an important part of 

most country programs in fragile states and can use-

fully be integrated with the scaling up of any particu-

lar intervention. Of course, spaces are not static and 

opportunities may arise for donors to scale up as and 

when spaces open up. At the same time, donors can 

endeavor to create necessary spaces over time, as 

part of the design and implementation of scaling up 

pathways.

The recognition that spaces for scaling up in fragile 

states are often small serves as a reminder of many 

of the lessons that emerge from our earlier analysis 

of scaling up pathways in fragile states. These in-

clude the need for robust analysis, scenario planning, 

greater realism, cost control, and slower and smaller 

steps. 

We identify two additional spaces which may be rel-

evant to analyzing scaling up in fragile states:

Ownership: Ownership by national stakeholders might 

ordinarily be thought of as a driver in scaling up, 

reflecting elements already captured in the drivers 

of leadership and community demand. However, in 

fragile states it is arguably more relevant as a space. 

Ownership is needed to legitimize the scaling up 

process since interventions originally conceived by 

external actors are unlikely to ever achieve a strong 

sense of local ownership, thus reducing the likelihood 

of their longer-term sustainability. The challenge is 
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that ownership is rarely manifested strongly in fragile 

states. Donors often look for little more than a super-

ficial buy-in from elites, which counts for little in an 

environment where political settlements are weak. 

As explained earlier, ownership need not necessarily 

involve the state, but can be engendered by civil so-

ciety, communities and/or sub-national government. 

The key to a successful scaling up pathway is to ex-

plicitly consider how to develop ownership over time. 

Ownership may be manifested in multiple stakehold-

ers by engaging them incrementally and by design-

ing and implementing appropriate accountability and 

social justice mechanisms.

Security space: Donor activity may be precluded in 

the most unstable environments where there is open 

conflict. This may impose horizontal obstacles to scal-

ing up that cannot be readily overcome. Nevertheless, 

some donors have succeeded in finding ways of con-

tinuing their work by borrowing lessons from the hu-

manitarian sector.22 A successful scaling up pathway 

will take explicit notice of the evolving security condi-

tions and needs, and adapt interventions accordingly. 

For instance, security-related aspects of program 

design may be gradually phased out as and when the 

probability of conflict recedes. 

Three overarching priorities: design 
and implementation, sustainability 
and risk

Moving beyond the Hartmann and Linn framework, we 

identify three themes which are central to any discus-

sion of scaling up in fragile states: design and imple-

mentation, sustainability and risk. Each theme has 

synergies with the scaling up agenda that we explore 

briefly below. An important inference is that a scaling 

up approach provides a framework that can help im-

prove design, manage risk and buttress sustainability.

Design and Implementation 

As discussed previously, development assistance in 

fragile states differs from assistance to stable coun-

tries in terms of both what it is intended to achieve 

and how it is delivered. Questions concerning the de-

sign and implementation of assistance are central to 

the fragile state setting (Box 2) and are closely linked 

to the scaling up agenda with its emphasis of a longer-

term, programmatic approach to aid management. 

The frameworks and instruments used to deliver aid in 

fragile states may prove useful for planning scaling up 

pathways. For instance, joint needs assessments can 

serve as a useful entry point to identify where scal-

ing up may be required and consolidated appeals pro-

cesses can be explicitly organized around the required 

financial space that is required to reach a desired scale. 

At the same time, assessments carried out rapidly will 

likely miss aspects of the local context, so designs may 

need to be altered over time. Similarly, shorter- and 

longer-term funding vehicles should be linked so that 

early investments can be built upon over time.

Other tools may need to be partially reengineered if 

they are to support scaling up objectives. For instance, 

the “Double Compacts” proposed by Ashraf Ghani and 

Clare Lockhart offer a promising approach for distin-

guishing government and donor roles and responsi-

bilities in a way that promotes mutual accountability, 

without undermining each actor’s accountability to 

other stakeholders, such as citizens, parliaments and 

auditors (Ghani and Lockhart, 2008). During a scal-

ing up pathway, the balance between government and 

donor roles and responsibilities is typically expected 

to change over time, as donors initially drive the pro-

cess forward but governments are expected to take on 

greater leadership through latter phases of planning 

and execution. Double Compacts could potentially be 

employed to manage this transition by linking compact 
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agreements explicitly to programming milestones. 

Thus, changes in accountability would be triggered by 

the completion of phases in a scaling up pathway. Such 

an approach would not only allow accountability to 

serve as a driver in scaling up, but would help to embed 

scaling up into broader governance arrangements.23 

Taking another example, donors often employ 

“Transitional Results Frameworks” in post-conflict 

settings to organize development planning over rela-

tively short time horizons. These frameworks typically 

last for two years and are organized into six-month 

segments, around which specific goals and reporting 

requirements are organized. Linking a framework to 

the scaling up pathway of a particular intervention 

would appear relatively straightforward, but would 

require explicit consideration of how those pathways 

that extend beyond the timeframe of the framework 

would be affected, to ensure that interventions carry 

over to future planning strategies. 

Designing and implementing institution building and 

capacity building is an integral part of any scaling up 

framework in a fragile state context. At the outset of 

an initiative, local capacity may not be sufficient to al-

low progress and hence may require donor-led imple-

mentation involving special project implementation 

units. However, as part of a scaling up pathway, insti-

tution and capacity building can be brought to bear 

to assure that over time the appropriate combination 

of community, local and higher-level government, and 

non-governmental institutional capacity is created 

and can carry forward the scaling up process in an ef-

fective and sustainable manner.

Sustainability 

Sustainability is a central problem of delivering aid to 

fragile states and is the reason why many interven-

tions fail. The problem of sustainability is inextricably 

linked to the weakness of formal institutions, limited 

state capacity to generate and manage revenues, and 

the changeable conditions that define fragile settings. 

However, it is also reinforced by donor approaches 

that lack recipient ownership, are too ambitious or 

gold-plated, and fail to adequately understand how 

local institutions work. On occasions, donors may at-

tempt to deliver interventions that are recognized ex 

ante as unsustainable in their urgency to provide for 

citizens’ needs, or in an effort to secure peace. But 

more often, donors approach interventions with an 

eye to their long-term sustainability and yet these ef-

forts nevertheless fall short.

Box 2: Pritchett and de Weijer on the 

“Middle Way”

Pritchett and de Weijer advocate for a more ex-

plicit focus by donors on design and implementa-

tion issues in fragile states. They identify the limits 

of donors’ standard approaches which they char-

acterize as being of two types. The first are large 

programs which achieve scale, scope and speed, 

but at the expense of having virtually no—or 

worse, a perverse—impact on the capability of the 

state. The second are small projects, which have 

the virtue of being flexible, innovative and adapt-

able, all of which are important in fragile settings 

and in enabling aid to achieve local success, yet 

are incapable of bringing about systemic change.

Pritchett and de Weijer wonder whether there 

might be a “middle way”: one that “has the ben-

efits of systemic impact and scale but the virtues 

of flexibility.” They continue: “the starting point 

of a ‘middle way’ might be to refine accountability 

around outcomes, where outcomes include the 

capability of the system.” For this, “one needs a 

combination of outcome targets that includes 

measures of both immediate outputs and out-

comes but also how equipped the system is to con-

tinue to deliver those into the future.” (Pritchett 

and de Weijer, 2010, p. 38)
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The objectives of scale and sustainability are closely 

linked. Scaling up can be conceived as a two stage 

process: replication or rollout first, and consolidation 

and sustaining second.24 There is little point attempt-

ing the first stage unless donors have confidence that 

the latter stage is achievable. For donors that have 

struggled to achieve sustainability in most of their 

interventions in a particular country, the objective 

of scaling up may therefore appear daunting. A scal-

ing up approach stresses two different points: first, 

donors should question whether those interventions 

that proved unsustainable were attempted at the ap-

propriate scale to enable learning in the first place; 

and second, donors should build on—and learn from—

those interventions that have proved sustainable. 

Thus, any intervention introduced on a small scale 

that scores well on sustainability serves as a possible 

candidate for scaling up. Given this close link between 

sustainability and going to scale, it is not surprising 

that many of the factors which make scaling up pos-

sible are also those that support sustainability: a lon-

ger-term perspective beyond the immediate confines 

of the project, effective drivers and supportive spaces, 

good implementation and consistent M&E.

Risk

Donors’ approaches to managing risk in fragile states 

are closely connected with strategies for scaling up. 

Many of the methods used by donors for managing 

risk—an emphasis on analysis, scenario planning, real-

ism, making use of specialized aid instruments—are 

equally relevant for developing a scaling up approach 

in fragile countries. These similarities are perhaps to 

be expected since both strategies are concerned with 

expanding the scope of donors’ activities in an envi-

ronment which is otherwise limiting.

In addition to this general connection, a persuasive 

argument can be made that the adoption of a scaling 

up approach in a donor’s country program (i.e., the 

inclusion of some interventions with an explicit scal-

ing up pathway) can form part of a risk management 

strategy in fragile states. To explain this, we use the 

risk framework described earlier, which distinguished 

three different types of risks: developmental risks, 

project risks and institutional risks. 

In fragile states, donors typically imagine a tradeoff 

between developmental risks on the one side, and 

project and institutional risks on the other. That is, 

any attempt to use aid more determinedly to tackle 

the root challenges of fragility forces donors to accept 

a higher likelihood that project objectives will not be 

met and to adopt approaches that expose the donor 

agency to a greater reputational risk. 

Scaling up attempts to moderate this tradeoff, en-

abling donors to more ambitiously tackle development 

risks without allowing institutional and project risks 

to grow unchecked. Project and institutional risks are 

moderated by donors employing greater selectivity 

in determining which interventions to scale up and 

basing those decisions on evidence of what works. 

Interventions that are identified for scaling up are not 

only those that have delivered against their objectives 

at a smaller scale, but ones that have scored strongly 

across the board in evaluations on measures of rel-

evance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustain-

ability are built upon a strong analytical foundation 

and have strong backing by donors and recipients. This 

implies that only a selection of interventions within a 

country program should adopt a scaling up pathway. 

This is consistent with the Hartmann and Linn frame-

work which stresses that not all interventions should 

be scaled up. Furthermore, it echoes the idea that 

country programs should adopt a portfolio approach, 

combining interventions with higher and lower risk rat-

ings, and those with and without scaling up elements.25
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Institutional (reputational) risk may well be deemed 

higher when managing large-scale projects, given 

the possibility that their failure—however remote—will 

draw attention by virtue of their size. However, the 

common perception that smaller projects carry less 

project risk is very likely mistaken. For a given amount 

of aid, the risk per project in a portfolio of many small 

interventions may well add up to a larger total risk 

than for fewer projects that get systematically scaled 

up over time, precisely because the scaling up pro-

cess is built around a stronger evidence base of what 

works, greater familiarity with the institutions and ac-

tors, and the potential for developing their capacities. 

Moreover, the scope for managing risks proactively is 

much greater in the case of a carefully designed and 

adapted scaling up process than in the case of a prolif-

eration of fragmented one-time interventions. 

Ultimately, a donor approach that combines good risk 

management and scaling up requires strong leader-

ship and aligned incentives. The incentives for donor 

staff in most aid agencies are perceived as being very 

narrowly defined in terms of risk. The combination of 

a clear preference for institutional risk avoidance at 

the senior management level and the often misunder-

stood nature of project risk at the level of mid-level 

managers and project leaders can be a key factor 

biasing institutional incentives against scaling up and 

in favor of many smaller one-off projects. For donors 

to move beyond the standard approach to risk man-

agement requires strong leadership that understands 

the benefits of scale. Good leadership will ensure that 

staff are not stymied by a fear that they will be blamed 

should development interventions go awry, but will be 

rewarded for achieving success at scale.
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Lessons: A Review of Scaling 
Up Case Studies in Fragile 
States

Methodology

We now turn to an assessment of project and country 

program case studies to determine what lessons can 

be derived for scaling up approaches in fragile states. 

This review takes the form of a meta-evaluation, 

drawing on existing formal evaluations and reviews of 

selected donor supported programs. Such an assess-

ment is helpful because it allows us to pit our hypoth-

eses in the preceding section against the reality on 

the ground. And perhaps most importantly it permits 

a reality check for what might be the most trouble-

some question a skeptic might raise, namely: Is scaling 

up appropriate and feasible in fragile states? 

We rely on two types of evaluations: first, evaluations 

and assessments of specific programs and projects 

funded by selected multilateral, bilateral and non-gov-

ernmental donors in fragile states; and second, evalu-

ations of institutional experience at the country-level 

in fragile states, drawing on evaluations for the World 

Bank, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the 

Global Fund for HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria 

(GFATM). In both cases, the focus is on examples that 

involve scaling up in one form or another. Annex 3 and 

4 provide detailed accounts of the different case stud-

ies and evaluations referenced in this section.

Project and country program evaluations by their 

very nature cannot provide conclusive answers to 

questions about scaling up, let alone statistically sig-

nificant tests of hypotheses. Rather, they represent 

snapshots of program implementation at a given 

time.26 The evaluations are shaped by the methodol-

ogy employed by the implementing agency and the 

judgment of its evaluators, neither of which may be 

comparable across agencies or even across programs 

supported by the same agency. Evaluations generally 

do not involve controlled experiments that would test 

interventions against a counterfactual in a rigorous 

manner. And since most evaluation offices operating 

in the development community have yet to include 

scaling up systematically in their evaluation meth-

odologies, it is not possible to draw on standardized 

evaluation results.27 

The project evaluations that we draw on allow a rea-

sonable assessment of the design of scaling up path-

ways and drivers as they support successful scaling 

up experiences. They generally, however, offer less 

insight into failures to scale up, the challenge of lim-

ited spaces and the institutional constraints of donor 

organizations. By contrast, country program reviews 

permit a more comprehensive assessment of success 

and failure and provide particularly good insight on 

spaces. These are less helpful in exploring specific 

scaling up pathways or the drivers which push suc-

cessful scaling up forward. Taken together, the range 

of evaluations used for this paper allows us to draw 

useful preliminary conclusions that can be exposed to 

further examination in due course, whether through 

additional case studies or through the process of im-

plementing specific projects and programs. 

Since we are testing the various program and project 

case studies against the scaling up framework de-

scribed in this previous section, here we follow a simi-

lar structure of examining the pathways, the drivers 

and the spaces to achieving scale, before reflecting on 

the important role of program design and implemen-

tation, sustainability and risk management.

The inventory of evaluations

From an original collection of more than 100 evalu-

ations of development activities in fragile states, we 
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identified and reviewed 17 project or program case 

studies that involved various degrees of successful 

scaling up. In addition, we reviewed a number of re-

cent country program evaluations and cross-country 

reviews of operations in fragile states by the World 

Bank Group’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) and 

the ADB’s Independent Evaluation Department (IED). 

Table 1 shows the distribution of evaluations by region, 

country, sector and agency. With cases covering five 

regions, 14 countries, and 11 donors (eight multilateral 

donors, three bilateral donors and one international 

NGO), the sample of projects and programs is widely 

dispersed across multiple dimensions. 

Pathways 

The case studies demonstrate a variety of different 

scaling up pathways. Some programs started off as pi-

lots (e.g., the USAID funded health program in Kenya, 

the Seila local development and education programs 

in Cambodia, and the Afghanistan DOTS-TB program). 

Others moved to national scale directly (e.g., the 

Table 1: Distribution of projects and programs by region, country, sector and agency

Health Education
Local/Community 

Development
Agriculture/Rural 

Development
Other 

Sectors
Country 

Programs

Asia

 Afghanistan USAID/EC/DA/
WB, GFATM 

WB

 Cambodia UNICEF UNDP ADB WB, ADB

 Nepal ADB

 Pakistan ADB

 Timor-Leste WB MD WB

Africa

 Ethiopia SCN WB/DFID

 Kenya USAID DFID/WB

 Mozambique UNDCF/UNDP

 Uganda WB

Middle East

 Yemen DFID

 West Bank-Gaza WB

Europe / Central Asia

 Bosnia Herzegovina WB

 Tajikistan GF/UNDP UNDP

Latin America

 Peru IFAD

Global / Regional WB, ADB

Legend: ADB = Asian Development Bank; DA = Danish International Development Agency; DFID = Department for International 
Development; EC = European Commission; GFATM = Global Fund for HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria; IFAD=International Fund 
for Agriculture; MD = Multidonor; SCN = Save the Children Norway; UNCDF = UN Capital Development Fund; WB = World Bank
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Timor-Leste health program and the Ethiopia social 

transfer program). Among the former, the Kenya 

health project followed what might be characterized 

as a “classical” scaling up pathway by careful and 

deliberate sequencing from pilot to larger rollout and 

eventually to national scale (Box 3). 

Regardless of the ultimate scope of each project and 

program, some salient aspects can be identified from 

the scaling up pathways pursued.

Scale and dimensions of projects and 
programs

Most of the projects reviewed reached nation-wide 

scale and involved horizontal and vertical scaling up. 

A few (e.g., the area development program supported 

by ADB under its Agricultural and Rural Development 

program in Cambodia) reached only regional or 

sub-regional scale. The degree of engagement in  

nation-wide policy dialogue and institution-building 

differed across programs. The World Bank and ADB 

virtually always attempted to scale up vertically be-

cause of their focus on policy and institutional reform, 

but even the NGO supported education project in 

Ethiopia involved some support for policy formation. 

Of particular interest is the scaling-up experience of 

the GFATM since it represents an innovative approach 

to scaling up that is increasingly emulated by other 

vertical funds (i.e., single-purpose funding mecha-

nisms with very explicit scaling up objectives) (Box 4). 

Selectivity, simplicity and flexibility

Successful scaling up appears to be more readily 

achievable when donors are selective in the programs 

they sponsor, and in the objectives and interventions 

they pursue. In addition, it helps when the process 

Box 3: “Classical” scaling up pathways for a 

health program in Kenya 

The Kenya Adolescent Reproductive Health Program 

(KARHP), supported by USAID, aimed to improve 

knowledge about reproductive health and encourage 

a responsible and healthy attitude toward sexuality 

among adolescents; to delay the onset of sexual ac-

tivity among younger adolescents; and to decrease 

risky behaviors among sexually active adolescents. 

It followed a “classical” scaling up pathway: starting 

with an innovative idea, implementing experimen-

tally through pilots, evaluating the pilots before rep-

licating the intervention geographically in multiple 

sequential steps, and sustaining these over a long 

period to reach national scale. The approach involved 

both horizontal scaling up (geographic replication) 

and vertical scaling up (advocacy and policy engage-

ment at the national level). No functional scaling up 

(e.g., expanding the coverage of health areas or tar-

get age groups) appeared to have been attempted. 

The interventions were implemented through exist-

ing governmental structures, networks and systems. 

Working with government ministries ensured sus-

tainability of the interventions through integration 

of activities within routine operational plans, proto-

cols and policies. It has also ensured ownership and 

the prioritization of issues concerning adolescent 

sexual reproductive health, including through na-

tional budgetary allocations. Key to the ministries’ 

adoption of KARHP was their initial involvement in 

the planning and design of the model. The use of 

evaluation evidence was critical to both convince 

the ministries and USAID of the effectiveness of the 

model and to improve and adapt the original inter-

ventions within existing government structures. In 

sum, institutional, ownership, learning and partner-

ship spaces were effectively created to allow scaling 

up to take place.

Source: Annex 3
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of implementation is kept as simple as possible. The 

World Bank’s evaluation of engagement in fragile 

states observed that the World Bank’s standard pro-

cessing procedures often created serious delays. 

Streamlined operational procedures for processing 

emergency operations were a major factor in allowing 

the World Bank to engage in Bosnia-Herzegovina and 

Timor-Leste much more quickly than under ordinary 

circumstances, and ultimately to reach scale faster. 

In Bosnia-Herzegovina, this did not affect the quality 

of operations and fiduciary aspects negatively, while 

in Timor-Leste, the evaluation attributed significant 

quality and fiduciary problems to the fact that short-

cut procedures were applied. Streamlined operational 

procedures were identified as a problem for the ADB 

in Afghanistan and Timor-Leste in terms of the quality 

of project preparation and the effectiveness of fidu-

ciary standards. 

A large number of the case studies specifically men-

tioned the importance of flexibility in project prepa-

ration and implementation. The GFATM represents 

an interesting case in this regard, judging from the 

Tajikistan case study. While initially regarded as ex-

ceptionally non-bureaucratic, flexible and speedy in 

its procedures, over recent years the GFATM has lost 

some of its advantage over other donors, as increased 

processing and fiduciary requirements were added in 

response to the perception of excessive performance, 

fiduciary and reputational risks.

As these examples show, donors face many tensions 

and dilemmas in fragile states. More generally, as noted 

in the World Bank evaluations in Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

West Bank and Gaza and Timor-Leste, there is fre-

quently a tension between quick delivery of financial 

support and pursuit of long-term development out-

comes. The World Bank’s evaluations conclude that too 

Box 4: Scaling up experience of the Global 

Fund 

The GFATM has supported the scaling up of pro-

grams to fight HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria 

in developing countries since 2002. A recent evalu-

ation published in Global Health Governance in 2010 

reports on the performance of 198 grants to 41 frag-

ile states with a total disbursement of $4.9 billion.28 

Contrary to earlier evaluations that had found no 

significant differences between GFATM operations in 

fragile and stable states, including the GFATM’s own 

report (GFATM, 2005), this evaluation concludes 

that there were significant differences between the 

two types of country programs.

With 40 percent of its funding going to fragile states, 

the GFATM is heavily invested in these countries. 

Overall, GFATM programs in fragile states perform 

remarkably well in terms of reaching their targets, 

their disbursement rates and extension rates be-

tween different phases of support. Performance has 

been less strong for M&E, data quality and grant 

extension beyond the first five years. Across all 

performance categories, fragile states performed 

somewhat less well than other states and countries 

affected by humanitarian crises scored even less 

well. Some two-thirds of grants in fragile states have 

to be administered by external (multilateral) orga-

nizations, compared to one-third in stable settings, 

reflecting the relatively weak development of local 

institutions.

While fragile states, as expected, create greater 

challenges than other countries for the scaling up 

strategy of the GFATM, successful scaling up does 

take place in four-fifths of fragile states. Three areas 

are identified as deserving special attention, how-

ever: data quality and reporting systems; M&E; and 

country ownership and administration by national 

agencies.

Source: Annex 4
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much attention was devoted to crisis response with 

detrimental impacts on long-term development out-

comes. In Timor-Leste, the evaluation attributed this 

to the intense pressure on the World Bank by local and 

international politicians (as well as by other donors) to 

show quick impact in the face of humanitarian emer-

gencies and destruction of essential infrastructure. 

Tensions and dilemmas were noted for the ADB in 

terms of the tradeoff between speed of response and 

quality of preparation.

Analytical work and M&E

Many of the project and country program evaluations 

stressed the importance of preparatory analytical 

work to ensure effective understanding of the coun-

try context, including political and cultural dimen-

sions. A good example of this is the Mozambique 

Decentralized Planning and District Finance Project 

supported by United Nations Development Program 

(UNDP). The evaluation of pilots and the measure-

ment of progress along scaling up pathways were part 

of a systematic approach to M&E in many of the suc-

cessfully scaled up projects. For example, the careful 

evaluation of pilots was noted in the USAID-assisted 

Kenya health program, and the measurement of prog-

ress of the GFATM-supported projects in Tajikistan and 

Afghanistan are notable. 

The country program evaluations tend to paint a more 

negative picture on M&E than the project reviews. The 

cross-country evaluation of World Bank activities de-

scribes M&E in fragile states as “negligible”. This was 

particularly notable in the World Bank projects of Timor-

Leste, where the bank’s own evaluation identified inad-

equate M&E and insufficient learning from one project to 

the next in the sequence of projects as a major problem. 

The ADB’s Cambodia and Nepal evaluations character-

ized M&E as weak and insufficient, respectively.

Continuity of engagement

Sustained engagement was clearly a major contrib-

uting factor in cases of successful scaling up. All the 

projects reviewed for this study involved a longer-

term horizon in donor engagement for a sequence of 

steps in the scaling up pathway, often involving multi-

ple projects or financing tranches over five to 10 years. 

In the case of the Peru Highland Area Development 

Program, the International Fund for Agricultural 

Development (IFAD) has pursued a scaling up strat-

egy over 30 years. The case of ADB’s agriculture and 

rural development program in Cambodia provides an 

interesting contrast: the evaluation praises the series 

of policy reform and rural infrastructure projects for 

their scale and effectiveness, but finds that instead of 

staying engaged in this areas of successful horizontal 

and vertical scaling up, ADB switched to other lines 

of engagement (namely, irrigation development and 

targeted rural community development programs) 

with untested modes of intervention, limited scale and 

relatively poor results. The evaluation recommends 

that “ADB should build on and consolidate past suc-

cesses within the sector, up-scaling similar designs 

and implementation arrangements to other parts of 

the country particularly in terms of expanding rural 

infrastructure, firming up maintenance and building 

institutional capacity.” (IED, 2009c) 

In West Bank and Gaza, the World Bank was involved 

over 20 years and stayed engaged even during periods 

of crisis. Nevertheless, its engagement in some sectors 

was intermittent. In Bosnia-Herzegovina, the system-

atic sequencing of projects was identified as a strength 

of the World Bank program, but the dramatic reduction 

of its engagement after the initial years of exceptional 

high financial support was seen as a major risk for the 

continuity of support. More generally, the World Bank’s 

overall evaluation of engagement in fragile states also 

expressed concern with its tendency to prematurely 
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down-scale resources once an immediate post-conflict 

situation had passed. While longer-term engagement 

is critical for successful scaling up in fragile settings, 

donors appear to find it difficult to stick with pro-

grams for extended periods. Among the many chal-

lenges highlighted in a number of country evaluations 

are the frequent turnover of project team leaders and 

the lack of adequate field presence of expert staff. 

Drivers

The project case studies provide a broad range of ex-

amples and insight into the role played by drivers in 

the scaling up process.

Ideas and models

Ideas and models can be powerful drivers for scal-

ing up. The idea can be new, as was the case with the 

education program in Ethiopia sponsored by Save the 

Children Norway, which propagated an alternative 

basic education concept for children out of school, or 

the UNICEF cluster school approach in Cambodia (Box 

5). Alternatively, ideas may be imported from specific 

examples in other countries, such as the case of the 

World Bank micro-finance program in Afghanistan, 

which drew upon the experience of a similar, success 

program in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Or the idea can be 

one that reflects a globally agreed approach, as in the 

case of the GFATM supported programs.

Leadership 

Many successful scaling up experiences can be traced 

back to strong leadership. In some cases this can be 

a single individual as in the case of the Yemen Social 

Fund (Box 6), or in others, a small group of leaders 

as in the case of the Kenya Adolescent Reproductive 

Health Program. The Yemen case shows that there are 

also risks associated with strong leadership.

Box 5: The cluster school program in 

Cambodia 

The cluster school concept was a potent idea and 

proved to be a highly effective vehicle for scaling up. 

Each cluster school is connected administratively to 

a group of five to 10 other schools, spread across the 

four geographical areas of the country. This enabled 

the program to ultimately reach 30 percent of pri-

mary school students in the country. Clusters were 

used to demonstrate educational changes in policy, 

management, curriculum, textbooks and teacher 

training, and to build support among local educators 

for reforms. In a country with precious few human 

and material resources, the cluster model provided 

a way to share expertise among several schools and 

a way to disseminate ideas and training through an 

organized school network. It also provided an au-

thorized means for villagers, teachers and students 

to meet each other and was an approach that was 

supported by the sector’s authorities. The cluster 

system may have also served to redevelop the bonds 

within the country’s network of educators, which 

undoubtedly had been weakened during the conflict 

and whose strengthening likely contributed to the 

project’s sustainability. 

Other important elements of success included the 

involvement of communities in the project, effective 

communication with civil society, provincial and lo-

cal authorities, a technical rather than political focus 

around reform, solid institutional development with 

transparent results metrics and effective M&E, and 

input from international experts who could bring to 

bear their experience with comparable efforts from 

elsewhere in the region

Source: Annex 3
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Incentives and accountability 

Perhaps the most important driver is that of incen-

tives and accountabilities for scaled up results. There 

are various examples of such incentives among our 

case studies. The most obvious incentive is financial 

support for specific community projects, as provided 

under a number of projects that serve the develop-

ment of local capacity and community participation 

(e.g., the Seila program in Cambodia, the Mozambique 

Decentralized Planning and District Finance Program, 

and the Tajikistan Community Program). In the case 

of the Peru area development project, the grants 

were combined with a competitive element, which 

provided incentives for innovative and effective ser-

vice delivery at the community level. In the case of 

Afghanistan Basic Health Services Program, incen-

tives were provided to NGOs contracted for service 

delivery in underserviced areas (Box 7). Finally, a 

number of programs—among them those funded by 

the GFATM—relied on project performance metrics 

monitored under the programs’ M&E system to serve 

as indicators of progress which in turn determined fu-

ture funding levels.

Community demand 

Programs that respond to community demands have 

a built-in driver for achieving scale. As the pilots are 

rolled out, communities not yet benefiting may learn 

about the beneficial impact of a program, especially 

if supported by an effective communication strat-

egy. This in turn means that pressures will be put on 

program administrators to move faster and further 

in scaling up the program concerned. The Cambodia 

Education project, the Primary Health Project in 

Ethiopia and the Peru Highland Area Development 

Program are prime examples of such “community 

driven” scaling up processes. 

Box 6: The Yemen Social Fund: An example of 

leadership in action

The Social Fund for Development (SFD) is an inde-

pendently funded quasi-governmental institution, 

which was established in 1997. It works with local 

communities across Yemen to finance various so-

cial development projects, assist local institutions 

to develop their capacity and efficiency, and create 

new employment opportunities co-financed with 

the private sector. SFD has proven itself to be an 

enormously successful vehicle for scaling up across 

several dimensions (and a way for DFID to positively 

influence some of Yemen’s weakest sectors). SFD’s 

scaling up successes have taken place in an other-

wise very difficult environment. 

While operating partially outside and parallel to the 

structure of government, it is directed by the deputy 

prime minister (who is also the minister of planning 

and international cooperation). Strong political lead-

ership has undoubtedly been an important driver in 

SFD’s expansion and its success in scaling up par-

ticular interventions across the country. At the same 

time, SFD’s governance structure is very reliant on 

the influence and support of political appointees, 

including the deputy prime minister. There is a clear 

danger that the SFD could get caught up in Yemen’s 

political crossfire. However, it is hard to imagine any 

governance structure which would make SFD im-

mune from political developments in the country, 

given the country’s vast governance challenges and 

SFD’s willingness to work closely with the govern-

ment’s development plans.

Source: Annex 3
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Spaces

The program and project evaluations highlight the im-

portant role of spaces in the scaling up process.

Fiscal and financial space 

The World Bank and ADB country program evaluations 

highlighted fiscal and financial space as a major issue 

in all countries, particularly in terms of the ability of 

projects and programs to continue in the absence of 

external aid. The World Bank’s efforts to support in-

creased fiscal and financial capacity in most cases did 

not show much progress over the time horizon of the 

programs evaluated. The ADB’s evaluation of engage-

ment in fragile states called for systematic effort to 

help close the fiscal and financial resource gap. 

Our two project examples from Kenya demonstrate 

the challenge of scaling up in a country with a po-

liticized and unpredictable budget process. In 2010, 

a successfully scaled up deworming project in Kenya 

was undermined by the inability of the Kenyan gov-

ernment to adequately account for its use of donor 

funds. By contrast, part of the success of the Kenya 

Adolescent Reproductive Health Program was attrib-

uted to the deliberate effort to minimize the project’s 

fiscal cost and to use an interagency process to build 

support for the initiative across government. 

Institutional space

Institutional space was also perceived as a major con-

straint in virtually all projects. According to the country 

program evaluations, the World Bank expended signifi-

cant effort to strengthening institutional capacity in all 

cases, but with mixed success. Institutional space was 

also identified as a major constraint by the ADB, with 

weak human resources judged an important factor.

Box 7: Performance incentives under the 

Afghanistan Basic Packages of Health 

Services program

Under the BPHS, actual health service delivery is 

contracted to NGOs and private actors, based on a 

bidding process facilitated by the three main donors 

(USAID, European Commission, World Bank) that 

results in signed, time-limited ‘Performance-based 

Partnership Agreements’. NGOs are selected com-

petitively, with credible sanctions in case of poor 

performance. Although the Ministry of Public Health 

(MoPH) remains responsible for health service deliv-

ery in some provinces, its primary role is to develop 

strategies, goals and objectives, set indicators, and 

to monitor, supervise and control the performance 

of the implementing partners. By giving NGOs a fair 

degree of autonomy but holding them accountable 

for achieving national priorities, the MoPH has ad-

dressed serious constraints, such as scarce human 

resources, lack of physical facilities and logistical 

challenges. Carrying out regular, independent and 

rigorous M&E of health sector performance is expen-

sive. However, it has allowed MoPH to identify prob-

lems, act quickly to resolve them and track whether 

progress has actually been achieved.

Around 30 NGOs are involved countrywide in deliv-

ering BPHS services through vertical programs. As 

of 2005, approximately 70 percent of districts were 

covered by the BPHS, providing primary health care 

to 50 percent of the Afghan population. Between 

2002 and 2007, there was a 136 percent increase in 

the number of functioning primary health care facili-

ties from 496 to 1,169. The health management infor-

mation system indicates that there has been nearly 

a four-fold increase in the number of outpatient 

visits from 2004 to 2007. Independent assessments 

confirm that the quality of health care and health 

outcomes have also improved significantly over the 

period, despite a worsening security situation.

Source: Annex 3
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Significantly, the projects and programs which wit-

nessed the most successful scaling up could attribute 

part of their success to design innovations which 

enabled sufficient institutional space to be seized, 

despite the generally weak institutional environment. 

The case studies point to two broad categories of 

innovation: approaches which succeeded in quickly 

building institutions from an initially low base; and ap-

proaches which made full use of existing institutional 

capacity.

The former includes the Cambodian cluster school 

program where the cluster model enabled the rapid 

roll-out of new policies, management approaches, 

curriculum, textbooks and teacher training across 

schools, and the rebuilding of the network linking 

together the country’s teachers and other stakehold-

ers in the education sector. Another example is the 

Yemen Social Fund, which despite standing partially 

outside of the government’s formal structure, has 

devoted much of its resources to strengthening the 

capacity of local institutions and to co-financing their 

own projects and programs, rather than going it alone.

An example of the second type of innovation is the 

Alternative Basic Education for Children out of School 

program in Ethiopia. The program was designed to 

make full use of each “kebele”, the smallest adminis-

trative unit in Ethiopia, to build schools and allocate 

land for the school premises and to hire instructors, 

provide teacher training, set schedules and design 

the curriculum. The program also relied on “weredas” 

(administrative divisions made up of multiple kebeles) 

to roll out the program and to monitor its quality. A 

further example is provided by the Afghanistan Basic 

Packages of Health Services program (BPHS) which 

relied on the capacity of NGOs already active through-

out much of Afghanistan to provide service delivery, 

thus relieving the burden on government whose ca-

pacity was palpably low and whose role was sensibly 

limited to policy, procurement and oversight.

Political space 

Political space was a significant problem in many 

of the countries. For example, the fragmented 

and highly contentious ethnic politics in Bosnia-

Herzegovina made program design and implementa-

tion highly complex for the World Bank. In the West 

Bank and Gaza, political tensions between Israel and 

the Palestinian Authority were a continued source 

of disruption, as were intra-Palestinian divisions. In 

Ethiopia, the evaluation concluded that the World 

Bank should have done more by way of political analy-

sis to inform its programs. The cross-country evalu-

ation urged more political analysis as an input into 

the World Bank’s strategies for work in fragile states. 

Political space presented a mixed experience for the 

ADB: in Cambodia, political stability was cited as a 

positive factor, while in Nepal, political instability and 

labor strikes were a major obstacle. 

The Alternative Basic Education for Children out of 

School program in Ethiopia provides an example of 

how political space can be created even in a hostile 

environment. Save the Children Norway overcame the 

government’s distrust of, and poor relationship with, 

the NGO sector by scaling back its own presence in the 

country to demonstrate that it did not wish to take on 

extensive responsibility within the education sector 

itself and by designing a program which reinforced the 

role of local level government structures. 

Cultural space 

Cultural space was identified as an issue in Timor-

Leste, where the World Bank failed to consider the 

local conditions adequately in grafting the successful 



taking development activities to scale in fragile and low capacity environments 	 37

Indonesian model of community-driven development 

onto Timor-Leste’s different social, cultural and politi-

cal traditions. In Ethiopia, an evaluation concluded that 

the World Bank would have been helped by more fa-

miliarity with, and analysis of, local cultural conditions.

Partnership space

Partnership space also created challenges. The World 

Bank addressed these in various ways: at the level of 

overall aid coordination, where it often took a lead, by 

creating bilateral partnerships (e.g., with the African 

Development Bank in Uganda); and through the cre-

ation of trust funds and co-financing at the program 

and project level. In most cases, the evaluations give 

the World Bank credit for pursuing a partnership 

agenda with increasing degrees of intensity and suc-

cess. In Timor-Leste, however, the lack of effective 

partnership-building led to duplication, lack of cooper-

ation, and lack of success and sustainability of the pro-

grams supported. The World Bank’s overall evaluation 

saw good donor cooperation at the international level, 

but this was not generally reflected at the country 

level. The ADB also made significant efforts to partner 

with other institutions (especially the World Bank) and 

to participate in or lead donor coordination efforts, 

but according to evaluations, intentions were generally 

stronger than actual achievement on the ground. 

Among the creative partnerships developed to 

achieve scale were the collaboration of the Yemen 

Social Fund with local government entities and the 

formalization of NGO roles in the delivery of primary 

healthcare under the Afghanistan BPHS. The latter 

is a good example of how the contracting out of core 

state functions and services may serve to enhance 

rather than undermine, state legitimacy, if imple-

mented effectively (World Bank, 2009).

Ownership space

Many of the case studies point to the importance of 

early government involvement and ownership for suc-

cessfully scaled up programs (e.g., the Kenya adoles-

cent reproductive health program, the Seila program 

in Cambodia, the Mozambique and Tajikistan local and 

community development programs, and the Timor-Leste 

Transition Support Program). Box 8 summarizes the 

role that ownership played in two programs in Ethiopia. 

Ownership was identified as a significant problem 

limiting the success of World Bank funded country 

programs in fragile states. In West Bank and Gaza, the 

World Bank’s evaluation pointed to a positive shift in 

ownership from the first half of the decade to the sec-

ond. In those cases where successful project results 

were achieved and successful scaling up was evident, 

ownership was clearly present and an important driver. 

Security space

The World Bank’s evaluation of engagement in frag-

ile states observed that where conflict is in progress,  

security concerns create serious obstacles for its work. 

For example, in West Bank and Gaza the violence of 

the intifada and recurrent conflict between Israelis 

and Palestinians proved very disruptive over the 20 

years of World Bank engagement. In Afghanistan the 

three project evaluations reviewed here (basic health, 

TB-DOTS and microfinance) noted problems created 

by insecurity, particularly in the worst conflict-affected 

areas of the country. Service delivery was either seri-

ously impaired or impossible in those regions. However, 

despite these difficulties, all three programs registered 

successful results at a national level. Security was a sig-

nificant concern for the ADB early in the Cambodia pro-

gram and throughout the period of evaluation in Nepal. 

The ADB’s evaluation of engagement in fragile states 

flagged that problematic security particularly affects 

the ADB’s ability to deploy consultants on the ground. 
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Design and implementation, sustain-
ability and risk

Design and implementation. While the country program 

evaluations in fragile states show that the conditions 

prevailing in these settings have created serious ob-

stacles in terms of drivers and spaces, and significant 

challenges for the operational modalities of donors, 

specific project evaluations and some of the country 

program experiences suggest that these obstacles 

could be overcome through careful program design and 

delivery of the programs with a clear scaling up focus, 

with effective learning mechanisms, and through close 

partnership and sustained engagement of govern-

ments, communities and multiple foreign partners. 

Each of the successful case studies relied on creative 

design elements that identified how scale could be 

brought about given the local context. For instance, 

the Kenya Adolescent Reproductive Health Program 

benefited from an inter-agency, multi-sectoral ap-

proach with integrated capacity building elements. 

As another example, the Alternative Basic Education 

for Children out of School program in Ethiopia was 

designed to empower local communities, to leverage 

existing capacity and to reinforce the role of govern-

ment structures. Moreover, both these projects relied 

heavily on monitoring and evaluation and adaption as 

part of their overall implementation. A clear focus on 

up-front analysis and on well-designed M&E during 

implementation, consideration of political factors and 

realities, extended time-horizons and a stick-with-it 

attitude were all key elements of the design and imple-

mentation approach in successfully scaled up projects. 

While the World Bank and ADB country program eval-

uations do not specifically address the need for a sys-

Box 8: Program ownership in Ethiopia

In Ethiopia, Save the Children Norway (SCN) pro-

vided long-term support for the development, field 

testing and scale up of an alternative model for 

the first cycle of primary school—Alternative Basic 

Education for Children out of School (ABECS)—that 

is cheaper, more flexible and more compatible with 

local conditions than the formal schools. From the 

mid-1990s onward, SCN scaled down its own ca-

pacity to implement projects and relied more on 

partnerships with government agencies as well as 

a number of local NGOs for operational capacity. 

Specifically, it stressed integration with existing in-

stitutions; the promotion of community ownership 

and response to community needs; and government 

ownership and leadership in the scaling up process 

at the national and local levels. Government buy-in 

was enhanced by the ABECS design, which rein-

forced the role of government structures. ABECS 

schools are typically built on land allocated by local 

authorities, which are now the focal point for local  

development efforts and share in the supervision of 

ABECS instructors. 

The government of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety 

Nets Programme (PSNP) was established in 2005, 

initially for a five-year period, with the support of 

DFID and the World Bank. The PSNP reaches over 

7 million people across seven of the country’s 10 

regions. It aims to ‘graduate’ people from food in-

security through an equal combination of food and 

cash transfers, and to build community assets via 

associated public works schemes. While some do-

nors, including DFID, initially insisted on a phased 

approach, involving an initial piloting of the program, 

the Ethiopian government decided on an immedi-

ate national-level roll-out. Ownership of the PSNP is 

strong and helped drive the program’s introduction 

at scale. There is a high level of political commitment 

to the PSNP within the Ethiopian government, in-

cluding at the top levels of political leadership, where 

there is a belief that this program can help stimulate 

rural growth.

Source: Annex 3
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tematic approach to scaling up, they allude implicitly 

to the benefits of a scaling perspective in design and 

implementation. For example, the overall evaluation 

of World Bank engagement in fragile states concluded 

that there is a need for selectivity and prioritization 

and for a long-term perspective. Moreover, “appro-

priate sequencing of reforms and sufficient time to 

implement them are crucial for achieving results with-

out overwhelming country capacity” (IEG, 2006a). 

The ADB reports contain expressions of concern 

about lack of program selectivity, proliferation of proj-

ect numbers and declining or small project size. They 

call for “step-by-step” sector strategies, road maps, 

“gap analysis”, umbrella TA operations, multi-tranche 

financing facilities and programmatic approaches. 

Furthermore, they stress the need for a long-term 

perspective, careful sequencing and continuity in 

engagement. The Cambodia country program evalua-

tion calls for a “road map for the ADB assistance that 

traces the chain of results from ADB support to well-

defined national targets and results” (IED, 2009b)—an 

apt summary of what scaling up means in practice.

Sustainability. The program and project evaluations 

clearly highlight the pervasive challenge of sustain-

ability. Perhaps the most frequently cited obstacle to 

sustainability is the dependency of programs on aid 

resources. The World Bank’s country program evalu-

ations gave near universally low ratings to sustain-

ability of programs and outcomes. The ADB ranked 

sustainability between likely and less likely on aver-

age, with six out of 12 cases closer to less likely. Two 

of the ADB evaluations note especially problems of 

sustainability of infrastructure investments as a result 

of poor maintenance. The challenge of sustainability 

is even clearer among the specific project evalua-

tions. Whether it is the primary or specialized health 

programs supported by the World Bank or USAID, the 

education programs of UNICEF or Save the Children 

Norway, the local and community development pro-

grams and social funds supported by UNDP, DFID 

and others, or the agricultural and rural development 

programs of ADB—all suffer from the same problem: 

uncertainty as to whether governments are able and 

willing to support these large-scale programs in the 

absence of continued engagement by donors. This 

concern is particularly notable around the programs 

supported by vertical funds, which have received criti-

cism for too-readily employing parallel delivery sys-

tems and putting in place incentives for workers that 

cannot be afforded by governments. 

Other challenges to sustainability include poor gov-

ernance, weak institutions, limited skilled manpower 

and in some countries, recurrent political instability 

and conflicts. Box 9 summarizes the challenges to 

sustainability in two particular cases. A focus on sus-

tainability in the design and implementation of scaling 

up pathways and an explicit consideration of how the 

eventual disengagement by donors from a particular 

program area will affect the future sustainability of a 

program is therefore critical. 

Risk. The evaluations that we reviewed amply dem-

onstrate the many risks which donors face in their 

efforts to scale up in fragile settings. They do not, 

however, permit an in-depth assessment of whether 

and how donors have addressed these risks. The fact 

that many programs were scaled up successfully sug-

gests that donors and their local counterparts were 

not always put off by the risks they faced and that 

these risks were managed through the scaling up 

pathways, whether explicitly or implicitly. Moreover, 

the case studies demonstrated that some of the com-

mon assumptions made concerning risk turn out to 

be incorrect. For instance, contrary to the assumption 

that large scale interventions incurs greater risk, DFID 

assessed its support to the Yemen Social Development 
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Fund as having the lowest risk rating of any of its 

projects in the country, despite it being the biggest 

project within DFID’s country portfolio and the broad-

est in scope and objectives. More research, drawing on 

specifically designed case studies and an analysis of 

donors’ institutional practices, operational policies and 

processes will be needed to explore this important di-

mension of the scaling up challenge more conclusively.

Summary of scaling up results

According to the evaluations we reviewed, all of the proj-

ects and programs achieved some notable successes in 

scaling up interventions to levels that generated real 

benefits at a regional or national scale in the coun-

tries concerned. This resulted in increased adoption of 

particular models of service provision, of local govern-

ment and community planning and implementation, of 

incentive mechanisms and of learning along scaling 

up pathways. 

That said, overall development outcomes were mixed 

for the World Bank country programs, with satisfactory 

or moderately satisfactory results recorded in three 

countries, and unsatisfactory or moderately unsatis-

factory results recorded in three others (see Box 10 for 

two contrasting examples). The ADB’s country program 

evaluations were generally positive, with a roughly 

Box 9: Challenges to the sustainability of 

scaled up programs in Mozambique and Kenya 

The Decentralized Planning and District Finance 

Program in Mozambique provided support for the 

development of planning capacity at the district and 

sub-district level, combined with a funding mecha-

nism for local, small-scale, participatory public ser-

vice investments. Over the years, it moved from pilot 

testing in a few districts to replication in many more, 

with the possibility of a nation-wide application un-

der consideration by the government. However, the 

program in Mozambique faced significant sustainabil-

ity challenges: uncertainty about future sources of 

financing for the substantial costs of implementation 

and for the district development fund in the absence 

of donor support; sustained engagement of qualified 

personnel in a context of overall human resource 

shortages and weak institutional capacity; and sus-

tainability of community participation, especially if 

material incentives are to be reduced over time.

In one of the first randomized impact evaluations in 

international development, a small-scale deworming 

project in western Kenya, underwent a careful impact 

assessment. The evaluation showed that deworming 

had even greater public-health benefits than previ-

ously thought due to the positive externalities on un-

treated children and that the intervention presented 

an extremely low-cost way to boost school enrollment 

in western Kenya. This evidence, combined with an 

international campaign to disseminate results and to 

provide technical assistance in adopting and imple-

menting the project, led to a massive and rapid scale-

up of the intervention in 2009. However, later that 

year, when an audit reported missing funds from the 

broader multi-donor program of which the deworm-

ing project was just one part, donor support was with-

drawn and the project suspended. 

The case study provides a valuable lesson in the dif-

ficulties of translating evidence into policy in fragile 

states. In a country like Kenya characterized by bad 

governance but relatively high capacity, the scaling 

up process itself, from pilot through to large scale 

replication, may be less of a challenge than the sus-

taining of an intervention. This provides a strong 

case that efforts to improve governance and institu-

tions should be incorporated into the scaling up of 

projects and that strong political economy analysis 

can support the successful completion of scaling up 

pathways. 

Source: Annex 3
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equal amount of successful and partly successful rat-

ings, according to the IED’s overall evaluation. 

In terms of outcomes by sectoral areas of engagement, 

the two areas that consistently proved the most diffi-

cult for the World Bank were governance and private 

sector development, with anti-corruption measures 

and improvements in the business climate proving 

particularly hard to secure. In contrast, macroeco-

nomic stability, education, health and infrastructure 

were sectors in which positive outcomes were mostly 

achieved. Agriculture and rural development showed 

mixed results. The World Bank’s evaluation of engage-

ment in fragile states noted relatively successful out-

comes in macroeconomic stability and infrastructure 

interventions. It also noted that community driven 

development projects tend to disburse fast, but gener-

ally have only limited community development impact.

For the ADB, governance and private sector develop-

ment were rated as successful or partly successful, in 

contrast to the World Bank experience. The successful 

score for the ADB’s governance efforts in Cambodia 

may in part be explained by the fact that the agency did 

not try to tackle corruption issues, which the evaluation 

acknowledges as being endemic. Particularly notewor-

thy are the successful ratings for rural credit support 

in Cambodia and Nepal. Agriculture and rural develop-

ment showed mixed results, while support for educa-

tion programs has generally been successful. ADB’s 

support for infrastructure in fragile states also has a 

mixed track record; nonetheless, the overall evaluation 

assesses infrastructure as a sector that is particularly 

promising for the ADB support in fragile settings.

While the country and project evaluations are not by 

themselves conclusive, we believe they do provide 

strong evidence that scaling up is possible and an ap-

propriate objective in fragile states, that the frame-

work which we have adapted and used for assessing 

scaling up in fragile setting is applicable, and that ex-

plicit consideration of scaling up pathways and of the 

key drivers and spaces along such pathways is critical 

for success. The project cases also demonstrate that 

a scaling up perspective helps address common ten-

sions which donors face in supporting the recovery of 

fragile states, by allowing a focus on immediate and 

quick results to be reconciled with the longer-term de-

velopmental and capacity building objectives.

Box 10: Two contrasting cases of World Bank 

scaling up experience 

The World Bank program received a satisfac-

tory rating in Bosnia-Herzegovina, a country that 

emerged in 1996 from a deadly and protracted civil 

war that left great destruction and deep political 

divisions, reflected in a fractured governance struc-

ture agreed on in the Dayton peace settlement. 

The World Bank’s large scale engagement system-

atically built programs at scale in various sectors 

over time. Its careful and ambitious co-financing 

and partnership agreements, leveraging the World 

Bank’s resources, were a significant factor making 

this outcome possible. 

In contrast, is the unsatisfactory outcome rating 

for the World Bank program in Timor-Leste, albeit 

under very difficult conditions. Project sequences 

failed to be grounded in effective learning and part-

nerships, reinforcing the importance of designing 

and implementing effective scaling up pathways.

Source: Annex 4
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Conclusion 

Fragile states present one of the greatest chal-

lenges to global development and poverty re-

duction. 

Scaling up represents a valuable objective and stra-

tegic approach for donors committed to helping 

these countries develop. As an objective, scaling up 

reinforces the logic that the scale of the challenges 

found in fragile states demands interventions that are 

commensurate in purpose and equal to the task. As 

a strategy, scaling up encourages donors to identify 

and leverage successes, and to integrate institutional 

development more explicitly into their projects and 

programs. In addition, scaling up can assist donors in 

addressing the priority areas of improved project de-

sign and implementation, sustainability and effective 

risk management. 

Scaling up successes in fragile states almost certainly 

occur less often than is possible and do not always 

involve a systematic approach. Donors should look 

to more systematically pursue scaling up in fragile 

states and evaluate their performance with specific 

reference to this objective. The tailored scaling up 

framework presented in this paper provides a start-

ing point for thinking about how donors can adopt a 

more deliberate and informed strategy for scaling up 

in these settings. 

Contrary to expectations, there are compelling ex-

amples of successful scaling up in fragile states. While 

the conditions prevailing in fragile states create seri-

ous obstacles in terms of drivers and spaces, and in 

terms of the operational modalities of donors, these 

can be overcome through the careful design and deliv-

ery of the programs with a clear scaling up focus, and 

through close partnership and sustained engagement 

of governments, communities and foreign partners.
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Annex 1: Fragile State Classification

We classify countries as fragile in any one year which appear either in the “Alert” group of the Fund for Peace’s 

Failed States Index, or which score below 3.2 on the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 

(CPIA).

Countries are classified for each of the five years from 2005 to 2009. 

We classify the following 33 countries as fragile throughout the entire period studied:

Afghanistan Angola Bangladesh

Burundi Central African Republic Chad

Comoros Congo, Dem. Rep. Congo, Rep.

Côte d’Ivoire Djibouti Eritrea

Ethiopia Guinea Guinea-Bissau

Haiti Iraq Kiribati

Korea, Dem. Rep. Liberia Myanmar

Nigeria São Tomé and Principe Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands Somalia Sudan

Togo Uganda Uzbekistan

West Bank and Gaza Yemen, Rep. Zimbabwe

In addition, we classify the following 31 countries as fragile in at least one of the five years studied:

Bhutan Bosnia and Herzegovina Burkina Faso

Cambodia Cameroon Colombia

Dominican Republic Equatorial Guinea Gambia, The

Georgia Guatemala Iran, Islamic Rep.

Kenya Kyrgyz Republic Lao PDR

Lebanon Malawi Mauritania

Nepal Niger Pakistan

Papua New Guinea Rwanda Sri Lanka

Syrian Arab Republic Tajikistan Tanzania

Timor-Leste Tonga Vanuatu

Venezuela
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Annex 2: Background Analysis on Aid to Fragile States

Table 2: Geographical distribution of fragile states29 

Figure 5: Share of world’s poor living in fragile states30

 

  

Number of fragile 
states

Population of 
fragile states 

(millions)

Regional share 
of global fragile 
state population

Share of regional 
population living 
in fragile states

East Asia and Pacific 6 82 6% 4%

Europe and Central Asia 3 39 3% 10%

Latin America and Caribbean 1 10 1% 2%

Middle East and North Africa 5 136 11% 41%

South Asia 5 411 32% 26%

Sub-Saharan Africa 27 608 47% 72%

World 47 1,286 100% 26%

Source: Authors’ calculations

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Chandy and Gertz, 201131
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Figure 6: ODA to fragile and stable countries32

Figure 7: Median aid activity size

Source: Authors’ calculations based on OECD DAC 2011c

Source: Author’s calculations based on OECD DAC 2011b
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Figure 8: Distribution of activity size in fragile states

Figure 9: Number of very large activities versus ODA growth in fragile states

Source: Author’s calculations based on OECD DAC 2011b

Source: Author’s calculations based on OECD DAC 2011b
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Figure 10: Share of donor activities that are coordinated

Figure 11: Examples of volatile aid flows for four fragile states

World Bank, 2011

Source: Authors’ calculations based on OECD DAC 2008a
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Figure 12: Volatile financing: the case of the African Development Fund

Figure 13: Aid sustainability and transfer to government control

Source: African Development Fund, 2008

Authors’ calculations based on OECD DAC 2008a and OECD DAC 2011c
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Annex 3: Summaries of 
Project Case Studies

This Annex contains descriptions of the 17 project 

case studies drawn upon for this paper. The de-

scriptions are themselves summaries of more detailed 

accounts, which are clearly referenced in the case 

study titles. Those interested in understanding more 

about the projects are encouraged to seek out the 

original sources. 

Health 

1.  �Afghanistan—Basic Packages of Health 
Services with World Bank support33 

During the 1980s and 1990s in Afghanistan, much of 

the health services in rural areas (where 80 percent of 

the population lives) were provided by NGOs working 

cross-border, mainly from Pakistan. Funded from vari-

ous external sources, the NGOs’ services were often of 

good quality, but their coverage was modest, with only 

about one functioning primary health care facility per 

50,000 people. The activities of the NGOs were gener-

ally uncoordinated and unfocused; successive govern-

ments showed little interest or ability in coordinating 

their activities and besides, the NGOs were keen to 

keep their distance from the government. 

In 2001, the greatest change in the sector was the es-

tablishment of a comprehensive national health plan, 

enabling all actors to work toward common health 

objectives and to expand existing health services. The 

Afghan Transition Authority (ATA) started the process 

of making essential health services available to all 

Afghans through the introduction of a Basic Packages 

of Health Services (BPHS) in 2002. This process was 

supported by the World Bank, following a World Bank/

Asian Development Bank/UNDP preliminary assess-

ment in December 2001/January 2002. 

Recognizing the lack of capacity within the Afghan 

Ministry of Public Health (MoPH), the ATA looked for an 

opportunity to harmonize NGO resources with govern-

ment efforts. Under the BPHS, actual health service de-

livery is contracted to NGOs and private actors, based 

on a bidding process facilitated by the three main 

donors (USAID, European Commission and the World 

Bank) that results in signed, time-limited ‘Performance-

based Partnership Agreements’ (PPAs). NGOs are 

selected competitively with credible sanctions in case 

of poor performance. Although the MoPH remains re-

sponsible for health service delivery in some provinces, 

its primary role is to develop strategies and objectives, 

set indicators, and monitor, supervise and control the 

performance of the implementing partners.

Around 30 NGOs are involved countrywide in deliver-

ing BPHS services, organized both horizontally (into 

regions) and vertically (into core programs such as 

malaria and tuberculosis). As of 2005, approximately 

70 percent of districts were covered by the BPHS, pro-

viding primary health care to 50 percent of the Afghan 

population—a substantial and important achievement. 

The cost of delivering the basic health package is 

about $4 per capita per year, which is comparable 

with experience in other low-income countries. There 

was a 136 percent increase in the number of function-

ing primary health care facilities from 496 in 2002 

to 1,169 in 2007. The health management information 

system indicates that there has been nearly a four-

fold increase in the number of outpatient visits from 

2004 to 2007. Independent assessments confirm that 

the quality of health care and health outcomes have 

also improved significantly over the period, despite a 

worsening security situation.

The BPHS has proven to be a well designed and largely 

effective tool for scaling up health services in the 

country. In an environment crippled by low capacity 
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and a lack of formal institutions, scaling up moved 

much faster than would normally be expected. Scaling 

up was driven by the political and moral necessity to 

expand service coverage rapidly. The speed of scaling 

up has caused concerns, including over the longer-

term financial sustainability of the program. Initial 

caution about the PPAs was summed up as “too fast, 

too soon, on too large a scale, with limited experience 

to draw from” (Daly, 2003). 

A clear success of the BPHS design which allowed 

rapid scaling up was the strategy of co-opting all ex-

isting service delivery capacity in the country. NGOs 

have ultimately been transformed from independent 

developmental agents into service delivery contrac-

tors, while private actors play an increasing role with-

out being subjected to regulation or control of the 

Afghan government. By giving NGOs a fair degree of 

autonomy but holding them accountable for achieving 

national priorities, the MoPH has addressed serious 

constraints such as scarce human resources, lack of 

physical facilities and logistical challenges. 

Another important element in the scale up of BPHS 

was the role of M&E. Regular, independent and rigorous 

M&E of health sector performance has allowed MoPH 

to identify problems, act quickly to resolve them and 

track whether progress has actually been achieved. 

Such M&E has incurred large administrative costs for 

the ministry, but are seen as crucial to the program’s 

success. By contrast, measurements of PPA perfor-

mance criteria are believed to be unreliable due to the 

scarcity of baseline and projected population data. 

2.  �Afghanistan—The DOTS program with 
GFATM support34

Afghanistan has a very high incidence of tuberculosis. 

According to one evaluation:

“Despite the destruction of the National 

Tuberculosis Program (NTP) and basic health 

services by war and an uncertain security 

situation, the NTP, with assistance from many 

partners and REACH, increased the number 

of patients receiving DOTS by 136 percent in 

four years (from 9261 cases in 2001 to 21,851 

in 2005), with an 86 percent treatment suc-

cess rate. By focusing on rapidly expanding the 

number of facilities capable of providing tu-

berculosis (TB) diagnostic and treatment ser-

vices and involving community health workers 

in case detection, referrals and home-based 

DOTS, REACH showed a 10-fold rise in the num-

ber of facilities providing TB services and a 

380 percent increase in the number of sputum 

smear-positive pulmonary TB cases detected 

in two years (from 251/month in 2004 to 818/

month in 2006) in 13 provinces.” (Ahmadzai et 

al., 2008, p. 180)

The program started with a clear vision (a TB-free 

Afghanistan by 2050) and a strategy (use of the WHO 

DOTS approach) and included well-defined intermedi-

ate progress benchmarks for key inputs, outputs and 

results (the two-year operational plan developed in 

2005) with monthly monitoring of progress. The pro-

gram operated at the community level, specifically 

involved women, had the support and engagement 

of the Ministry of Public Health and was carried out 

under the direction of the National TB Institute. It 

also engaged a multi-donor group consisting of mul-

tilateral and bilateral agencies, as well as civil society 

organizations, which worked very closely with the 

government. The program dramatically expanded the 

coverage of DOTS treatment from 2001 to 2005, both 

geographically and in terms of the percent of health 

facilities applying the treatment (Table 3).
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Table 3: Scaling up DOTS treatment in 
Afghanistan

Year Health facilities

Health facilities 
applying DOTS n 

(%)

2001 1013 36 (3.5)

2002 1013 79 (7.7)

2003 1013 131 (12.9)

2004 1013 202 (20.0)

2005 1115 466 (41.8)

Source: Ahmadzai et al., 2008

Key constraints that the program has faced include 

the widespread destruction of health facilities, limited 

human resource capacity, climatic and geographic 

obstacles and the bad security situation in some 

parts of the country. The evaluation concludes that 

the key lessons of the Afghanistan DOTS program 

are: (a) the focus on improving key delivery points 

works well; (b) training of health facility staff is a key 

ingredient; and (c) community health workers should 

be involved in the detection and treatment of TB at 

the community level.

The source does not permit a complete analysis of the 

drivers and spaces for scaling up, but it appears that 

the program effectively created the political, policy, 

institutional, ownership, partnership and learning 

space required to scale up successfully. For longer-

term sustainability at scale, the question of fiscal 

space (sustainability) will have to be addressed and 

is likely to require either sustained donor engage-

ment or steady access to sufficient budget resources. 

Problems in the security space were beyond the scope 

of the program and served as a serious constraint in 

some areas of the country.

3.  �Timor-Leste—health sector rehabilitation 
with World Bank lead support 35

In 2000, a multi-donor health mission, led by the 

World Bank and the Interim Health Authority of Timor-

Leste, developed a sector-wide approach to address 

the country’s serious health and health system prob-

lems and to develop appropriate health policies and 

institutions. It was to combine the provision of basic 

health services with building national health system 

capacity. 

The World Bank prepared two projects in sequence. 

The first retained international NGOs as principal ser-

vice providers (while placing government in control of 

coordination and policy), whereas the second shifting 

implementation responsibility to the government. In 

addition, the second project went beyond the first by 

stressing greater health service utilization and higher 

quality care. 

The program succeeded in establishing a function-

ing health system over a period of about five years, 

relying entirely on Timorese administrators by the 

program’s end. Weaknesses remained in the system 

as of the mid-2000s (including low utilization rates, 

stagnating performance indicators and a weak hos-

pital system), but overall the large scale program was 

deemed a success. Key success factors were:

•	 a good knowledge base at the outset (as a result 

of a thorough initial assessment);

•	 a strongly articulated horizontal and vertical 

scale, including a strong policy reform agenda;

•	 a large and sustained financial engagement by 

the donors;

•	 flexibility and speed;

•	 a strong sector-wide framework for donor coor-

dination; and 
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•	 relative political stability and in that context, a 

strong partnership with a politically strong and 

cohesive government and with the local expert 

community, resulting in strong ownership.

4.  �Kenya–Adolescent Reproductive Health 
Program  with USAID support36

In 1999, the Population Council’s Frontiers in 

Reproductive Health Program (FRONTIERS) and the 

Program for Appropriate Technology in Health (PATH) 

collaborated with three government of Kenya minis-

tries to design and implement a multi-sectoral project 

to introduce HIV/AIDS education in schools. This was 

the same year when HIV/AIDS was declared a national 

disaster by the government, opening the doors to 

public campaigns and discussion about the pandemic. 

The project had the following three goals: to improve 

knowledge about reproductive health and encourage 

a responsible and healthy attitude toward sexuality 

among adolescents; to delay the onset of sexual activ-

ity among younger adolescents; and to decrease risky 

behaviors among sexually active adolescents. 

Three interventions were piloted in two districts in 

the Western Province of Kenya over a period of 30 

months. Key findings from the pilot project demon-

strated that the three ministries could successfully 

implement the interventions with minimal support 

from FRONTIERS and PATH.

The positive results of the pilot phase prompted a 

20-month phase of adaptation and expansion of 

KARHP throughout the two pilot districts to enable 

the ministries to gain experience of implementing the 

services at the district level. Pilot materials and tools 

were revised and inter-sectoral committees set up at 

district and provincial level. 

The approach was then further scaled up throughout 

the remaining six districts of Western Province from 

June 2005 to May 2006. This province-wide scaling-

up experience led to a further 13-month phase of 

replication, during which the model was introduced 

in four districts within Eastern and Nyanza provinces 

in June 2006 to May 2007. This was then followed by 

province-wide expansion by USAID-funded partners. 

From June 2007 to May 2008, KARHP was introduced 

in Nairobi and Central province. 

Despite the challenges of working with the public sec-

tor in a country known for its bad governance, this 

program proved that multi-sectoral approaches that 

build the capacity of government ministries to main-

stream services can lead to wide-scale expansion and 

the sustainability of effective pilot models.

In sum, a few key observations can be made:

•	 This case followed a “classical” scaling up 

pathway— starting with an innovative idea, 

implementing experimentally through pilots, 

evaluating the pilots before replicating the in-

tervention geographically in multiple sequen-

tial steps, and sustaining these over a long 

period to reach national scale.

•	 The approach involved both horizontal scaling 

up (geographic replication) and vertical scaling 

up (advocacy and policy engagement at the na-

tional level). No functional scaling up (e.g., ex-

panding the coverage of health areas or target 

age groups) appears to have been attempted.

•	 The interventions were implemented through 

existing governmental structures, networks 

and systems. Working with and through the 

ministries contributed to the sustainability of 

the interventions and the integration of activi-

ties within routine operational plans, protocols 

and policies. This approach also ensured own-

ership and prioritization of adolescent sexual 
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health issues—including budgetary allocations—

by the government. Key to the ministries’ adop-

tion of KARHP was their initial involvement in 

the planning and design of the model. 

•	 Capacity building was effectively built into the 

project using a “cascade approach” following 

existing government supervisory structures, in 

which each level of ministry staff would train 

and supervise those immediately below them.

•	 Partnerships helped to identify opportuni-

ties for leveraging of resources and funding. 

This worked well in the expansion and replica-

tion phases, when the government ministries 

funded much of the expansion, while USAID 

funding supported the technical assistance pro-

vided through FRONTIERS. The involvement of 

three ministries also represented an effective 

partnership, best evidenced through the sup-

portive role played by inter-ministry commit-

tees in overseeing the project’s roll-out. 

•	 The use of evaluation evidence was critical to 

both convince the ministries and USAID of the 

effectiveness of the model and to improve and 

adapt the original interventions within existing 

government structures.

•	 Institutional, ownership, learning, capacity and 

partnership spaces were effectively created to 

allow scaling up to take place. Special care was 

taken to minimize project cost in recognition 

of the difficulty of securing fiscal resources (or 

space) in a setting where the budget process is 

highly politicized and unpredictable. 

•	 Multi-sectoral approaches for addressing ado-

lescent sexual health and HIV/AIDS were proven 

to be effective in improving knowledge, atti-

tudes and behaviors. 

•	 The challenges of poor governance were evi-

dent in the project in terms of high ministry 

staff turnover and complex budgeting and 

planning systems within the public sector. 

Nevertheless, robust project design and strong 

ownership meant that these constraints did not 

undermine the project. 

5.  �Tajikistan—HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and 
malaria program under GFATM,  
implemented by UNDP37

The disintegration of the Soviet Union and of the 

Soviet health system brought about a serious weak-

ening of the Tajik health system and a low capacity 

to respond to epidemics, including HIV/AIDS, TB and 

malaria. UNDP serves as the management authority 

for GFATM’s support program to the Tajik health sec-

tor. The program started in May 2003 and has grown 

rapidly from $1.3 million expenditure in 2003 to $10 

million in 2010. Substantial progress has been made in 

the three key areas of HIV/AIDS, TB and malaria. For 

example, over four years, malaria cases dropped from 

an estimated 6,000 to 165. Box 11 summarizes prog-

ress with scaling up the model of voluntary HIV/AIDS 

counseling and testing. A focus on scaling up is built 

into the approach.

UNDP focused on capacity development from the out-

set, initially concentrating on implementing partners 

and more recently, in line with GFATM policy, shifting 

attention to broader capacity improvement across the 

health system in the three priority areas. According to 

UNDP staff, while UNDP is supporting local capacity 

building, the Direct Implementation Model (DIM), as 

opposed to implementation by the government itself, 

continues to be needed in Tajikistan because of weak 

national administrative capacity.

The GFATM approach involves the setting of long-term 

and intermediate result targets that define the scale 

and key dimensions of the scaling up pathway and 

provide benchmarks for intensive monitoring. While 

the GFATM funding model is known for being quick 

and unbureaucratic, according to UNDP staff and gov-
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ernment clients, GFATM has recently become more 

like a traditional donor, with a large number of head-

quarter staff and increasingly burdensome reporting 

requirements. 

Key aspects and issues in terms of drivers and spaces 

for scaling up are summarized in Table 4.

The GFATM program’s scaling up approach in Tajikistan 

is characterized by the following aspects and challenges:

•	 Pathways for scaling up (including defining the 

ultimate scale, the sequence of interventions 

and intermediate targets) in each of the three 

illness areas are well-defined, with monitoring 

along the way.

•	 Financial/fiscal sustainability depends on con-

tinued GFATM support, and/or greater govern-

ment’s fiscal capacity and priority in the longer 

term. The long-term financial trajectory for 

sustainability of programs at scale has yet to 

be defined.

•	 As long as UNDP remains as the principal re-

cipient and administrator for the country, the 

implementation mode will be DIM. Greater at-

tention is required on enabling the capacities 

of the government and civil society to take 

over the implementation of grants or certain 

grant components in the future. Early thought 

will have to be given as to how to manage this 

transition and ensure that natural disincentives 

for hand-off do not prolong the DIM approach 

unnecessarily.

•	 Issues of broader health sector strategy and 

GFATM engagement are still to be addressed. 

This is part of a larger debate regarding GFATM 

programs and to what extent they should be 

Box 11: Voluntary HIV Counseling and Testing 

A good example of scaling up in HIV-related interventions is the introduction of routine provider-initiated test-

ing, as well as voluntary counseling and testing (VCT) in all public health facilities and service delivery points. 

The table below shows the growth in the number of people tested, the number of labs and counseling facilities, 

and the number of new HIV cases registered. In 2007, the Ministry of Health piloted the integration of provider-

initiated testing and counseling (PITC) into reproductive health centers and maternity homes in eight districts, 

as part of the GFATM grant. Currently, 30 percent of territorial districts in Tajikistan offer PITC to pregnant 

women. Experience has shown that agreement to undergo HIV testing when routinely offered is particularly 

high among pregnant women. HIV testing among pregnant women has increased from 19,801 women tested in 

2007 to 40,171 in 2008 and 76,297 in 2009. 

Routine testing does not replace the need for VCT and in non-clinical settings there is a need to strengthen the 

capacity of health workers for VCT provision among most at risk population groups. A planned comprehensive 

communication campaign is expected to further improve the uptake of VCT and reduce HIV-related stigma.

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

People reached with VCT 58,899 93,791 93,264 148,255 210,179 >280,000

Number of labs 9 9 13 13 21 21

Points providing VCT services 82 97 108 122 231 231

New HIV cases registered 189 204 339 383 431 1004

Source: Drafted by UNDP Tajikistan Country Office Staff; quoted from Linn, 2011b
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fully integrated and supportive of comprehen-

sive health program design and implementation.

Education

6.  �Cambodia—education project supported 
by UNICEF38 

Shortly following the comprehensive peace settle-

ment in Cambodia, UNICEF worked closely with the 

country’s Ministry of Education to design and imple-

ment a basic education reform program. The program 

had three main strategies: a focus on quality of in-

struction and access equity for all children, supported 

by empowerment of local communities; analytical 

work provided through long-term technical assistance 

to support educational reform from national through 

local levels; and the design of new policies to institu-

tionalize reform of technical and operational systems.

Program implementation was arranged into four com-

ponents:

•	 The designation of 36 demonstration cluster 

schools, each connected administratively to a 

group of five to 10 other schools, spread across 

the four geographical areas of the country. The 

cluster arrangement meant that the program 

was able to ultimately reach 30 percent of pri-

mary school students in the country. Clusters 

were used to demonstrate educational changes 

in policy, management, curriculum, textbooks 

and teacher training, and to build support 

among local educators for reforms. Clusters also 

built upon the work of cooperating NGOs, which 

could be used to absorb greater donor funding.

•	 Toward the end of the project, pilots were set up 

to improve in-service teacher training in primary 

schools. It was originally intended that these 

pilots would be extended nationwide with a $30 

million grant from USAID. However, the coup de-

railed the program and it was later recast on a 

much smaller scale and with less funding. 

•	 Curriculum reform carefully developed with 

the support of parents, teachers and university 

academics, local and national officials. This led 

Table 4: Drivers and spaces for HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria program

Drivers Spaces

External Health crisis Fiscal/
financial 
resources

GFATM funding critical; without it the 
program is un-sustainable

Global Fund Policy policy dialogue for ATM subsector 
reform 

International/

local NGOs

Institutional/
Organizational

Currently depending on UNDP; effort to 
build up government capacity a long-
term goal

Internal UNDP GFATM funding 
opportunities

Political Advocacy for ATM

Internal government Partnership Implementing partners; government

Incentives Global fund financing strong 
driver

Natural resources N.A.

Cultural Adaptation to local customs/sensitivities 
required
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to the development of new textbooks and new 

rules for testing and evaluation.

•	 The establishment of a national Education 

Management Information System (EMIS) for 

sector monitoring and decision making. This 

included the introduction of an annual school 

census in all grades up to grade 12, whose infor-

mation could then be used to support planning 

in provinces, districts and cluster schools.

From a scaling up perspective, there are a number of 

relevant lessons from this project.

First, clusters proved to be a highly effective vehicle 

for scaling up. In a country with precious few human 

and material resources, the cluster model provided 

a way to share expertise among several schools and 

a way to disseminate ideas and training through an 

organized school network. It also provided an autho-

rized means for villagers, teachers and students to 

meet each other and was an approach that was sup-

ported by the sector’s authorities. The cluster system 

may have also served to rebuild the bonds within the 

country’s network of educators, which had been un-

dermined during the conflict and whose strengthen-

ing likely contributed to the project’s sustainability. It 

is interesting to note that the project contained other 

scaling up elements that were not effective, the in-

service teacher training pilots being a case in point. 

Second, the involvement of communities in the proj-

ect has been identified as a vital element in the proj-

ect’s success. For a country devastated as Cambodia 

was by a prolonged civil war, education reform re-

quired re-establishing the foundations of the educa-

tion system—a process which had to be consultative 

and inclusive to be effective. 

More broadly, effective communication was required 

to ensure broad-based support for the project among 

civil society and beyond. Consultations with civil au-

thorities focused on budget issues, security and sup-

port for change. Provincial governors were routinely 

briefed to solicit protection of construction sites and 

to share information regarding security. Governors 

and provincial, district and village leaders were in-

cluded in community ceremonies to turn over money 

for construction or repair of schools. For illiterate 

community members, this provided visible, verbal ac-

countability for money given for education where the 

account books and purpose for funding were read. 

Third, care was taken to ensure that curriculum devel-

opment did not become politically charged. An initial 

focus on competencies leading to functional skills 

provided a platform for discourse about content and 

teaching methods that was free of political tension. 

Trust was nurtured among stakeholders before more 

difficult problems associated with history or geo-

graphical content were tackled later on. 

Fourth, Cambodia’s weak governance meant that 

education reforms had to be seen as credible and 

built around meaningful institutional development. 

Procurement and accountability for money in the 

sector at all levels were rightly perceived as the foun-

dation of educational integrity, just as much as valid 

testing and promotion. Projections, receipting, cost 

standardization, timely payment of salaries, transpar-

ent monitoring, involvement of NGOs and parents, and 

public reporting were all necessary for reconstructing 

the education sector after the conflict.

Fifth, the project made use of all available technical 

expertise in an environment that was recognizably 

weak in capacity. Connections to regional experts 

(outside of Cambodia) during the initial phase of work 

and to staff long-term, on-site TA were critically im-

portant. Experts from the Philippines and Thailand 
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had done similar work in their own countries, and 

brought a technical background and cultural sensitiv-

ity to how education reform could support the transi-

tion from conflict to stability. Their insights provided 

not only technical expertise but practical strategies 

for overcoming fear, as well as opening connections 

for Cambodian educators to technicians in their home 

ministries. The UNICEF model also drew on the expe-

rience of the strong network of educators working 

in Cambodia’s refugee camps, including the work of 

NGOs, such as Save the Children. 

7.  �Ethiopia—Alternative Basic Education 
for Children out of School project, 
implemented by Save the Children, 
Norway39

In Ethiopia, Save the Children Norway (SC Norway) 

developed and field tested an alternative model for 

the first cycle of primary school—Alternative Basic 

Education for Children out of School (ABECS)—that is 

cheaper, more flexible and more compatible with local 

conditions than the formal schools. At the same time, 

the model maintains high quality and ensures that 

children have the opportunity to continue their educa-

tion in the regular education system. 

ABECS was developed in close collaboration with the 

education authorities in Amhara Regional State. It 

began with a pilot phase, in which SC Norway helped 

establish 37 ABECS centers in three weredas in North 

Gonder in Amhara Regional State. The results in terms 

of increased enrollment and retention rates, as well as 

gender equity, were excellent. 

The ABECS model was then accepted as the preferred 

model for non-formal education by the other NGOs 

working in Amhara Regional State. By early 2003, 

the nine NGOs working within primary education in 

Amhara Region had set up 151 centers in 17 weredas. 

The regional authorities later encouraged the expan-

sion of ABECS to all 114 weredas of the region. Over 

1,000 ABECS centers were established throughout the 

region in the second half of 2003, with an estimated 

enrollment of over 120,000 children. SC Norway con-

tinues to support the ABECS program, concentrating 

its efforts on maintaining the quality of the ABECS 

education throughout the scaling-up exercise. Thus 

far, the outcome of the ABECS program seems promis-

ing and its potential impact seems to exceed the com-

paratively modest funding that ABECS has received. 

In a country like Ethiopia, with low school enrollment 

levels as a point of departure (22 percent in 1991–92), 

the goal of Education for All by 2015 was exceptionally 

ambitious and demanded a massive effort. The gov-

ernment accepted the main responsibility for educa-

tion through the formulation of its 20-year Education 

Sector Development Plan, but also provided opportu-

nities for other actors to provide support. By the end 

of the first phase of the ESDP (1997–2002), enrollment 

had increased dramatically but there were still large 

parts of the country where primary education was 

not available. In 2003 over 38 percent of all school 

age children remained out of school. By the time the 

ESDP moved into its second phase (2002–2005), it 

was evident that the Education for All goals could not 

be reached through formal education alone. 

ABECS is one of several alternative education models 

developed by NGOs in Ethiopia. Key elements of the 

ABECS model are: the establishment of a local school 

committee to run the school, usually appointed by the 

“kebele” (the smallest administrative unit in Ethiopia); 

the building of the school with local materials by the 

local community; the hiring of instructors from local 

out-of-work school leavers; teacher training through 
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formal courses during school breaks and through in-

service training; a school schedule that allows the 

school committee to adjust the schedule to local 

needs (for instance, the local agricultural calendar, 

when children are required to help with the harvest); 

and a carefully designed curriculum, developed by SC 

Norway.

There are four clear strengths to SC Norway’s ap-

proach:

Local knowledge: A dominant feature of social life in 

Ethiopia is the hierarchically organized, highly central-

ized and authoritarian nature of the Ethiopian state. 

The NGO sector in Ethiopia is young and limited in 

numbers. Relations with the government have been 

uneasy. NGOs have been treated with mistrust by the 

government and their work has been circumscribed 

by a detailed and cumbersome regulatory frame-

work. This framework seems to effectively prevent 

Ethiopian NGOs from becoming membership organi-

zations, which could evolve into civics movements. 

Local NGOs primarily see their role as encompassing 

service delivery. 

SC Norway has been working in Ethiopia since 1969. 

In recognition of the difficult operating environment 

presented by Ethiopia, SC Norway scaled down its own 

capacity to implement projects from the mid-1990s 

onward, and relied more on partnerships with govern-

ment agencies as well as a number of local NGOs for 

operational capacity. 

Integration with existing institutions: The ABECS 

model was designed to integrate effectively with the 

formal school sector, both for students and teachers. 

Children who complete the ABECS program are ac-

cepted into the second cycle of the formal schools and 

have the option of continuing their education. After 

a two-year training period, ABECS instructors may 

qualify as formally certified primary school teachers. 

Promoting community ownership and responding to 

community needs: The ABECS model promotes the 

role of the local community. It gives the local school 

committee a large measure of disciplinary control 

over school instructors. In addition, it has responded 

directly to community concerns, by for instance, 

reducing the distance girls have to travel to attend 

school and adjusting the school schedule to the com-

munity calendar. 

Government ownership: Ultimately, the government 

led the scaling up process of the ABECS model. The 

acceptance of the ABECS model depended on an 

amenable policy environment within the Ministry 

of Education. SC Norway was fortunate to find well-

placed allies in the system who had an interest in 

testing and promoting the models proposed by SC 

Norway. SC Norway has developed good relations with 

the education authorities at both regional and wereda 

levels, partly by providing some support to the formal 

schools (in the form of libraries or laboratories) and to 

the administration itself. 

Government buy-in was enhanced by the ABECS de-

sign which reinforced the role of government struc-

tures including kebeles and weredas. ABECS schools 

are typically built on land allocated by a kebede (which 

often includes extra land that can be used to generate 

income for the school, e.g., by renting out the land on 

share-cropping contracts). Weredas, who are now the 

focal point for local development efforts, share in the 

supervision of ABECS instructors. 

Despite the project’s undoubted successes, there are 

concerns regarding the sustainability of the sector’s 

rapid expansion under the ABECS model. It seems 
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unlikely that communities will be able to fully cover 

costs when NGOs withdraw, despite attempts by the 

communities to contribute to various cost-sharing 

schemes. Teachers’ salaries are already a major issue 

at wereda level, consuming 90 percent or more of 

wereda education budgets and even if ABECS instruc-

tors are salaried at lower rates than formal teachers, 

the number of additional instructors needed will cre-

ate serious problems. Furthermore, one of the driving 

forces of the success of the pilot phase was the clear 

expectation by ABECS instructors that they would be 

hired as formally qualified primary school teachers 

once they had successfully completed their training. 

The first compromise reached on this issue is that 

qualified ABECS instructors will be favorably treated 

when new positions in the formal schools become 

available, but that they will be paid at the former rates 

for as long as they remain ABECS instructors.

8.  �Kenya—deworming in Kenya with World 
Bank and DFID support40

Intestinal helminths, or worms, infect roughly a fourth 

of the world’s population and contribute to anemia, 

malnutrition and other illnesses, disproportionately 

affecting school-aged children. Fortunately, simple 

and cheap drugs have been shown to be highly ef-

fective against many types of worm infections. Since 

1987, the World Health Organization has endorsed 

mass school-based deworming programs in areas with 

high helminth infections.

Despite this endorsement, it remained unclear 

whether poor countries should accord priority to 

deworming programs. In one of the first randomized 

impact evaluations in international development, 

Ted Miguel and Michael Kremer tested the effect of 

school deworming using evidence from a small-scale 

deworming project in southern Busia, a poor and 

densely-settled farming region in western Kenya. The 

project covered 75 project schools with a total en-

rollment of over 30,000 pupils between ages six to 

eighteen.

The evaluation showed that deworming had even 

greater public-health benefits than previously thought 

due to the positive externalities on untreated children, 

and that the intervention presented an extremely low-

cost way to boost school enrollment in Western Kenya. 

This evidence, combined with an international cam-

paign to disseminate results and to provide technical 

assistance in adopting and implementing the project, 

led to a massive scale-up of the intervention. 

Within Kenya, the education and health ministries 

formed a joint team to develop a plan for implement-

ing deworming in all the regions of the country where 

worms were a major health problem. This was incor-

porated into the national education plan, which was 

approved by the government and funded by donors 

and the Kenyan government. 

In 2009 the Kenyan government successfully imple-

mented a nationwide school-based deworming project 

reaching over 3.5 million high-risk children at a total 

cost of just Sh. 70 million ($836,000). Donors, includ-

ing DFID and the World Bank, supported the project 

with technical and financial assistance. 

In late 2009, an audit reported that Sh. 5.5 billion 

($63 million) of funds for primary education had gone 

missing. When donors demanded that the Kenyan gov-

ernment account for the missing funds, the education 

minister was sacked, only to be reinstated later. The 

permanent secretary was suspended, later reinstated 

and then transferred to another ministry. Unsatisfied 

with the government’s response, donor support for 

the broader multi-donor program of which the de-
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worming project was just one part, was suspended. As 

a result, the deworming project was not fully imple-

mented in 2010. It is unclear whether the project will 

be fully reinstated.

The case study provides a valuable lesson in the dif-

ficulties of translating evidence into policy in fragile 

states. Even when randomized trials—the gold stan-

dard in evidence-based policy formation—identify 

cost-effective interventions in small-scale pilots, other 

weak links from ministry financing to project imple-

mentation may hinder successful scale-up of proven 

interventions. Compelling evidence, combined with 

strong recipient demand and ownership, may not be 

enough to assure project success in poorly governed 

countries. Furthermore, in a country like Kenya char-

acterized by bad governance but relatively high capac-

ity, the scaling up process itself, from pilot through to 

large scale replication, may be less of a challenge than 

the sustaining of an intervention. Whereas the scaling 

up phase may only last a few months, during which 

time the project may only encounter a small number of 

obstacles, sustaining an intervention covers an indefi-

nite period when countless challenges may emerge. 

The case study provides a strong case that efforts to 

improve governance and institutions should be incor-

porated into the scaling up of projects and that strong 

political economy analysis can support the successful 

completion of scaling up pathways. In addition, the case 

study highlights the collateral damage to scaling up that 

can be caused by weak donor-government relationships. 

Local and Community Development 
and Social Funds

9.  �Cambodia—The Seila (local development) 
program with UNDP support41

The Seila program started in 1996 in a context of post-

conflict and weak governance. The program sought 

to pool donor and government resources for invest-

ments in local infrastructure with community and 

local participation. Subsequently, the program incor-

porated an explicit focus on supporting sub-national 

participatory planning and budgeting. The intended 

outputs of the program were improved local services, 

stronger local institutions, and enhanced national pol-

icies for, and regulation of, decentralized governance 

structures. 

Building explicitly on the experience with and lessons 

of early program initiatives, the Seila program initially 

focused on four provinces, but was systematically 

extended by the mid-2000s to cover all provinces 

in Cambodia. The program involved a combination 

of funding sources organized through a Provincial 

Investment Fund, which provided incentives for par-

ticipation by the local authorities and communities. 

It also engaged actively in capacity building. The pro-

gram was supported by UNDP in a long-term engage-

ment (exceeding 15 years) and by a group of donors 

who provided pooled financial support. The imple-

mentation approach created space for learning, by 

“continuous monitoring and evaluation, both internal 

and external, and through operational feedback … sev-

eral far-reaching evaluations of Seila have declared 

the program an unusual success in the Cambodian 

context.” (Hughes, 2007, p. 95-6)

Key elements of the program’s success were:

•	 the program’s approach, which allowed for flex-

ibility, experimentation and feedback;

•	 the deliberate attempt to scaling up from small 

to large, with long-term engagement by the key 

partners; and

•	 successful capacity building efforts and en-
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gagement with government, supported by 

strong incentives for the key stakeholders at 

the local and provincial level.

Important challenges for the sustainability of the pro-

gram include:

•	 concerns about the long-term sustainability of 

local services funded under the program;

•	 uncertainty about long-term donor funding 

sources and eventual integration into the na-

tional budget;

•	 how to manage the salary supplements granted 

to program staff in the long term; 

•	 how to maintain the local participatory process 

which is seen as burdensome by some partici-

pants; and

•	 maintaining the transparency and good-gover-

nance aspects of the program.

10.  �Mozambique—Decentralized Planning 
and District Finance with support from 
UNCDF and UNDP42

Similar to the Seila program in Cambodia, this project 

in Mozambique provided support for the development 

of planning capacity at the district and sub-district 

level, combined with a funding mechanism for local, 

small-scale, participatory public service investments. 

Starting in 1998, the UNCDF and UNDP developed a 

pilot in one province of Mozambique of supporting 

planning and local investment activities in 14 of 18 

districts. After a midterm evaluation in 2000, the pro-

gram was extended until 2006 with bilateral (Dutch 

and Norwegian) financial support. As part of the exten-

sion, the program was scaled up to reach all 18 districts 

in the original province as well as to seven additional 

provinces. There were indications that the government 

expected to take the program nationwide.

Key aspects of program design were:

•	 careful prior analysis of the sub-national gov-

ernance situation as well as of the experience 

with past donor engagement; 

•	 an effective learning process and flexible adap-

tation from the pilot phase through the scaling 

up process;

•	 the establishment of a district development 

fund, which provided financing and incentives 

at the local level;

•	 the creation of government ownership by work-

ing with and through government institutions, 

rather than setting up a parallel institutional 

framework; and

•	 vertical scaling up by reforming national poli-

cies and legislation in support of district plan-

ning and financing.

As in the case of the Seila program, the program in 

Mozambique faced significant sustainability and im-

pact challenges, including:

•	 reliance on external financing as the substan-

tial costs of implementation were covered by 

UN agencies and the district development fund 

depended heavily on donor support; 

•	 sustained engagement of qualified personnel in 

a context of overall human resource shortages 

and weak institutional capacity; 

•	 sustainability of community participation, espe-

cially if material incentives were to be reduced 

over time; and

•	 questions over the poverty impact of the infra-

structure financed under the program, which 

seemed to primarily benefit better off house-

holds in the districts.
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11.  �Yemen—The Social Fund for community 
development, supported by DFID43

The Social Fund for Development (SFD) is an indepen-

dently funded quasi-governmental institution, which 

was established in 1997. It works with local communi-

ties across Yemen to finance various social develop-

ment projects, assist local institutions to develop their 

capacity and efficiency, and create new employment 

opportunities co-financed with the private sector. 

SFD was originally supported by the World Bank to 

help mitigate the impact of structural adjustment. 

Over many years, it has grown in size and the scope 

of its work has broadened both sectorally and geo-

graphically. SFD’s education support alone has de-

livered almost 6,000 new classrooms since 2004. 

Some of SFD’s initiatives, such as the capacity build-

ing program, have been introduced countrywide in all 

333 districts of Yemen. Today, SFD is now considered 

one of the most visible and effective organizations 

for poverty reduction and community development 

in Yemen. 

SFD receives support from a number of international 

donors, including DFID. SFD has been supported by 

DFID since 2003 and has evolved into a flagship pro-

gram in DFID’s country program. Spending on the 

SFD made up the largest percentage of expenditure 

in DFID’s country portfolio (some 60 percent of total 

DFID spend in 2010) until the 2011 moratorium.

While operating partially outside and parallel to the 

structure of government, it is directed by the deputy 

prime minister (who is also the minister of plan-

ning and international cooperation). Furthermore, 

SFD supports the Yemeni government to implement 

programs at community level, including through co-

financing, and provides significant support to build 

the capacity of government institutions. It is also a 

major proponent of the government’s Yemen National 

Development Plan.

The following observations can be made about SFD:

•	 SFD has proven to be an enormously successful 

vehicle for scaling up, across several dimen-

sions. SFD’s scaling up successes have taken 

place in an otherwise very difficult environment 

for donors to work. Given its success, SFD has 

developed a reputation as being a highly con-

venient instrument for absorbing and spending 

aid money relatively quickly. 

•	 Despite being the biggest project within DFID’s 

portfolio and the broadest in terms of its scope 

and objectives, SFD also has the lowest risk rat-

ing of any project and provides a way for DFID 

to positively influence some of Yemen’s weak-

est sectors. 

•	 Strong political leadership has undoubtedly 

been an important driver in SFD’s expansion 

and its success in scaling up particular inter-

ventions across the country. At the same time, 

SFD’s governance structure is very reliant on 

the influence and support of political appoin-

tees, including its director, the deputy prime 

minister. There is a danger that the SFD could 

get caught up in Yemen’s political crossfire in 

the future. However, it is hard to imagine any 

governance structure which would make SFD 

immune from political developments in the 

country, given the country’s vast governance 

challenges and SFD’s willingness to work 

closely with the government’s development 

plans. 

•	 Although SFD’s degree of alignment with the 

work of government ministries has evolved 

(and strengthened) over time, SFD’s existence 

outsight the government structure has raised 

concerns over the sustainability of its work. 

SFD has a close and effective partnership with 

the Ministry of Education, but less so with other 
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ministries. Alignment has been particularly 

problematic between SFD and local govern-

ment. Another sustainability concern arises 

from SFD’s use of different salary scales to 

those used in Yemen’s public sector. Advocates 

of SFD’s approach argue that it presents the 

least damaging approach to operating parallel 

systems.

12.  �Tajikistan—District planning as part 
of a broader community development 
program, supported by UNDP44 

In Tajikistan, as in many other fragile states, districts 

have weak planning capacities. UNDP has developed a 

district-level planning methodology together with the 

Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, which is 

currently being implemented in 15 districts. Eventually 

the ministry plans to take over sole responsibility for 

managing this initiative and to roll it out to all districts 

country-wide. UNDP expects that, in the future, it will 

support the strengthening of the planning capacity of 

sub-district local authorities. 

The district planning effort is a component of a 

broader Community Development Program (CP) in 

Tajikistan, which provides financing for small-scale lo-

cal public service investments, micro-credit financing 

and employment creation schemes. UNDP developed 

and has been supporting this program for over 10 

years and is planning to support it for at least another 

five years. The CP represents a strong platform for 

capacity building and strengthening community-based 

and local development, and for attracting funding from 

other donors for these purposes. The CP relies on the 

well-established capacity of five UNDP decentralized 

area offices in various parts of the country, supported 

by technical and project leadership capacity in the 

UNDP country office in the capital. Under CP, UNDP 

also engaged in vertical scaling up by providing as-

sistance for the development of national legislation on 

decentralization and sub-national government struc-

ture and functions. The district planning component 

represents a functional scaling up of the original CP 

design and relies on a systematic scaling up approach.

As in the case of Cambodia and Mozambique, the 

sustainability of CP and the district planning compo-

nent are subject to concerns regarding sustainability, 

especially if and when donors were to withdraw their 

financial and technical support. The fact that the gov-

ernment has been fully engaged in the development 

of the district planning method and intends to main-

stream it though its own administrative channels, is a 

strong foundation for eventual sustainability, provided 

that further support from UNDP and other donors is 

specifically geared to assure long-term sustainability.

Agriculture and rural development

13.  �Cambodia—Agriculture and rural  
development projects supported by 
the Asian Development Bank45

In 2009, the Asian Development Bank’s Independent 

Evaluation Department (IED) evaluated the entire pro-

gram of ADB’s 12 agriculture and rural development 

(ARD) projects and 31 technical assistance projects 

in Cambodia approved since 1995. The projects sup-

ported four types of interventions: (i) ARD policy and 

sector management projects, (ii) rural infrastructure 

projects, (iii) irrigation projects, and (iv) targeted ru-

ral development projects. During 1996-2000, parts 

of Cambodia were still suffering from post-conflict 

insecurity and the institutional and human resource 

capacity of the ARD sector was very low.

While the completed projects were rated successful or 

partly successful and ongoing projects were generally 

being implemented satisfactorily, the IED evaluation 
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concluded that the experience was quite varied across 

the four types of intervention:

•	 “ARD policy and sector management programs 

and projects have been highly relevant, effec-

tive, mostly less efficient, are likely sustainable, 

and have contributed substantially to country-

wide impacts.

•	 Rural infrastructure projects have also been 

highly relevant, effective, efficient, and are 

likely sustainable with potential resolution of 

maintenance issues. They have also contrib-

uted significantly to countrywide impacts.

•	 Large irrigation projects have been less rel-

evant, are likely to be considered less effective 

when evaluated, have generally been less ef-

ficient, and are likely to be sustainable but only 

if special efforts and inputs are provided. They 

will make little contribution to countrywide im-

pacts.

•	 Targeted rural development projects were rel-

evant in concept but not in design. As a result, 

they are likely to be less effective, less effi-

cient and of uncertain sustainability. They are 

not likely to contribute significantly to either 

region-wide or country-wide impacts.” (IED, 

2009c, p. iii)

In effect, the first two categories of projects were 

countrywide in scale, sequenced to build systemati-

cally on their predecessors and focused on a combi-

nation of policy reforms and sector investments. 

According to the IED evaluation, the ADB-funded in-

terventions in these two program areas substantially 

reformed the ARD policy framework in Cambodia, 

including a far-reaching reform of the land titling sys-

tem, which enabled the subsequent provision of land 

titles for over 1 million properties out of about 3 mil-

lion, with World Bank support. In addition, they led to 

improved rural transport access, and improved health, 

education, agricultural extension and water-sanitation 

services in 11 out of 24 provinces. On the other hand, 

the irrigation projects fell short in reaching their lim-

ited target areas, and the targeted rural development 

projects involved a complex set of many small invest-

ments in local services and income generation ac-

tivities, whose scale will likely remain limited, serving 

only a small fraction of rural communes countrywide.

While giving credit to ADB for its early engagement 

and successful sequencing and scaling up of ARD 

operations in Cambodia, the IED evaluation faults 

ADB for not maintaining momentum in areas where it 

had been most successful and consolidating progress 

with further follow-up projects. Instead, ADB moved 

to other project areas beyond its core competencies, 

with complex design and limited scale, and without 

adequate learning from prior experience. The IED 

evaluation therefore recommends the following for 

the future:

•	 “ADB should build on and consolidate past 

successes within the sector, upscaling similar 

designs and implementation arrangements to 

other parts of the country particularly in terms 

of expanding rural infrastructure, firming up 

maintenance and building institutional capacity.

•	 ADB should look for ways to support the con-

tinuing and unfulfilled demand for rural credit 

particularly building synergies with financial 

sector operations, identifying needs and part-

nering with other institutions with experience 

in successful microfinance programs.

•	 Greater use should be made of the sector de-

velopment program modality particularly un-

dertaking rural infrastructure, water resource 

management and strengthening related institu-

tional arrangements.” (IED 2009c, p. vi)

In sum, this set of ADB-funded programs suggests the 

following:
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•	 Successfully scaled up programs involved 

project design that benefited from relatively 

focused interventions, drawing on the core 

competencies of the agencies supporting them 

(both government and donor agencies), and 

representing sequential projects that built sys-

tematically on the successes of preceding ones.

•	 Less successful programs involved limited vi-

sion of scale from the start, a lack of learn-

ing from prior experience, discontinuities in 

governmental agencies and complex project 

design involving many small and disconnected 

interventions.

•	 Continuing on successful scaling up pathways 

with long-term engagement is a key require-

ment for high impact and lasting success.

14.  �Peru—Rural Highland Area Development 
Program with IFAD support46

Since 1980 until today, IFAD has supported the de-

velopment of smallholder farming in the highlands of 

Peru, initially in a context of conflict and post-conflict. 

Over this period, IFAD systematically scaled up a pro-

gram of rural area development through eight succes-

sive project loans and active engagement with a range 

of Peruvian partners. Aside from horizontal scaling up 

to reach a wider geographic scale (eventually covering 

1,610 communities, or about 30 percent of Peru’s poor 

highland community and households), the program 

also scaled up functionally by broadening its scope 

beyond farming to non-farm activities, employment 

and institutional capacity building at the sub-national 

level. More recently, the program involved vertical 

scaling up by engaging Peru’s Ministry of Agriculture 

and helping to develop a national program based on 

the IFAD-supported approach. 

The program started out as a bottom-up, commu-

nity based initiative, driven by an alliance of national 

experts, community activists, and the IFAD coun-

try program manager, who helped formulate and 

push forward the concept and its implementation. 

Competitions among communities for the best pro-

grams and resources created a powerful incentives 

system, reinforced by the program’s internal M&E 

and by intermittent external evaluations. Fiscal con-

straints were not binding since project costs were de-

liberately kept low. Political, ownership, institutional 

and learning spaces were created in a process of con-

tinuous learning and adaptation. The project involved 

active outreach and networking among national pro-

gram partners and experts, the establishment of a 

supportive legal framework and efforts to garner the 

support of the national government. An important el-

ement of the program involved a flexible response to 

Peru’s diverse cultural space:

“One of the key ingredients of success of the 

Peru program was the great cultural compat-

ibility of the rural development model chosen 

with the cultural norms of the highland popula-

tion. The community based approach was par-

ticularly well suited to the cultural traditions of 

the Andean population in the south, less so in 

the north, where there are fewer Andean com-

munities. As a result, the SIERRA NORTE proj-

ect adapted the operational model to rely more 

on municipal and private sector agents (includ-

ing the mining sector), rather than insisting on 

the model of community driven development 

that was so appropriate in the south.” (Linn et 

al., 2010, p. 15/6)

Other sectors

15.  �Afghanistan—micro-finance program 
supported by the World Bank47
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Based on a 2002 joint needs assessment by the Asian 

Development Bank, UNDP and the World Bank, the 

World Bank took on the task of supporting the setting 

up a national apex institution for the development and 

strengthening of the fragmented microcredit system 

in Afghanistan. The program consisted of the estab-

lishment of a performance-based funding mechanism 

for individual retail microfinance institutions, technical 

assistance and training. Over time the funding was in-

tended to shift from predominantly grant financing for 

retail organizations to loan financing— a goal on which 

substantial progress was made over the period 2003-

2008. The program aimed to achieve national scale 

and coverage quickly and good progress was made 

toward that goal, except in the south of the country 

where insecurity and military conflict made its opera-

tion impossible. Resources were channeled through a 

total of 11 client microfinance institutions (MFIs), the 

largest of which was the local branch of BRAC, which in 

2006 accounted for 80 percent of total borrowers and 

60 percent of microloans outstanding.

One relevant dimension of the Afghanistan microfi-

nance program was that it built explicitly on the expe-

rience of a similar apex institution approach that had 

been broadly successful in the post-conflict conditions 

of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Key elements which carried 

over to Afghanistan were that:

•	 microfinance was identified as a main priority in 

the reconstruction planning process;

•	 multi-donor cooperation took place from the 

beginning;

•	 a performance-based funding mechanism pro-

vided incentives for retail MFIs;

•	 grant-financed technical assistance and capac-

ity building was a core component of the pro-

gram;

•	 the program supported legislative and regula-

tory reform for the MFI sector (vertical scaling 

up); and

•	 the program was designed and managed to stay 

non-political.

The Afghanistan program therefore represents an ex-

ample of transnational scaling up. 

While successful overall, the program encountered a 

number of challenges:

•	 an inflationary context created difficulties for 

the microfinance operations;

•	 the lack or weak infrastructure in the country 

combined with insecurity and conflict in some 

parts made access costly, difficult and in some 

cases, impossible;

•	 staffing constraints created obstacles;

•	 religious and cultural sensitivities had to be 

respected in the design and implementation of 

the program; 

•	 tensions developed between the goal of quick 

delivery of resources to microfinance clients on 

the one hand and the strengthening of institu-

tional capacity on the other; and

•	 tensions also developed between the objective 

of achieving social development goals through 

microfinance activities versus the development 

of a financially sound and self-sustaining micro-

finance system.

16.  �Timor-Leste—the Transition Support 
Program, supported by the World Bank 
and other donors48

The TSP represented a pooling of donor resources in 

support of Timor-Leste’s post-conflict transition, which 

helped to foster the viability of the state and to estab-
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lish a mechanism for longer term development plan-

ning. The funds were intended as bridging finance, to 

cover recurrent expenditures through budget support, 

until oil and gas revenues later came on stream. 

Annual negotiations of yearly “tranches” between the 

government and the donor group were arranged to 

agree on key aspects of the national development plan 

to be implemented and on policy measures to be taken. 

Based on these agreements an action matrix was de-

veloped, specifying policy measures and activities to be 

undertaken alongside target completion dates. 

The TSP made a positive contribution to development 

outcomes across many key areas, including improving 

governance and the delivery of basic services to the 

poor, addressing the negative spillover effects from 

violent conflict and disease, and increasing economic 

growth and reduced poverty. Over time the focus of 

the program shifted more attention to security and 

job creation and from short-term transition manage-

ment to longer-term development. Overall, the TSP 

is viewed as a successful way of supporting Timor-

Leste’s post-conflict transition to stability and effec-

tive self-government.

The key elements of this success were:

•	 the program was based on a careful diagnosis 

and a realistic assessment of capacity con-

straints and what could be expected from ca-

pacity building efforts;

•	 the intensive engagement of a cohesive and 

pragmatic government with sound develop-

mental goals, which in turn helped create a 

strong sense of national ownership for the TSP;

•	 the program provided a mechanism for devel-

opment planning, and hence for sectoral scal-

ing up initiatives;

•	 it explicitly incorporated security aspects (for 

instance, reintegration of combatants);

•	 it was designed for flexibility and adaptation; 

and 

•	 it facilitated donor coordination.

17.  �Ethiopia– Productive Safety Nets  
Program with World Bank and DFID 
support49

The government of Ethiopia’s (GoE) Productive Safety 

Nets Program (PSNP) was established in 2005, ini-

tially for a five-year period. The PSNP operates on an 

annual budget of around $300 million and reaches 

over seven million people across seven of the coun-

try’s 10 regions. It aims to ‘graduate’ people from 

food insecurity through an equal mixture of food and 

cash transfers and to build community assets via as-

sociated public works schemes. There are two transfer 

modalities: a public works (conditional) transfer and 

an unconditional transfer. Around 6.2 million people 

or 80-90 percent of program participants are ex-

pected to contribute their labor in return for the trans-

fers. Those who qualify for the unconditional transfers 

not only suffer from chronic food insecurity but also 

lack labor and other sources of support. 

The PSNP was initially designed by the World Bank 

and has been supported by a number of donor 

agencies. The program is run by the Food Security 

Coordination Bureau, located within Ethiopia’s 

Ministry of Agriculture. 

The PSNP is generally perceived to have been a suc-

cessful program to date. Although there is little evalu-

ation data as yet, early results include some evidence: 

that levels of food insecurity among recipients is de-

clining; that a majority of recipients were able to avoid 

selling of assets; that around a quarter were able to 
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use funds to gain new assets and skills; and that PSNP 

cash is enabling households to invest in education and 

health (Devereux et al, 2006; Regional Hunger and 

Vulnerability Programme, 2007). Its extension for at 

least one further five-year period seems to be assured.

The following observations can be made about PSNP:

•	 PSNP is an example of a project that moved 

immediately to scale without piloting or phas-

ing. While some donors, including DFID, initially 

insisted on a phased approach as a ‘non-nego-

tiable’ aspect of the program design, including 

with an initial piloting of the program, the GoE 

pushed back against these demands and de-

cided on an immediate national-level roll-out. 

•	 Ownership of the PSNP is strong and helped 

drive the program’s introduction at scale. There 

is a high level of political commitment within 

GoE to the PSNP, including at the top levels of 

political leadership, where there is a belief that 

this program can help stimulate rural growth. 

However, GoE also sees PSNP as a tempo-

rary measure that will become obsolete once 

growth becomes more productive and pro-poor. 

This is contrary to donor perceptions of the 

PSNP as a permanent program which can sup-

port Ethiopia’s social development. 

•	 DFID has committed resources and time to pro-

moting the PSNP within GoE. Much of DFID’s 

efforts have been focused on expanding the 

policy space for the promotion of social protec-

tion, and improving the information basis for 

designing and evaluating the program. DFID’s 

framing of social transfers and social protec-

tion as ‘an African success story’, particularly 

via study tours, has been an important factor in 

persuading government officials to increasingly 

adopt what was originally seen as a donor-

driven agenda. 

•	 One weakness of PSNP’s design is in its fi-

nancing arrangements. The PSNP does not 

fall within the normal framework for financial 

management of public services but operates 

through a unique grant guideline process, 

known as a federal specific grant. This means 

that rather than each region gaining its allo-

cation in accordance with universal principles, 

regions instead nominate the number of benefi-

ciaries for the PSNP on an annual basis and use 

this to negotiate with the federal government. 

This discretionary process has the potential for 

patronage politics to come into play, prevents 

the program from being an entitlement-based 

approach, and allows for accusations of re-

gional bias. 
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Annex 4: Summaries of 
Country Program Case 
Studies

The World Bank 

In recent years the World Bank Group’s Independent 

Evaluation Group (IEG) carried out six evaluations 

of country programs in fragile states, each covering 

between five and eight years of World Bank program 

results: Bosnia-Herzegovina (1996-2003), Ethiopia 

(1998-2006), Cambodia (1999-2006), Timor-Leste 

(2000-2005), Uganda (2001-2007) and West Bank 

and Gaza (2001-2009). In the case of Timor-Leste, the 

evaluation covered a series of projects in two sectors 

only (community development and agriculture), not 

the entire World Bank Program. In 2006, IEG also car-

ried out an overall evaluation of World Bank engage-

ment in fragile states. 

None of these evaluations carried out a systematic 

assessment of whether and how the World Bank pur-

sued a scaling up approach in it programs or projects. 

However, the evaluations offer some examples of 

more or less successful scaling up (type 1 and type 2 

errors). They also provide insights on how the condi-

tions of these fragile states might have supported or 

impeded potential scaling up in terms of drivers and 

spaces. They also offer a perspective on the World 

Bank’s operational modalities as they would support 

or impede scaling up. Finally, they allow some assess-

ment of outcomes in terms of the criteria used by IEG, 

which also allow some indirect judgment on the scal-

ability of the World Bank supported operations.

Scale and dimensions of the World Bank 
operations

In all six countries, the World Bank operated at the na-

tional, provincial and local levels. Even where projects 

were limited in terms of investments to specific locali-

ties, it virtually always attempts to scale up vertically 

because of its focus on policy and institutional reform. 

Drivers and spaces

The country program evaluations do not permit a sys-

tematic assessment of drivers of scaling up. However, 

they do allow an assessment of the role of a number 

of spaces in permitting or constraining World Bank 

operations at scale. 

•	 Fiscal and financial space was identified as an 

issue in virtually all cases, particularly in the 

ability of projects and programs to continue in 

the absence of external aid. The World Bank’s 

efforts to support increased fiscal and financial 

capacity in most cases did not show enough 

progress over the time horizon of the programs 

evaluated to provide significant fiscal and finan-

cial space.

•	 Institutional space was a major constraint vir-

tually everywhere; the World Bank expended 

significant effort to strengthen institutional 

capacity in all cases, but at best with mixed 

success.

•	 Political space was a significant problem in 

many of the countries. For example, in the 

case of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the fragmented 

and highly contentious ethnic politics made 

program design and implementation highly 

complex; in the case of West Bank Gaza, politi-

cal tensions between Israel and the Palestinian 

Authority were a continuing source of disrup-

tion, as were intra-Palestinian divisions. In 

Ethiopia, the evaluation concluded that the 

World Bank should have done more by way of 

political analysis to inform its programs. The 

overall evaluation urged more political analysis 

as an input into the World Bank’s strategies for 

work in fragile states.
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•	 Partnership space also created challenges in 

all cases. The World Bank addressed these in 

various ways, at the level of overall aid coor-

dination where it often took a lead, through 

bilateral partnerships (e.g., with the African 

Development Bank in the case of Uganda), and 

through the creation of trust funds and exten-

sive co-financing at the program and project 

level. In most cases, the evaluations give the 

World Bank credit for pursuing the partnership 

agenda with increasing degrees of intensity 

and success. In the World Bank’s engagement 

in Timor-Leste, however, the lack of effective 

partnership building led to duplication, lack of 

cooperation, success and sustainability of the 

programs supported. The overall evaluation 

saw good donor cooperation at the interna-

tional level, but this was not generally reflected 

at the country level.

•	 Cultural space was identified as an issue in 

Timor-Leste, where the World Bank failed 

to consider the local conditions adequately 

in trying to apply the successful Indonesian 

model of community driven development onto 

Timor-Leste’s different local social, cultural and 

political traditions. In Ethiopia, the evaluation 

concluded that more familiarity with and analy-

sis of the local cultural conditions would have 

been helpful.

•	 In all cases except for Uganda, lack of govern-

ment ownership was identified as a significant 

problem limiting the success of World Bank 

funded programs. In the West Bank and Gaza, 

the evaluation pointed to a positive shift in 

ownership from the first half of the decade to 

the second. In those cases, where successful 

project results were achieved and in particular 

in the successful scaling up examples, owner-

ship was clearly present. The overall evaluation 

of engagement in fragile states also found that 

that lack of common goals between govern-

ments and the World Bank was a serious ob-

stacle.

•	 Security space was not a significant concern 

in the six countries, except in the case of West 

Bank and Gaza, where the violence of the 

Intifada and recurrent conflict between Israelis 

and Palestinians proved very disruptive over 

the 20 years of World Bank engagement. The 

overall evaluation of engagement in fragile 

states observed that where conflict is in prog-

ress, security concerns create serious obstacles 

for the World Bank’s work.

Modalities of World Bank engagement

The evaluations, and the few success stories which 

they report on specifically, offer some insights into 

the nature of World Bank operational modalities and 

to what extent they shaped the degree of success, 

sustainability and scalability of outcomes.

•	 Early engagement during and immediately 

after a major conflict was identified as major 

positive factor in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the 

West Bank and Gaza, but in the case of Timor-

Leste, this did not prevent a failure of World 

Bank programs and performance. 

•	 Analytical work was highlighted in all cases as 

an important area of significant contribution by 

the World Bank, although with varying degrees 

of impact. In Ethiopia, the World Bank should 

have done more social, political and cultural 

analysis. The overall evaluation of engagement 

in fragile states stressed the importance of po-

litical analysis.

•	 Funding arrangements were highlighted in 

most evaluations. In post-conflict situations, 

the World Bank generally established trust 

funds and searched for co-financing by other 

donors of its program in the interest of reach-

ing greater scale. The evaluations generally 

applauded these efforts. Budget support was 

a frequently used tool with mixed success, as 

were SWAps, which were successful in Uganda 

but less so in Ethiopia.
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•	 Streamlined operational procedures for pro-

cessing emergency operations in post-conflict 

situations were a major factor in allowing the 

World Bank to respond much more quickly than 

under ordinary circumstances in both Bosnia-

Herzegovina and Timor-Leste. In the former 

case, this was not to the detriment of the qual-

ity of operations and fiduciary aspects, while 

in the latter case the evaluation attributed 

significant quality and fiduciary problems to 

the fact that shortcut procedures were applied. 

The overall evaluation observed that the World 

Bank’s standard processing procedures often 

created serious delays.

•	 Project Implementation Units were the pre-

ferred mode of operation in all six countries. 

Evaluations attributed this to the weak local 

institutional capacities, but highlighted the 

problems this created in terms of further weak-

ening state institutions and sustainability of 

programs. The evaluations recommended early 

integration of PIU functions into ministerial 

structures.

•	 Staffing issues are highlighted in a number of 

country evaluations, including the frequent 

turnover of project team leaders and the lack 

of adequate field presence of expert staff. In 

Ethiopia and Uganda, the presence of expert 

staff in-country was cited as a reason for suc-

cessful outcomes. The overall evaluation of en-

gagement in fragile states expressed concern 

about staff numbers, quality and incentives. 

•	 Continuity of engagement is highlighted as an 

issue in some cases. In Timor-Leste, the World 

Bank’s engagement in a sequence of projects 

over four years in two sectors (community 

development and agricultural development) 

should have been a plus, but the absence of any 

clear pathway between the interventions led to 

poor and unsustainable outcomes. In the West 

Bank and Gaza, the World Bank was engaged 

over a 20 years and stayed engaged even 

during periods of crisis, yet its engagement 

in some sectors was intermittent. In Bosnia-

Herzegovina, the systematic sequencing of 

projects was identified as a strength of the pro-

gram, but the dramatic reduction of the World 

Bank’s engagement after the initial years of ex-

ceptionally large financial support was seen as 

a major risk for longer term impact. In the cases 

of successful scaling up, sustained engagement 

was clearly a major factor. The overall evalu-

ation of engagement in fragile states also ex-

pressed concerns over premature down-scaling 

of resources after an immediate post-conflict 

situation has passed.

•	 Monitoring and evaluation was highlighted as 

weak in a number of cases, especially in the 

projects of Timor-Leste, where the evaluations 

identified insufficient learning from one proj-

ect to the next as a major problem. The over-

all evaluation of engagement in fragile states 

called M&E in fragile states “negligible.”

•	 Tensions and dilemmas were noted in a num-

ber of cases. In post-conflict settings includ-

ing Bosnia-Herzegovina, the West Bank and 

Gaza and Timor-Leste, the tension between 

the quick delivery of financial support and the 

pursuit of long-term development outcomes 

led to the conclusion that too much attention 

was devoted to crisis response with detrimental 

impacts on long-term development outcomes. 

In Timor-Leste, the evaluation attributed this to 

the intense pressure on the World Bank by local 

and international politicians, as well as by other 

donors, to show quick impact in the face of hu-

manitarian emergencies and the destruction of 

essential infrastructure.

Outcomes

The outcome ratings of the program evaluations are 

shown in Table 5. Overall, the outcomes were mixed 

with “satisfactory” or “moderately satisfactory” rat-

ings in three countries, and “unsatisfactory” or “mod-

erately unsatisfactory” ratings in three countries. 
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Table 5: World Bank country program ratings

Bosnia-
Herzegovina
1996-2003

West Bank/ 
Gaza

2001-2009
Timor-Leste
2000-2005

Cambodia
1999-2006

Ethiopia
1998-2006

Uganda (joint 
with AfDB)
2001-2007

Overall Satisfactory Moderately 
unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory 
for CEP; 
moderately 
satisfactory 
for ARP 1; 
moderately 
unsatisfactory 
for ARP2. 

Moderately 
satisfactory

Moderately
unsatisfactory

Moderately 
satisfactory

Macroeconomic Unsatisfactory Moderately 
satisfactory

Moderately 
satisfactory

Satisfactory

Governance Moderately 
satisfactory

Unsatisfactory Moderately
unsatisfactory

Moderately 
satisfactory (but 
anti-corruption 
moderately
unsatisfactory)

PSD Unsatisfactory Moderately
Unsatisfactory

(Problem area) Moderately
unsatisfactory

Moderately 
satisfactory

Agriculture Mixed 
ARP 1: 
Moderately 
satisfactory;
ARP 2: 
Moderately 
unsatisfactory

Moderately 
unsatisfactory 

Moderately 
satisfactory

CDD unsatisfactory

Health Satisfactory Moderately 
satisfactory

Satisfactory Moderately 
satisfactory

Moderately 
unsatisfactory

Education Satisfactory Moderately
Unsatisfactory

Satisfactory Moderately 
satisfactory 

Moderately 
satisfactory

Infrastructure Satisfactory Moderately
unsatisfactory 

Satisfactory (Roads OK)  (Roads OK)

Sustainability OK at project 
level, but 
problem overall 
due to funding 
drop

No (political, 
financial)

CEP: unlikely
ARP: unlikely

Signifcant risk High risk Substantial risk

Particularly notable is the “satisfactory” rating of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, which emerged in 1996 from a 

deadly and protracted civil war that left great destruc-

tion and deep political divisions.50 The World Bank’s 

large scale engagement, which systematically built 

programs at scale in various sectors over time with 

careful and ambitious co-financing and partnership 

agreements leveraging the World Bank’s resources, 

was a significant factor making this outcome possible. 
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The “unsatisfactory” ratings were particularly disap-

pointing in Timor-Leste since they were attributed 

to an unsatisfactory performance of the World Bank, 

albeit under very difficult conditions. The fact that 

the project sequences under evaluation failed to be 

grounded in effective learning and partnerships re-

flects the importance of an effective approach to de-

sign and implementation.

In terms of outcomes by sectoral area of engagement, 

the two areas that consistently were the most difficult 

are governance and private sector development, with 

anti-corruption measures and improvements in the 

business climate particularly elusive. In contrast, mac-

roeconomic stability, education, health and infrastruc-

ture were sectors in which positive outcomes were 

regularly achieved. Agriculture and rural development 

showed mixed results. The overall evaluation of World 

Bank engagement in fragile states noted relatively 

successful outcomes in macroeconomic stability and 

infrastructure interventions. It also noted that com-

munity driven development projects tend to disburse 

fast, but generally have only limited community devel-

opment impact.

The evaluations gave near universally low ratings to 

the sustainability of programs and outcomes.

Special aspects of scaling up

The evaluations recorded a few cases where successful 

scaling up of projects or programs was demonstrated. 

The cases span a wide range of examples, including: 

•	 an education support program in Cambodia, 

which involved testing new educational ap-

proaches, systematically scaling them up hori-

zontally and vertically, with good government 

ownership, effective partnerships, and sup-

ported by locally-based expert staff;

•	 the demobil ization  program in Ethiopia 

achieved the virtually complete demobilization 

and integration of almost 150,000 combatants 

over a 5-year period and helped provide jobs, 

housing and services for the ex-combatants 

and their families;

•	 a sequence of projects in Uganda by the World 

Bank and the African Development Bank in the 

road sector over some eight years; and

•	 a solid waste project in West Bank and Gaza, 

where the persistent efforts by the World Bank 

team to engage Israeli and Palestinian counter-

parts at all levels led to the establishment of a 

large solid waste treatment plant which served 

an important region in the West Bank, with sup-

port maintained by the World Bank throughout 

the Intifada period  and with demonstration ef-

fects that led to the establishment of coopera-

tion among local government leaders in tacking 

the solid waste problems of the territory.

The overall evaluation concluded that the World Bank 

ought to practice greater selectivity and prioritization 

and adopt a long-term perspective. Moreover, “appro-

priate sequencing of reforms and sufficient time to 

implement them are crucial for achieving results with-

out overwhelming country capacity.”(IEG, 2006a, p. x)

Judging from the evaluations reviewed, the World 

Bank’s weakness in the countries concerned typically 

did not involve type 1 errors (insufficient pursuit of 

scaling up), but more generally involved type 2 errors 

(where scaling up is pursued, but done in the wrong 

way). In cases with unsatisfactory and unsustain-

able outcomes, the programs and projects failed to 

pursue systematic scaling up pathways in terms of 

creating ownership, overcoming fiscal, political and 

governance constraints, assuring effective learning 

from experience and building lasting partnership. In 

some cases, wrong models were pursued, as in the 

case of the voucher privatization program in Bosnia-
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Herzegovina, the community development program 

in Timor-Leste, or of the fertilizer reform program in 

Ethiopia. The cases in which programs were success-

fully sustained and carried to scale invariably involved 

the development of sector strategies, strong owner-

ship and partnerships, sustained engagement and ef-

fective deployment of technical staff in the field.

The Asian Development Bank

In recent years, the ADB Independent Evaluation 

Department (IED) carried out three evaluations 

of country programs in fragile states: Cambodia 

(1998-2008), Nepal (2004-2009), and Pakistan 

(1985-2006). In addition, IED evaluated the overall ex-

perience of ADB in fragile and conflict affected states 

during the period 2005-2009.51 IED also carried out 

an evaluation of ADB’s agricultural and rural develop-

ment (ARD) sector program in Cambodia.

As in the case of the World Bank, none of these 

evaluations carried out a systematic assessment of 

whether and how ADB pursued a scaling up approach 

in it programs or projects. However, the Cambodia 

country program evaluation has assessments and 

recommendations linked closely to the scaling up 

concept and the Cambodia ARD sector evaluation of-

fers some examples of more or less successful scaling 

up (type 1 and type 2 errors). And as is the case with 

the World Bank, the IED evaluations provide various 

insights into scaling up in terms of the environments 

described, the operational modalities employed and 

the outcomes achieved.

Scale and dimensions of the ADB  
operations

In all three countries, the ADB operated at the na-

tional, provincial and local levels. The ADB also looked 

to scale up vertically, wherever possible, to embed 

broader policy and institutional reforms. 

Drivers and spaces

As in the case of the World Bank, ADB country pro-

gram evaluations did not permit an assessment of 

drivers of scaling up. However, among the spaces 

needed for successful outcomes, virtually all created 

difficulties to varying degrees:

•	 Fiscal and financial space was identified as an 

issue in virtually all evaluations. The overall 

evaluation of ADB engagement called for sys-

tematic efforts to help close the resource gap.  

•	 Institutional space was generally also a major 

constraint, with weak human resources an im-

portant factor.

•	 Political space presented a mixed experience: 

In the case of Cambodia, political stability was 

cited as a positive factor, while in the case of 

Nepal, political instability and labor strikes were 

a major obstacle. 

•	 Partnership space also created challenges in 

virtually all cases. According to the evaluations, 

the ADB made significant efforts to partner with 

other institutions (including, and especially the 

World Bank) and to participate in or lead donor 

coordination efforts. But the evaluations gener-

ally conclude that intentions were stronger than 

actual implementation on the ground. 

•	 Cultural space was not specifically identified as 

an issue in the ADB evaluations. 

•	 In Cambodia and Nepal, alignment with coun-

try priorities, and hence ownership space, was 

perceived as strong. This is in stark contrast 

to the evaluations for the World Bank, where 

in most cases a lack of government ownership 

was identified as a significant problem limiting 

the success of programs. 
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•	 Security space was a significant concern early 

in the Cambodia program and throughout the 

period of the evaluation in Nepal. The overall 

evaluation flagged security issues as a con-

straint on the ADB’s ability to deploy consul-

tants on the ground. 

Modalities of ADB engagement

The evaluations offer some insights into the nature of 

ADB operational modalities and to what extent they 

shaped the degree of success, sustainability and scal-

ability of outcomes.

•	 Early engagement by ADB in Cambodia after 

the domestic conflict was identified as having 

been helpful. 

•	 Analytical work generally played a role in sup-

porting ADB’s engagement in fragile states, and 

joint assessments of post-conflict reconstruc-

tion needs were seen as useful.

•	 Funding arrangements were highlighted in 

most evaluations. SWAps were successful 

in Cambodia (education), Nepal (education), 

Solomon Islands (infrastructure) and PNG 

(roads, health). Falling project size was noted 

as an issue in Cambodia and a proliferation of 

many small projects was identified as a problem 

in Pakistan. In Pakistan, the evaluation recom-

mended multi-tranche financing facilities and 

programmatic approaches. 

•	 Streamlined operational procedures for pro-

cessing loans in post-conflict situations were 

identified as a problem in Afghanistan and 

Timor-Leste in terms of the quality of project 

preparation and the effectiveness of fiduciary 

standards. 

•	 Staffing constraints were highlighted as an is-

sue in the overall evaluation. In addition, insuf-

ficient delegation of responsibility to resident 

mission offices was generally seen as a problem. 

•	 Continuity of engagement was perceived as a 

general feature of ADB involvement in fragile 

states. However, the failure to continue with 

successful interventions was identified as a 

problem in agricultural and rural development 

projects in Nepal, although other donors picked 

up some of these. 

•	 Monitoring and evaluation was generally not a 

focus of the IED evaluations. The Cambodia and 

Nepal evaluations characterized M&E as weak 

and insufficient, respectively.

•	 Tensions and dilemmas were noted mostly in 

terms of the tradeoff between speed of re-

sponse and quality of preparation.

Outcomes

The country program ratings of the ADB overall evalu-

ation are shown in Table 6. Overall, the outcomes were 

generally positive, with successful ratings in three cur-

rent FCAS and in three exited FCAS and with partly suc-

cessful ratings in the remaining countries. Sustainability 

was ranked on average between “likely” and “less likely” 

with six out of 12 cases closer to “less likely”. The overall 

evaluation of ADB engagement and the Nepal evalua-

tion note problems of sustainability of infrastructure 

investments as a result of poor maintenance.

In terms of outcomes by sectoral area of engagement, 

governance and private sector development (the two 

areas that consistently were the most difficult in the 

case of the World Bank) are rated as “successful” or 

“partly successful” in the case of the ADB. The “suc-

cessful” ranking on governance for Cambodia may 

in part be explained by the fact that the ADB did not 

try and tackle corruption issues, which the evalua-

tion acknowledges has being endemic. Particularly 

noteworthy are the successful ratings for rural credit 

support in Cambodia and Nepal. Agriculture and rural 

development showed mixed results while support for 
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education programs has generally been successful. 

The ADB’s support for infrastructure in fragile states 

also has a mixed track record. Nonetheless, the overall 

evaluation of ADB engagement assesses infrastruc-

ture as a sector that is particularly promising for ADB 

support in fragile settings.

Special aspects of scaling up

Throughout the ADB reports, there are elements of 

the analysis and recommendations which are consis-

tent with a scaling up approach, including:

•	 Concern about lack of program selectivity, pro-

liferation of project numbers, declining or small 

project size;

•	 Calls for “step-by-step” sector strategies, road 

maps, gap analysis, umbrella technical assis-

tance operations, multi-tranche financing facili-

ties and programmatic approaches;

•	 Stress on long-term perspective, careful se-

quencing and continuity in engagement.

The most explicit statement is from the Cambodia 

country program evaluation, which calls for a “road 

map for ADB assistance that traces the chain of  

Table 6: ADB country program ratings

Item WA Rating Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability

CURRENT FCAS 1.4 PS 1.9 1.5 1.0 1.4

Afghanistan 1.5 PS 1.9 1.5 1.3 1.5

Federated States of Micronesia 1.1 PS 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.0

Papua New Guinea 1.5 PS 2.0 1.4 1.2 1.4

Republic of Mashall Islands 0.8 PS 2.0 0.3 0.7 0.7

Solomon Islands 1.7 S 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0

Timor-Leste 1.6 S 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.5

Tuvalu 1.7 S 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0

Exited FCAS 1.7 S 2.2 1.8 1.5 1.5

Azerbaijan 1.8 S 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0

Tajikistan 2.1 S 2.6 2.2 2.0 1.8

Uzbekistan 1.5 PS 2.0 1.4 1.4 1.4

Lao PDR 1.7 S 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0

Nepal 1.5 PS 2.3 1.4 1.2 1.3

Overall Average 
(Current and Exited)

1.6 S 2.0 1.6 1.3 1.5

FCAS = fragile and conflict-affected situations. Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. WA = weighted average.

a �The ratings follow the ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila. In calculating for 
overall rating, the weights for the criteria are as follows: relevance (20%), effectiveness (30%), efficiency (30%), and sustainability (20%). Highly 
successful = WA is greater than or equal to 2.7; Successful = WA is greater than or equal to 1.6 and less than 2.7; Partly successful = WA is greater than 
or equal to 0.8 and less than 1.6; Unsuccessful = WA is less than 0.8. Ratings for the criteria are rounded to the nearest whole number. Relevance: 3 
= highly relevant, 2 = relevant, 1 = less relevant, 0 + irrelevant. Effectiveness: 3 = highly effective, 2 = effective, 1 = less effective, 0 = ineffective. 
Efficiency: 3 = highly efficient, 2 = efficient, 1 = less efficient, 0 = inefficient. Sustainabliity: 3 = most likely, 2 = likely, 1 = less likely, 0 = unlikely.

Source: IED, 2010
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results from ADB support to well-defined national tar-

gets and results” (p. 15).

The ARD sector evaluation for Cambodia presents a par-

ticularly striking case study of scaling up, in which there 

were a sequence of loans in various ARD subsectors, cre-

ating both type 1 and type 2 errors (see Annex 3).

The Global Fund 

The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 

Malaria (GFATM) has supported scaling up of pro-

grams to fight HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria in 

developing countries since 2002. A recent evaluation 

published in Global Health Governance in 2010 reports 

on the performance of 198 grants to 41 fragile states 

with a total disbursement of $4.9 billion (Bornemisza 

et al, 2010).52 The evaluation considers six criteria:

•	 percentage of targets reached;

•	 disbursement rating;

•	 continued funding for Phase Two;

•	 continued funding beyond Phase Two (five 

years);

•	 M&E Ratings; and

•	 independent third party ratings of data quality 

and reporting systems.

Contrary to earlier evaluations that had found no 

significant differences between GFATM operations in 

fragile and stable states (in particular, the GFATM’s 

own report (GFATM, 2005)), this evaluation concludes 

that there were significant differences between the 

two types of country programs.

a.  �While roughly the same number of grants 

was made to both fragile states as to other 

countries, the per-country grant size was al-

most two-thirds higher in fragile states.

b.  �Two-thirds of programs in fragile states were 

administered by multilateral organizations 

(principally the UNDP), rather than by na-

tional bodies, as compared with only one-

third in other states.

c.  �Grants in fragile states achieved a high rate 

of their targets at 83 percent, but this was 

(statistically) significantly less than the rate 

for other countries (88 percent).

d.  �Grant disbursement was rated satisfactory 

for 79 percent in fragile states, as compared 

with 85 percent in others.

e.  �Seven grants (4 percent) did not get ex-

tended to the second phase in fragile states, 

as against three (1 percent) for others.

f.  �Fourteen grants (18 percent of total applica-

tions) were extended beyond the first five 

years in fragile states, compared with 42 (32 

percent) for other countries.

g.  �Ratings for the quality of M&E was substan-

tially lower in fragile states, with only 47 

percent rated satisfactory, compared with 

67 percent in other countries.

h.  �Independent onsite verification of data qual-

ity and reporting systems showed 64 per-

cent satisfactory in fragile states, as against 

78 percent in other countries.

i.  �For all indicators the performance of GFATM 

grants was worse in fragile states “affected by 

humanitarian crisis”, than other fragile states.

With 40 percent of its funding going to fragile states, 

the GFATM is heavily invested in these countries. 

Overall, GFATM programs in fragile states perform 

remarkably well in terms of reaching their targets, 

their disbursement rate and their extension rate from 

Phase One to Phase Two. Performance has been less 

strong for M&E, for data quality, and especially for 
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grant extension beyond the first five years. In all per-

formance categories, GFATM programs performed 

significantly less well in fragile states than those in 

stable environments, but the difference was modest. 

A similar difference can be found between programs 

in fragile states affected by humanitarian crises and 

those unaffected, the latter performing marginally 

better. A majority of grants in fragile states have to be 

administered by external (multilateral) organizations, 

reflecting the relatively weak development of local 

institutions, presumably reflecting the weakness of 

local institutions.

Thus, while fragile states, as expected, create some-

what greater challenges than other countries for the 

scaling up strategy of the GFATM, successful scal-

ing up does take place in four-fifths of fragile states. 

Three areas are identified as requiring special atten-

tion in fragile states:  data quality and reporting sys-

tems, M&E, and country ownership and administration 

by national agencies.
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Endnotes
1.	 This paper is concerned with development activi-

ties in fragile and low capacity environments. For 

the sake of brevity, we refer simply to “fragile 

states” from hereon, using it as an umbrella term 

which captures the meaning of both terms. See 

later section on defining fragility.

2.	  Note that some donors deliberately counterbal-

ance this with longer term commitments to coun-

try engagement. However, programming deci-

sions remain narrowly time-bound.

3.	  The World Development Report 2011 posits that 

current donor processes are based on assump-

tions that don’t exist in fragile states—basic secu-

rity, competitive markets and functioning institu-

tions.

4.	 This description combines elements of the OECD 

DAC and World Bank definition of fragility.

5.	  We judge these two indices to be the most cred-

ible, widely-used measures of fragility, and to 

capture different aspects of this broad term. (The 

Failed States Index is chiefly concerned with mea-

suring state authority and civil cohesion, while 

the CPIA measures state capacity and policy ori-

entation; legitimacy can be loosely described as a 

function of these two elements combined, as well 

as other independent factors that are hard to ac-

curately measure.) These two indices have the ad-

vantage of using absolute (as opposed to relative) 

measures and being updated annually. The full list 

of countries we classify as fragile is provided in 

Annex 1. 

6.	 An associated fallacy is that fragility can be 

equated with post-conflict status, when many 

fragile states either do not suffer from conflict or 

their experience of conflict is only one aspect of a 

broader development problem. 

7.	 See Annex 2. Note that while overall aid to frag-

ile states is increasing, it is concentrated among 

a few recipients. In 2009, 51% of aid to fragile 

states was accounted for by just 6 countries.

8.	 This echoes the distinction between short and 

long routes of accountability, which was intro-

duced by WDR 2004 and is often used in discus-

sions of public service delivery in fragile states 

(e.g., Baird, 2010). The short route is directly from 

provider to beneficiary, while the long route goes 

through the central government.

9.	 Note that the discussion here is concerned with 

core roles of the state, as opposed to services 

that might equally be provided by non-state ac-

tors without undermining the state’s legitimacy. 

10.	 See DRC case study in Baird, 2010.

11.	 A stronger claim is that donors operating in frag-

ile states should shift towards a more venture 

capitalist approach to programming decisions 

that accepts higher risks and a higher failure rate 

on the basis of potentially greater returns. This 

would lead to a much expanded scope of potential 

donor activity.

12.	 It can be argued that risk tolerance among donors 

has likely reduced in recent years as a result of 

both the results agenda and the increased level 

of donors resources, both of which have put pres-

sure on donors to be capable of reporting positive 

outcomes (however small) and to avoid negative 

outcomes at any cost. 

13.	 Examples from Burma and Zimbabwe. See DFID, 

2010a.

14.	 Calculations in this section are based on OECD 

DAC 2008b, OECD DAC 2011b and OECD DAC 

2011c. All dollar values given in 2008 prices. See 

Annex 2 for additional illustrations of aid trends 

in fragile states.

15.	 This underestimates the true number of donors, as 

it does not include donors who do not report to the 

OECD DAC. However, some aid may be in the form 

of silent partnerships with delegated authority. 
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16.	 See RCA definition in footnote 17.

17.	 RCA scores capture the share of each donor’s aid 

that is allocated to a country or sector at least 

in proportion to the donor’s share of global ODA. 

Data is based on 2009 ODA.

18.	 The difference appears to depend on the period 

over which aid flows are studied; Kharas analyses 

aid between 1970 to 2006, while Levin and Dollar 

focus narrowly on the period 1992 to 2002. 

19.	 Given that the sample sizes for these scores are 

relatively small, the differences between fragile 

and stable country scores should be interpreted 

with caution.

20.	 See Annex 2.

21.	 The description of Hartmann and Linn, 2008 used 

here borrows from a similar summary provided in 

Linn, 2011b.

22.	 For instance, in Nepal, DFID and GIZ publicized Ba-

sic Operating Guidelines to protect their activities 

from insurgents and security forces. The guide-

lines explained the objectives of donor involve-

ment, outlined the values and standards upheld 

by the aid programs and set minimum conditions 

required of conflict parties, which included for-

bidding the theft or diversion of aid resources, 

allowing staff to work without threat of physi-

cal violence, and upholding the observation of 

humanitarian law and human rights obligations. 

According to DFID, “the guidelines were an effec-

tive tool in helping to establish space for develop-

ment” (DFID, 2010a, p11).

23.	 In fact, it may be better to consider a tripartite ac-

countability framework, which involves the state, 

citizens and donors, from which donors gradually 

withdraw over time as their role appropriately de-

clines and ultimately vanishes. We are grateful to 

our peer reviewer for this observation.

24.	 This echoes the point made earlier which dis-

tinguishes the timeframes over which scale and 

sustainability can each be achieved. Note, we are 

not implying here that interventions that have a 

scaling up component are the same ones that are 

likely to be assessed as higher risk. For a counter-

example, see Yemen’s Social Development Fund in 

Annex 3.

25.	 Note, we are not implying here that interventions 

that have a scaling up component are the same 

ones that are likely to be assessed as higher risk. 

For a counterexample, see Yemen’s Social Devel-

opment Fund in Annex 3.

26.	 Subsequent developments may lead to different 

assessments of experience. These are beyond the 

scope of this desk study, unless stated otherwise.

27.	 IFAD recently started including an assessment of 

scalability and/or scaling up performance in its 

project evaluations. UNDP is another organiza-

tion that has recently started to include scaling up 

as a specific criterion in its evaluation approach.

28.	 Fragile states account for 34 percent of countries 

with GFATM programs, 40 percent of grants and 

46 percent of disbursements.

29.	 Fragile states classification as described in the 

introduction. Data is from 2009, the most recent 

year for which data is available. 

30.	 Fragile states classification as described in the in-

troduction. 

31.	 Note, the fragile state classification used in this 

paper is broader than that used in Chandy and 

Gertz, 2011 and thus the poverty shares are mar-

ginally higher. 

32.	 Country specified ODA, excluding debt relief.

33.	 Baird, 2010; Danida, 2005; Daly, 2003.

34.	 Ahmadzai et al., 2008.
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35.	 Rosser, 2007.

36.	 Frontiers in Reproductive Health et al, 2008.

37.	 Linn, 2011b.

38.	 Baird, 2010.

39.	 NORAD, 2004. More complete accounts of ABECS 

can be found in Mosko, 2003; Ingvild & Focas Li-

cht, 2002; Save the Children Alliance, 2002. 

40.	 Sandefur, 2011 and Miguel and Kremer, 2004.

41.	 Hughes, 2007.

42.	 Kulipossa and Manor, 2007.

43.	 DFID, 2010b.

44.	 Linn, 2011b.

45.	 IED, 2009c.

46.	 Linn et al, 2010.

47.	 Greeley, 2007.

48.	 Rosser, 2007.

49.	 DFID, 2009.

50.	 Despite this strong rating the evaluation report 

calls the overall outcome in Bosnia-Herzegovina 

“disappointing” due to weakness in private sector 

development, remaining governance issues and 

the questionable sustainability of development 

achievements.

51.	 The overall evaluation of ADB’s engagement in 

fragile and conflict affected states (FCAS) covers 

seven countries in FCAS status at the time of eval-

uation and five countries that had exited FCAS 

status. The ADB definition of FCAS status is more 

restrictive than the one used in this evaluation, 

since it uses as the only criterion a threshold level 

in the ADB’s Country Performance Assessment 

(CAP) rating. The evaluation report recommends 

consideration of a broader, potentially more inclu-

sive set of criteria.

52.	 The share of countries with GFATM programs that 

are fragile states is 34 percent; the share of total 

grants that go to fragile states is 40 percent; and 

the share of total disbursements is 46 percent.
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