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Foreword  

This is the first subregional evaluation (SRE) conducted by the I ndependent Office 

of E valuation of IFAD . An SRE assesses common rural -development challenges across a 

set of countries, and how IFADôs engagement and support have  address ed them, aligned 

with its mandate of  enabling rural transformation. The SRE focused on the G5 Sahel 

countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, Mali and Nige r) and the northern region of 

Nigeria, as they are facing similar fragility challenges in terms of: (i) socioeconomic  issues;  

(ii) social disruption; (iii) environmental/climate change  issues ; (iv) institutional 

weaknesses/weak social contracts; and (v) in security and conflict issues.  

The evaluation identified the main fragility drivers according to the  above five 

categories, with interlinkages between and among them. While IFADôs operations 

contribute d directly to drivers related to economic s/poverty, nat ural resources 

management/climate change, and social inequality, the other two categories ô drivers 

(weak public institutions and insecurity due to conflict) were not broadly addressed.  

Findings show that IFADôs engagement and operations were relevant in those fragility  

contexts, especially for resilience building  at the grassroots/community level  ï a critical 

goal in fragile situations. IFAD loan -supported programmes were also coherent between 

and within consecutive projects over the reviewed period (2008 -2021), although there 

was no explicit intent of tackling fragility holistically. IFADôs support contributed to positive 

change with regard to benefits related to economic  outcomes  (e.g. through promotion of 

income -generation activities), socio - institutional  contexts  (e.g. by strengthening 

endogenous/local organi zations, empowering women and promoting rural institutions), 

natural resources management and adaptation to climate change (e.g. in promoting 

sustainable soil and water -conservation  practices). These have been instrumental in 

developing and  strengthening the resilience capacities of households and communities.   

The evaluation identified gaps that hinder the performance of IFADôs engagement in 

those contexts. Critical gaps include: (i ) the lack of guidance on how to conduct holistic 

fragility analyses and use the results  to define  pertinent actions to be implemented, either 

by IFAD alone, or in partnership with other relevant actors; (ii) the insufficient availability 

of technical capa bilities within the IFAD country teams to provide effective support in those 

difficult contexts; (iii) the limited engagement in non - lending activities to effectively 

comprehend  sound action s tackling the root fragility causes ;  and  (iv) the non -presence of  

IFAD in all countries and the limited suitability of financial instruments to support effective 

delivery in those fragile situations.   

This report includes IFAD Managementôs response, which presents actions proposed 

to address all five recommendations. I hope that this report will be useful for Western and 

Central Africa  and the Programme Management Department (in general) , to improve their  

contribution s to  enabling rural transformation in countries with situations of fragility.  

 

Director  

Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD  
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Executive summary  

A.  Background  

1.  Introduction . In 2021, the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) conducted a 

subregional evaluation (SRE) of IFADôs engagement in countries with fragility 

situations  within IFADôs West and Central Africa division , cover ing  the period 2010 to  

2021 . SREs were  introduced in 2021, to support evidence -based learning . They  

evaluate intraregional issues or common development challenges within a defined 

geographical zone , to identify common strategic and programmatic lessons.  

2.  Selected c ountries.  The SRE covered  the G5 Sahel countries ï Burkina Faso, Chad, 

Mauritania, Mali and Niger ï and IFAD operations in the northern region of Nigeria . 

These sample countries  ï referred to as G5+1 hereafter  ï were selected due to the 

similar fragility challenges they are facing, which pose threats for achieving the 

Sustainable Development Goals. According to the Organisation for Economic Co -

operation and Development  (2020), all the G5 Sahel countries and Nigeria were 

considered as being in fragile situ ations in 2020 (with Chad extremely fragile), while 

the World Bank (2020) considered Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and Nigeria as being in 

situations of conflict -affected fragility , and  Chad in a situation of social and 

institutional fragility.  

3.  Rationale. IFADôs Special Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations  (2019 )  

states that :  ñFragility represents a serious threat to the implementation of the 2030 

Agenda for Sustainable Devel opment .ò In this regard, IFADôs support has led to  the 

Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID -19, Conflict 

and Climate Change  (SD3C) . This programme was  approved by the E xecutive Board  

in December 2020 and implemented in partnership with FAO , WFP and the G5 Sahel 

Secretariat. This  subregional joint programme , being the first of this type, raised  

significant interest within IFAD in providing evidence -based  learning  for its effective 

oper ationali zation.  

B.  Evaluation design and m ethodology  

4.  Objectives  and scope . The SRE objective  was to  assess IFADôs operations between  

2010  and 2021 , using fragility lenses,  to identify useful and relevant lessons. Its 

scope entailed ascertaining : (i) the extent to which IFADôs operational objectives  and 

results contributed to addressing fragility drivers  and related root causes  within the 

subregion; and (ii) whether applied tools and approaches were adeqate , considering 

the reality of volatile  circumstance s due to economic , natural and insecurity factors .  

5.  Theory of change . The SRE design was theory  based , aligned with the IOE ôs 

evaluation  guidelines, and focus ed on exploring how and why performance was  or 

was not  achieved  in contexts of fragility. The SRE team constructed a theory of 

change  based on the SD3C results framework  and interaction outcomes with key 

stakeholders (at headquarters  and in the field ) .  

6.  Analytical framework.  The SRE utilized an analytical framework, which outlines  

the need to foster re silience. The framework includes five groups of  fragility  drivers 

linked  to: (i) socioeconomic issues ;  (ii) social disruption; (iii) environmental and 

climate change challenges; (iv) institutional weaknesses and weak social contracts; 

and (v) insecurity and conflict issues. IFADôs support contributes to  enhanc ing  rural 

resilience through  the  development  of absorptive, adaptive and transformative 

capacities at grassroots level.  

7.  Methodology . The SRE applied a mixed -methods approach, combining qualitative 

and quantitative data collected through desk reviews, interviews with  stakeholders 

(in groups and with key informants) and primary field -data collection . Virtual 

interviews were also conducted with various  categories of stakeholders at IFAD  

headquarters , su bregion al  and country levels . Due to  COVID -19 restrictions, national 
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consultants carried out field missions in the six countries . Overall, conclusions were 

based on triangulation of evidence from several sources .  

C.  Main f indings  

Relevance  

8.  The country strategic opportunities programme s ( COSOPs )  were relevant in 

supporting rural resilience building, which is  a  critical objective  in fragile 

situations.  COSOPs are frameworks for IFADôs engagement in inclusive and 

sustainable rural transformation, which cle arly outlined resilience building in the 

Sahelian contexts. The evaluation found no evidence of flexible  and adaptive  usage 

of COSOPs  in those unpredictable fragility contexts . They also fall short in  provid ing  

strategic orientation on transboundary fragility issues, such as cross -border trade 

and transhumance .  

9.  Reviewed strategies and operations included contextual analyses, which focused 

extensively on three fragility drivers where IFAD makes a direct contribution.  These  

analyses relate to :  economic s/poverty, natural resources  management /climate 

change , and social inequality.  Deep analys es related to the other two drivers (weak 

public institutions and insecurity/serious conflict ) was  broadly absent .  

10.  There is lack of clarity on how to perform holisti c fragility analyses and the 

benefit of doing this , in comparison to analyses already done at design 

stage .  Reviewed experiences showed weak analyses of interactions within and 

across all categories of drivers. While lessons  learned have informed the design  of 

programmes, they do not explicitly relate to how to address holistically drivers of 

fragility . In fact, holistic fragility analyses were missing , and instances of simple 

designs  ï critical in those situations  ï were very limited.   

Coherence  

11.  IFAD ôs loan - supported programme was coherent between and within 

consecutive projects over the reviewed period , although  with  no explicit  

inten t  of  tackling  fragility  holistically .  Indeed, internal coherence was evident 

across IFAD - lending operations , with good evidence of it between consecutive loan 

operations in the same geographic areas. Evidence suggest s that, except in the case 

of Nigeria, knowledge -management  and policy -engagement activities could not 

broadly enhance efficacy in working in a fragile context, as they did not focus on 

lessons and/or actions for a better engagement in those fragile situations, including 

with the governments.  

12.  There was a broad complementarit y of IFADôs operations with programmatic priorities 

of other international financial institutions  ( the  African Development Bank  and the 

World Bank ) in the G5+1 countries.  However, evidence is still lacking on the extent 

to which such complementarity transl ate s into formal mechanisms to strengthen 

relative comparative advantages , or deliver s synerg ies at the field level. 

Opportunities for partnerships were identified among the Rome -based agencies , but 

there is no solid evidence regarding  previous use of such  approaches to deliver better. 

The SRE identified  the SD3C programme as a good opportunity for stronger 

collaboration and partnerships among the Rome -based agencies . 

From effectiveness to impacts in fragile contexts  

13.  This section  presents  the extent to which supported interventions contributed to 

tackl ing  fragility drivers  ï aligned to the analytical framework  ï and the recent 

COVID -19 shock, enabling t he identif ication of lessons learned.  

Socioeconomic fragility drivers  

14.  Promoting income - generating activities help ed in  strengthening absorptive 

and adaptive capacities of beneficiaries in fragile contexts .  Improved farming 

practices led to increased yields , reduc ed yield variability, promotion of new crops 
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and animal -husbandry techniques, and adoption of asset -building strategies. The 

latter included :  (i) reliance on public subsidy policy in some countries; (ii) in -kind 

credit to support the most vulnerable to accumulate primary assets; or (iii) internal , 

in -kind savings. These strategies con tributed to building capacities of producers to  

resist or  mitigate  shocks.  

15.  Capacity building and non - financial support have been  critical in developing 

the human and social capital of individuals and  groups,  which are necessary 

in fragile situations .  Most projects therefore developed comprehensive packages 

for supporting micro -projects and rural enterprises around three main categories of 

actions: training, support along the value chain  segments including promotion of 

market access , and  enabling inclu sive rural finance services.  

16.  Support to  customary  credit and saving groups was  instrumental to 

smallholdersô resilience- building strategies. In the absence of  formal financing 

systems , supporting local mechanisms facilitates the expan sion of  productive as sets  

for poor smallholders (e.g. farm inputs and processing equipment in Chad, irrigation 

pumps and fences for oasis gardens in Mauritania). It also contributes to profitable 

investments, and strengthening of  absorptive and adaptive capacities of producers .  

17.  Cereal -bank facilities contributed to  the  improv ement of  absorptive capacities  ï by 

making food available for poor smallholders  ï and reduced hunger burdens in the 

lean season, as well as buffering the variation of food prices. Support focused on 

providing technical, ma nagerial and governance skills for committee members who 

manage d collection, storage and redistribution of grains deposited by farmers.  This 

was particularly important in Chad and Niger ,  when erratic climatic events were  

combined wit h insecurity.  

Environment and climate change fragility drivers  

18.  Promoting soil and water conservation (SWC) practices in Sahelian arid and 

semi-arid contexts was critical in improving the resilience of smallholders. 

IFAD-supported projects have accumulated significant knowledge on effective 

interventions aiming at SWC, restoration of vegetation cover and small-scale 

irrigation schemes (in Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania and Niger). These 

interventions were bundled with sustainable agricultural-intensification methods, to 

improve productivity and climate change adaptation. In fact, most interventions that 

included a SWC component were found to be in line with climate-smart farming 

practices.  

19.  Supporting beneficiaries and decision makers in situations that prioritize the 

implementation of effective, sustainable natural resource management practices has 

been pivotal to enhancing capabilities towards resilience. A good example is the 

internalization of SWC and natural assisted regeneration in Niger, which is being 

scaled up through a national programme supported by the government and other 

partners.  

20.  Support using Global Environment Facility (GEF) and Adaptation for 

Smallholder Agriculture Programme (ASAP) funding has been instrumental 

in promoting successful strategies for smallholdersô adaptation to climate 

change. GEF additional funding promoted smallholder livelihood diversification 

(income sources through off-farm activities), which contributed to effective 

adaptation (Participatory Natural Resource Management and Rural Development 

Project in Burkina Faso and the Food Security and Development Support Project in 

the Maradi Region in Niger). Support through ASAP grants effectively promoted 

participatory communal planning that contributed to climate change adaptation 

strategies and fostered climate-sensitive enterprises (Fostering Agricultural 

Productivity Project in Mali, Project to Improve the Resilience of Agricultural Systems 

in Chad). 
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21.  Achieving effective natural resource management  (NRM)  results in the 

Sahelian contexts requires full engagement of all parties to manage 

adequately differing interests on  water and grazing resources across 

communities. Availability and access to water is key to improv ing  management of 

natural grazing land under the Sahel re gionôs arid conditions, as shown by the 

example of Chad (with the Pastoral Water and Resource Management Project in 

Sahelian Areas).  In Mauritania, support through the GEF component established 

three grazing corridors with pastoral wells for transhumance. Overall, SRE found that 

IFAD support to pastoralists has been modest, restricted to the development of 

transhumance corridors at a reduced scale.  

Institutional fragility: role of farmersô organizations  

22.  Empowering producersô and farmersô organisations (POs/FOs ) to deliver 

effectively and sustainably has been instrumental to building absorptive and 

adaptive capacities, and can lead to  transformative capacity.  Working with 

those organi zations has been an area of comparative advantage for  IFAD within the 

subregion. Key steps have included :  enhancing their capacities to deliver services for 

improved input supply and product marketing ;  link ing  institutional strengthening and 

lobbying capacities with economic promotion; and help ing  them to fe derate into apex 

organi zations. Positive results were achieved at a national level in all evaluated 

countries and at regional level with the  Network of Farmersô and Producersô 

Organizations in West Africa .  

23.  IFADôs support to chambers of agriculture improved governance in local -development 

processes and buil t  social capital.  Projects in Burkina Faso and Niger played a 

significant role in :  fostering the involvement of regional chambers of agriculture  in 

both project implement ation  and participation of apex pro ducersô organizations in 

policy dialogue ;  supporting food security interventions and government - led service 

deliver ;  and  performing participatory marketing diagnosis. In many cases, a positive 

externality was building trust between beneficiaries and gover nment.  

24.  Mixed results were achieved for functionality of w ater user associations for 

small - scale irrigation schemes, where local management committees had to 

play important roles,  despite intensive efforts  by  projects (in Burkina Faso, Chad, 

Mali and Niger). S ome  explanatory factors were  identified , including  internal 

divergence of interests, unequitable allocation of rights, low capacity of associations 

to deliver maintenance services to keep the investments functional, insufficient time 

to establish functional management committees, low maintenance fees for  irrigation 

systems, and insufficient support to apex  user sô associations. 

25.  Experience suggests that nurturing local conventions for NRM to ensure social 

cohesion and confidence within and between communities , has been effective.  There 

are  several instances where IFAD supported projects promot ing  such approaches in 

Burkina Faso , Mali  and Mauritania , which were effective and demonstrated relevance 

and abilit y for consensual management of natural resource s.  

26.  IFAD support created favourable conditions for farmer sô organizations  to 

participate in relevant policy discussions.  The SRE found instances where 

producersô organizations influenced decisions on food security policy, with positive 

benefits for resilience building. A good illustration was found  in Niger (with  the  Food 

Security and Development Support Project in the Maradi Region ), where consultation 

frameworks were establish ed to foster trade linkages between different economic 

interest groups.  

Fragility issues linked to social inequalities  

27.  Lack of land tenure security discourages smallholders from investing in 

long - term land rehabilitation.  Available evidence in the G5+1 co ntexts reveal ed 

that this was  addressed to some extent, mainly around investments supported for 

NRM infrastructure, but not always translated into policies. An exception was found 
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in Mali, where the recent land law promotes  the use of existing local and na tional -

level land commissions , and where producersô representatives were trained for  

effective  use  of these frameworks to prevent conflicts.  

28.  In the G5+1 contexts, women and youths have restricted land rights and are more 

subject to insecure land access.  However, IFAD -supported projects have partially 

addressed  the issue of  inequality in land access , as it requires long - term support and 

involvement of different actors (from local to national levels).  

29.  Pastoralism  is an  important  issue in the Sahelian context. However, it 

received an insufficient  focus  in IFAD - supported operations over the 

reviewed period.  Pastoralists have  insecure access  rights  to both farm -  and grazing 

land near their settlement s, and other grazing land during transhumance. They are 

also subject to conflicts over access to water resources or protected areas. Very few 

IFAD projects have tackled transhumance and its transboundary aspects, yet climate 

change is making this issue more conflictual in the subregion. Evidence suggests that 

supporting effective joint management committees of competing users can be 

effective in  prevent ing  pastoral - related local conflicts.  

30.  Including a user - rights dimension to NRM remain ed a  necessity, especially 

in social - conflict - prone ar eas, where conflict over land access and use easily 

escalate s.  The SD3C programme  recogni zes this fact . It plans to  support producer 

groups in efforts to manage NRM sustainably and tackle climate risks , by adopting 

more suitable practices and improving pro ductive land and water infrastructure  in 

order to enhance the resilience of rural livelihoods.  

Violent conflicts and insecurity  

31.  A nexus approach addressing poverty and conflict was  missing in IFAD -

supported operations in the G5+1 contexts .  IFAD -supported projects have been 

affected by various forms of conflict (e.g. in Mali, Niger and Nigeria )  yet conflicts are 

treated as risks to be managed rather than problems IFAD can directly contribute to 

solving or preventing. For instance, results framewor ks of IFAD projects in Nigeria do 

not consider how project outcomes fit within the poverty -conflict nexus. This makes 

it challenging to assess the extent to which interventions were intended to address 

conflict - related drivers.  

Shocks due to the COVID - 19 pandemic  

32.  Actions implemented in relation to the COVID-19 pandemic illustrate IFADôs ability 

to act in emergency situations. There are several cases where IFADôs support has 

shown flexibility in contributing to governments' efforts to respond to COVID-19. 

Examples are the development of a contingency plan for the prevention and 

mitigation of COVID-19 in Niger; the Rural Poor Stimulus Facility; and other short-

term, country-level initiatives implemented in Chad, Mali, and Nigeria. While lessons 

from these initiatives are yet to be generated, they do however illustrate IFADôs 

strength in adapting to changes in circumstances. 

Ensuring inclusiveness of interventions  

33.  Evidence suggests that IFAD - supported program me s ha d  a clear focus on 

gender equality, albeit not  yet sufficient  to address root causes 

underpinning the high vulnerability of women in such fragile contexts.  

Women  are more sensitive to fragility drivers  in Sahelian  rural settings , and the 

COVID -19 crisis exacerbated their vulnerability . Projects have a pplied  positive  

targeting approach es, enabl ing  women and girls to benefit from  interventions. 

However, gender  impacts  ï critical in fragile situations  ï are not depicted (explicitly 

or clearly) in the theory of change  pathways to integrate interventions that address 

roots causes of  their  vulnerability , which are mostly linked to sociocultural issues . 

Moreover, some project -design documents had no specific gender str ategies.   

34.  IFADôs support contributed to empowering  rural women and improv ing  access to 
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pro ductive assets  ï critical in building absorptive and adaptive capacities.  All projects 

have sought to empower women economically, and  some addressed issues related 

to workload (Chad, Mali and Mauritania) . Evidence also demonstrates : (i)  a gradual 

but slow improvement in strengthening womenôs positions within communities, 

especially in the governing bodies of FOs and to a lesser extent within households ; 

and (ii) progress in addressing land -access rights for women in Burkina Faso, and 

access to inputs for di versified economic activities in Chad and Niger. Nevertheless, 

the SRE found no evidence o f women ôs participation in processes related to local 

NRM mechanisms, or of  a role in strengthening social contracts and keeping peace.  

35.  Approaches to promote youth , core in several recent projects, generally 

focused on income - generation activities and training to build their 

absorptive and adaptive capacities.  In  fragile situations , modalities for accessing 

funds (e.g. credit) have been more flexible and tailored (a s provided by examples 

found in Mali and Niger) . Evidence (e.g. in Burkina Faso  and Nigeria ) suggests the 

effectiveness of :  integrati ng  women and youth in upstream and downstream 

activities of value chain development ;  contribut ing  to diversifying economic 

opportunities ;  and  mitigat ing  the effects of fragility drivers such as extreme poverty  

and  climate change .  

36.  Youth effectively contribute d to building the resilience of rural communities, when 

adequately targeted and involved in key actions , as showed by in stances in 

Mauritania  and Niger . Effective i nterventions  simultaneously include goals for  

improving technical capabilities, increasing access to productive assets, and 

profitable markets.  Overall,  the effectiveness of IFADôs youth support, aligned with 

outcome s of sustainable youth entrepreneurship and job creation, require  deeper 

analysis of major youth fragility drivers at design stage .   

Efficiency, sustainability and scaling up  

37.  Findings show that achieving efficiency gains in fragile situations was challenging but 

possible. IFAD intensified supervision and technical missions to projects in the G5 

countries, as well as recourse to non-governmental service providers. This yielded 

positive results in addressing some barriers to efficiency gains, addressing delays in 

launching projects, slow disbursement rates, and project-coordination issues. 

However, management costs were generally higher in those situations, due to 

unforeseen/unplanned issues. 

38.  The SRE identified challenges in relation to the IFAD business model, in 

supporting operations in those fragile contexts. In fact, sovereign loan 

financing is not flexible enough to allow swift adjustments in cases of critical events 

(e.g. severe drought, economic crisis, political disruption). Grant windows financing 

seemed more appropriate and adaptive due to its flexibility (for disbursement and 

management), but is very limited in its amounts. Meeting cofinancing agreements 

has been challenging for governments of the G5 countries. Positively, the availability 

of funding with other international cofinanciers (e.g. the Global Environment Facility 

and Green Climate Fund) was useful in supporting resilience-building interventions. 

During the reviewed period, most country directors (five out of six) did not reside in 

the countries, thus constraining IFADôs ability to work with key partners and respond 

quickly to changing contexts. 

39.  Evidence suggests that results can be sustained in fragile situations, by 

strengthening the ability of community-based organizations (CBOs) to 

deliver and follow up achievements of IFAD-supported projects, as well as 

by ensuring greater social cohesion within communities. Examples from Chad 

and Niger confirm that strengthening the effectiveness of resource-user associations 

and management committees increases the likelihood of sustainable results. 

Evidence from Niger and Nigeria indicated that supporting CBOs, for broadening and 

deepening social cohesion as well as strengthening the social contract, contributed 

to sustainable results in fragile situations. Such support includes the ñsocial 
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engineeringò (or social mobilization) approaches applied in strengthening the 

bonding, bridging and linking of social capitals (with examples in Burkina Faso, Mali 

and Mauritania).  

40.  Regarding scaling up, the SRE found that supporting governments in defining and 

implementing a scaling-up strategy is critical. Examples of scaling-up results by 

governments were found in Mali and Niger, while examples of upscaling by other 

development partners were found in Chad. The anchorage of interventions within 

national programmes has been a paramount factor in achieving effective scaling-up 

results. 

 

D.  Conclusions and recommendations  

41.  Conclusions.  The five categories of fragility drivers, identified in  the evaluation 

analytical framework, were evident  in the contexts of the G5+1 countries, with 

variability between and within countries. Building resilience ( the key solution to 

fragility ) , is therefore critical in th ose countries. The r eviewed IFAD country 

strategies, prog rammes and projects increasingly prioriti zed resilience  building  in 

their objectives, although comprehensive fragility analyses were not conducted .  

42.  IFADôs support contributed to positive change in economic opportunities, NRM and 

adaptation to climate chan ge, which was instrumental in enhancing the resilience of 

beneficiaries by building their absorptive, adaptive and ongoing  transformative  

capacities. Findings show that women and youth (who are critical actors in fragile 

situations )  have been supported through inclusive value chain development 

activities; but achievements were moderate in terms of tackling context -specific 

factors underpinning their greater vulnerability. Moreover, strengthen ing  social 

cohesion  through grassrootsô gr oups (famerôs organizations and community -based 

organizations )  and using existing endogenous mechanisms are  key  to  achiev ing and 

sustaining  results .  

43.  Lastly, t he SRE identified the following key challenges. First,  IFADôs engagement did  

not adequately refle ct specificities  of working in the G5+1 fragile contexts  (e.g. 

simplicity of design, prior holistic analyses  to understand the root causes of fragility , 

transboundary issues). Second,  IFADôs business model (in terms of financial 

instruments and country pre sence)  is better suited to  delivering in non - fragile 

situations than in the G5+1 contexts . Third, non - lending activities could not support 

the lending operations in holistically addressing fragility drivers.  

44.  Aligned with the previous findings, the SRE made  the following recommendations.  

45.  Recommendation 1. Develop a comprehensive resilience framework for the 

subregion or region to guide assessments, designs and implementation of 

operations (at field, national and regional levels). The framework should build 

on existing guiding documents and on past IFAD experiences to guide holistic 

analyses, in order to: (i) understand the various drivers of fragility and root causes; 

(ii) develop a sound theory of change that helps in identifying pathways to tackling 

the fragility drivers identified, including those of a transboundary nature; (iii) design 

interventions that are simple but effective along the nexus of resilence and rural 

transformation; and (iv) identify strategic and operational partnerships for 

engagement. Given the transboundary nature of many of these issues, IFAD should 

consider piloting partnership frameworks that extend across national borders and 

build on experience from the ongoing pilot for regional operations. Sources of funding 

(available and potential) should be analytically presented, to ensure a proper mix of 

financial instruments to support resilience-building interventions in those contexts.  

46.  Recommendation 2. Use the opportunity of IFAD decentralization 2.0 to 

improve the capabilities of country teams, interactions, and agility, for 

effective delivery in the G5+1 fragile contexts. This entails strengthening the 

technical capacities of country teamsô members (capacity building), in order to 
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adequately support operations in those situations, identify key players to partner 

with for specific fragility aspects, and increase interactions for planning and 

implementation of joint actions. This action should take into account the comparative 

advantage of each organization, and define appropriate but simple designs. 

47.  Recommendation 3. Revisit approaches for value chain developmemt 

support within the subregion, to further improve inclusiveness and build on 

community-driven approaches in highly fragile areas. This requires, on one 

hand, improving the targeting of women and youth, and developing appropriate 

support packages (including digital solutions, access to market, climate-smart 

agriculture) that take into account their specific conditions and respond to their 

expectations. On the other hand, community-driven approaches involving 

marginalized groups need to be developed, for better management of natural 

resources (including rangelands), adaptation to climate change and prevention of 

conflicts over natural resources. A specific focus should be to understand pastoralism 

issues, in order to find ways to promote positive interactions between agricultural 

and pastoral production systems. 

48.  Recommendation 4. Further promote the resilience of rural communities 

through support to POs/FOs and CBOs, to effectively deliver services and 

strengthen their capacity to engage in policy dialogue on topics related to 

them. This entails capitalizing on past IFAD achievements with POs/FOs and their 

apex bodies ï which should include pastoralist organizations ï through long-term 

engagement that facilitates their effective contribution in building the resilience of 

their members, especially in the most fragile areas. Support to women organizations 

should be increased and tailored to each context, to address progressively their 

specific fragility-related root causes, to raise sustainably their leadership profile, and 

to voice their social and economic status. 

49.  Recommendation 5. Organize greater support to country teams for greater 

effectiveness of non-lending operations in those contexts. This entails 

increasing the provision of technical backstopping (in terms of missions, learning 

events, studies and policy consultations), for better engagement with government 

partners on specific resilience issues (e.g. exclusion, social contract, pastoralism and 

transhumance), in partnership with national and international actors.  
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Management r esponse  

1.  Management  welcomes  IFADôs first  sub - regional  evaluation  (SRE),  focusing  on  

countries  with  fragile  situations  in  West and Central Africa . SREs are  a new  type  of  

evaluation  envisaged  in  the  Multi -Year  Evaluation  Strategy  of  the  Independent  Office  

of  Evaluation  of  IFAD  (IOE) , released  in  2021.  They  assess  commonality  of  

development  challenges,  programmatic  initiatives  and  opportunities  in  a set  of  

countries  sharing  similar  rural -development  issues,  thus  going  beyond  the  scope  of  

a single  country.  As such,  SREs will  constitute  a valuable  learning  opportunity  for  

Managemen t,  providing  insights  for  prepar ing  a sub regional  strategy  or  improv ing  

ongoing  operations  at  country  and  regional  levels.  They  will  also  be useful  in  build ing  

knowledge  in  countries  not  covered  by  country  strategy  and  programme  evaluations .  

2.  This  SRE is  especially  relevant  in  light  of  m onitorable  action  14  under  the  

IFAD12  commitments ,  stating  that  IFAD  will  develop  specific  initiatives  for  

enhanced  IFAD  engagement  in  the  Sahel  and  Horn  of  Africa.  In particular, findings 

stemming from the SRE will guide the development of the joint Rome -based agency 

results framework for the Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the 

Challenges of COVID -19, Conflict and Climate Change (SD3 C), which is being 

presented to IFADôs Executive Board in 2022. In addition, as the Inclusive  Green  

Financing  Initiative  kicks  off  with  the  signature  of  various  projects  in  2022  and  2023,  

the  findings  of  this  SRE will  inform  its  implementation.   

3.  In  terms  of  process,  Management  appreciates  the  participatory  approach  adopted  by  

IOE in  conducting  this  SRE. It  also  appreciates  the  good  interac tion  achieved  at  each  

step  of  the  process , in  spite  of  challenges  posed  by  the  COVID -19  pandemic  and  data  

availability.  Since  SREs are  a new  product,  there  is scope  for  IOE to  help  Management  

build  internal  awareness  and  knowledge  of this  type  of  evaluation.  IOE has  shown  

flexibility  throughout  the  various  steps  of  the  evaluation  process;  it  will  be important  

to  maintain  such  flexibility  and  allow  IFAD  staff  to  build  processes  for  internal  review  

and  provision  of  feedback  to  this  new  product.   

4.  The  final  version  of  the  SRE reflects  feedback  provided  by  Management  at  

earlier  stages  of  consultation .  Management would like to emphasize the following 

key points:  

a.  Analysis  of  ñsocial contractò. IOEôs 2015  corporate  level  evaluation  of IFAD's  

Engagement  in  Fragile  and  Conflict -affected  States  and  Situations  does  not  make  

explicit  reference  to  the  concept  of  ñsocial contractò; the  same  applies  to  

Managementôs 2016 -2025  Strategic  Framework  and  the  2019  document  

establishing  the  Special  Programme  for  Countries  with  Fragile  Situations.  

Management  acknowledges  that  the  SRE does  not  explicitly  recommend  

adopting  the  concept  of  ñsocial contractò, yet  it  highlights  how  such  a concept  

has  become  an  increasingly  used  tool  that  may  be applied  wh en required,  as 

was  the  case  in  the  2020  Mali  country  strategic  opportunities  programme  

(COSOP) . 

b.  Complexity  of  design.  The  issue  of  complexity  is well  known  to  IFAD,  as 

highlighted  in  several  portfolio  stocktakes  as well  as in  IOEôs 2021  Annual  Report  

on  Results  and  Impact  of  IFAD  Operations . Project  complexity  is the  result  of  the  

evolution  of  IFAD  over  the  last  decade,  in  which  IFAD  associated  replenishment  

commitments  with  the  features  included  in  project  design.  The updated  proj ect  

design  guidelines  ï to  be released  in  2022  ï will  offer  concrete  tools  to  better  

articulate  the  project  theory  of  change  and  build  a consistent  logical  framework  

for  monitoring.  However,  Management  believes  the  issue  requires  a broader  

conversation  in  the  context  of  the  IFAD13  Replenishment  consultation.   

5.  Management concurs with the main findings of the SRE, acknowledg ing the 

resilience - building objective as the spearhead of IFAD operations in G5+1 
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countries.  Management also concurs with the challenges identified in the 

conclusion, yet would like to note the following:  

a.  On IFADôs lack of specific approach to fragile context: the updated COSOP 

and project design guidelines , to be released in 2022 , include enhanced guidance 

on fragility assessment and fragility lens to be applied. In addition, and as part 

of the IFAD12 comm itments, IFAD will submit to its Executive Board a revised 

strategy on its  engagement in fragile and conflict -affected situations, replacing 

the 2016 one. The revised strategy will build on the recommendations arising 

from the 2021 IFAD Working Group on Fragility, as well as on the lessons learned 

from the Special Program me  for Countries with Fragile Situatio ns (2019 ) . The 

revised strategy will provide further clarity on the definition of fragility, and 

guidance on differentiating the approach according to the fragility level. In 

replacing the Special Program me , IFAD will also provide specific guidance for the  

operationali zation of the strategy, and better orientation for project delivery 

teams on how to concretely operate in fragile and conflict -affected situation s.  

b.  On IFADôs country presence and  financial  instruments  inadequacy  for  

G5+1 operations:  the issue of country presence is addressed under 

recommendation 3. On the flexibility of financial instruments, IFADôs 2018 

Restructuring policy promotes proactivity and incentives for governments to 

adapt their projects to a changing environment and according to emerging needs 

and priorities.  

c.  On non -lending activitiesô uneven capacity to support lending 

operations: in line with IFAD12 commitments, IFAD  is developing companion 

tools to existing guidelines for country - level policy engagement, and producing 

training material under IFADôs Operational Academy upskilling program me . The 

new COSOP guidelines also put emphasis on knowledge management, indi cating 

that all COSOPs should establish the basic framework for knowledge generation, 

knowledge use and the creation of an enabling environment. These adjustments 

will be especially relevant in fragile contexts.  

Recommendations  

6.  Management  agree s with  the  five  recommendations  set  forth  in  the  SRE.  The 

following  paragraphs  provide  further  details  on  Managementôs view  and  proposed  

action  on  each  recommendation.   

7.  Recommendation  1 . Develop a comprehensive resilience framework for the 

sub region or region , to guide assessments, designs and implementation of 

operations (at field, national and regional le vels ) . Also , pilot  partnership frameworks 

that extend across national borders and build on experience from the on going pilot 

for regional o perations.  

8.  Agreed.  IFAD is committed to operationalizing the United Nations Integrated 

Strategy for the Sahel (UNISS) 1. Paragraph 9 of the Presidentôs Report on SD3C 

establishes the programmeôs link with the broader ñstrategic goal of building 

resilience of UNISSò. Appendix X of the Presidentôs Report also explicitly indicates 

that SD3C is part of UNISS. The latter constitutes a solid framework basis for 

engaging in the region.  

9.  Based on the complexity and specifics o f development challenges faced by IFAD 

Member States in the Sahel, Management concurs that developing a common and 

comprehensive resilience framework will better guide current and future 

engagement. Provided that its governing bodies agree to  allocate sufficient time and 

resources to this endeavour, Management accepts t he develop ment of  a 

comprehensive resilience framework for the Sahel, based on lessons learned from 

IFADôs engagement in the region , national and regional development prio rities, and 

                                           
1https://www.un.org/africarenewal/sites/www.un.org.africarenewal/files/English%20Summary%20Report_0.pdf 

https://www.un.org/africarenewal/sites/www.un.org.africarenewal/files/English%20Summary%20Report_0.pdf
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ongoing and potential partnership with a number of key initiatives and actors. These 

include: R ome -based agencies , the Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought 

Control in the Sahel , G5 Sahel, the Economic Community of West African States , the 

Sahel and West Africa Club (hosted at the Organisation for Economic Co -operation 

and Development ) , regional development banks and integration institutions, and 

professional organizations of farmers  and pastoralists (e. g.  , Reseau Billital Maroobe , 

Association pour la Promotion de l'Elevage au Sahel et en Savane ), among others. 

Management will however refrain from using the framework as a conditional element 

to approve new operations in the Sahel, to avoid adding an extra level of compliance 

and thus further increas e the  complexity of design.   

10.  Recommendation 2.  Use the opportunity of IFAD decentrali zation 2.0 to improve 

the capabilities of country teams, interactions, and agility for effective delivery in the 

G5+1 fragile contexts. Categorizing key players , in order  to collaborate for specific 

fragility aspects, to increase interactions for planning and implementation of joint 

actions  ï taking into account the comparative advantage of each organi zation  ï and 

to define appropriate but simple designs.  

11.  Agreed .  As part  of  IFAD decentrali zation 2.0, IFAD is significantly expanding its 

country presence in the Sahel. In addition to the regional office in Abidjan, the multi -

country office in Dakar, and the country -director - led I FAD Country Office  (ICO)  in 

Niger, offices in Burkina Faso  and Mali  will also become country -director - led ICOs. 

Furthermore, IFA D will open a new ICO in Chad. By the end of 2022, IFAD will have 

an ICO in each country of the Sahel, except for Mauritania.  

12.  IFAD will strengthen the capacity of each country office through training  by the 

Operations Academy , with backstopping from Rome, Abidjan and Dakar. IFAD a lso 

plans to recruit additional thematic and technical experts, including specialists to 

support the implementation of regional climate - finance operations .  

13.  Recommendation 3.  Revisit approaches for value chain development support 

within the sub region , to refine the inclusiveness  and to build on community -driven 

approaches in highly fragile areas. This necessitates an improved targeting of women 

and youth , and the develop ment of  suitable support packages. Secondly, apply 

community -driven approache s that involve marginali zed groups , for better 

management of natural resources (including rangelands), adaptation to climate 

change , and prevent ion of  conflicts o ver  natural resources. A specific focus should 

be to understand pastoralism issues , in or der to find ways to promote positive 

interactions between agricultural and pastoral production systems.  

14.  Agreed.  IFAD  possesses  notable  experience  in  promoting  community -driven  

approaches,  with  targeted  beneficiaries  and  their  communities  playing  a key  role  in  

the  design  and  implementation  of  projects  and  policies  that  respond  to  their  needs.  

The  Evaluation  Synthesis  on  Community  Driven  Development  (CDD)  in  IFAD -

supported  projects  (2020)  concluded  that  CDD- related  projects  perform  better  than  

non -CDD one s in  countries  with  fragile  situations.  The  evaluation  recommended  that  

IFAD  retake  ñcorporate ownership  of  CDD,  by  making  it  visible  throughout  its  

strategie s and  institutional  functionsò. 

15.  Along  this  line,  IFAD  projects  will  continue  to  emphasize  the  targ eting  and  quality  of  

adapted  services  provided  to  vulnerable  groups,  particularly  to  women  and  youth,  in  

line  with  IFAD12  commitments.  For  example,  Management  will  to  continue  to  support  

investments and services prompting youth entrepreneurship and skill d evelopment, 

including through the scaling up of innovative and ICT4D interventions. In addition, 

Management will promote investments in pastoralism through natural resource 

management and participatory community -driven interventions, based on lessons 

learned from the implementation of the Water and Resource Project in Sahelian 

Areas , in Chad , and the on going Rural Poor Stimulus Facility - funded grant 

implemented by Reseau Billital Maroobe  (a regional organization of  pasto ralists).  
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16.  Recommendation 4 . Further promote the resilience of rural communities , through 

support  to producersô organizations  (POs) /farmersô organizations (FOs)  and  

community -based  organizat ions (CBOs),  to effectively deliver services and 

strengthen their capacity to engage in policy dialogue on topics related to them.  

17.  Agreed.  IFAD has a long standing collaboration with POs/FOs and CBOs in the Sahel. 

The recent decentrali zation of the IFAD Farmersô Forum process is also a relevant 

mechanism to foster stronger partnerships at local level, as testified by the success 

of the 2018 Nouackchot regional meeting. The SD3C design fosters an innovative 

modus operandi to engage with P Os as strategic partners both at regional and 

national levels; this will need careful monitoring to ensure generation of valuable 

lessons.  

18.  Management will also continue to promote investments in building the capacity of 

POs/FO s and CBO s, in order to suppo rt their participation in policy -engagement  

activities at the local, national and regional levels, but also to enhance the provision 

of professional services to their members. For instance, the Support to Farmersô 

Organizations in Africa  Pro gramme and the Farmersô Organizations for Africa, 

Caribbean and Pacific  Programme , cofinanced by  the  European Union  and IFAD , have 

been building the capacity of FOs for several years. On the other side, many IFAD -

funded projects establish direct memorandum s of understanding or service 

agreements with FOs, which contribute to building their technical and institutional 

capaci ties. The regional SD3C programme also includes investments in building the 

capacities of FO s. 

19.  Recommendation 5. Organi ze greater support to country teams for greater 

effectiveness of non - lending operations in those contexts.  

20.  Agreed. Management takes note  of the opportunity to improve performance of non -

lending activities in fragile context s. Key actions for Management will include: (i) 

building the capacity of country teams and project management units  in policy 

engagements, partnerships building and South -South and Triangular Cooperation ; 

(ii) carrying out analytical studies focusing on fragile contexts; (iii) identifying priority 

areas of non - lending activities during the design process of the regional resilience 

framework; and (iv) developing pa rtnerships with credible institutions to improve 

the performance of non - lending activities.  
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Sub r egional evaluation of countries with fragile 
situation s in IFAD - WCA. Learning from experiences of 
IFADôs Engagement in the G5 Sahel Countries and 
Northern Nigeria  

I.  Background  

A.  Introduction  

1.  In 2021, the Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) conducted a subregional 

evaluation (SRE)2 of IFADôs support to countries in fragile situations within the West 

and Central Africa division of IFAD (WCA). The SRE is a new product of IOE that 

seeks to evaluate intraregional issues or common development challenges within a 

geographical zone. It identifies intraregional strategic and programmatic lessons that 

cannot be easily addressed by simply looking at countries individually. SREs explicitly 

aim at evidence-based learning aligned with the evaluation manual of IFAD.3   

2.  Fragility as the central theme of SRE and its importance. Following IOE 

standard practice when scoping an evaluation, upstream consultations were 

organized between IOE and the Programme Management Department (PMD) 

(including WCA). These consultations led to a consensus on the need to focus on 

fragility, as this was seen as a critical contextual issue across the subregion. On that 

basis, it was also agreed that the evaluation should cover the G5 Sahel countries ï 

Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, Mali and Niger ï and IFAD operations in the northern 

region of Nigeria. As stated in IFADôs Special Programme for Countries with Fragile 

Situations (2019): ñFragility represents a serious threat to the implementation of the 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The consequences of fragility are 

alarming and represent a serious challenge to the achievement of the Sustainable 

Development Goals. It is estimated that more than 80 per cent of the worldôs poorest 

people will be living in fragile situations by 2030. Moreover, fragility is not confined 

to specific countries and/or regions ï it has severe global impact on issues such as 

migration, economic and social disruption and insecurity.ò4 The African Development 

Bank (AfDB) views contextual challenges such as poverty, unemployment, social 

exclusion, high migration, climate change and poor management of natural resources  

as sources of pressure that make African countries more vulnerable.5 Ending poverty 

and extreme poverty requires greater efforts in accelerating economic gains, 

especially where poverty has been mostly intractable in fragile and conflict 

situations.6 

3.  Rationale of choosing the G5 Sahel countries + Nigeria (G5+1). Created in 

2014, the G5 Sahel aims to support its members in responding adequately to the 

security challenges they face.7 Important human and financial resources have been 

allocated by the five member governments for military responses, albeit to the 

detriment of investments in socio-economic development. In this context, IFADôs 

support has culminated in the subregional Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response 

                                           
2 A new product introduced by IOE after the peer review of 2019, which is included in the IOE evaluation manual revised 
in 2021.  
3 IFAD evaluation manual was under development in 2021. The draft version states that SRE can have one or more of 
the following objectives: (i) assess commonality of development challenges, programmatic initiatives and opportunities 
beyond the scope of a single country; (ii) assess the strategy, common intervention approaches supported by IFAD, and 
IFAD organizational set-up in a set of countries that share salient characteristics; (iii) provide learning that can be used 
by IFAD as an input to prepare a subregional strateg or to improve ongoing operations at country and regional levels; 
and (iv) build knowledge of countries with a small portfolio that are less likely to have a CSPE conducted. 
4 IFAD. 2019. Special Peogramme for Countries with fragile situations: Operationalizing IFADôs Fragility Strategy. IFAD, 
April 2019. 
5 AfDB Group Strategy for addressing fragility and building resilience in Africa; 2014-2019.  
6 Corral Paul, Alexander Irwin, Nandini Krishnan, Daniel Gerszon Mahler, & Tara Vishwanath. 2020. Fragility and Conflict: 
On the Front Lines of the Fight against Poverty. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
7 Over the past ten years, serious security crises evolved within the subregion due to armed conflicts primarily in border 
areas (from Lake Chad to the Niger Delta), and attacks from extremist groups. The G5 military force was then established 
to protect these countries and their populations, restore government services and promote peace for development. 
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to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and Climate Change (SD3C),8 approved by 

the IFAD Executive Board in December 2020 and implemented in partnership with 

the other two Rome-based agencies (RBAs) (FAO and WFP) and the G5 Sahel 

Secretariat.9  

4.  SD3C10 was designed as a response to a subregional context characterized 

by significant fragility challenges. Subregional fragility challenges identified in 

the programme design include political and economic disruptions, constraints related 

to smallholder farming development due to degradation of natural resources, climate 

change, food security and nutrition constraints, as well as security concerns. The 

programme is the first of this kind financed by IFAD. It has the clear purpose of 

addressing fragility challenges, in particular at subregional level, by assisting 

smallholders, mainly women and young smallholders living in border areas, to 

consolidate their livelihoods.11 As the first subregional joint programme of this type, 

there is significant interest within IFAD around learning and drawing lessons on how 

to effectively operationalize similar programmes, considering current IFAD business 

systems and practices. The SD3C evaluability was almost nil at inception stage during 

the SRE conduct;12 therefore, it has not been evaluated. However, its design was 

referred to to ensure it could benefit the SRE findings.  

5.  The SREôs purpose was to assess IFADôs operations since 2010,13 using 

fragility lenses, to identify lessons learned that are relevant and useful for 

current and future interventions. The SRE covers a geographically continuous 

area, in which the fragility drivers are assumed similar and transboundary. The 

inclusion of the northern area of Nigeria is justified by its geographical continuity 

with the Sahelian region, its influence on interactions with neighbouring countries, 

and the similarity of fragility concerns.14 As further presented in chapter II, SRE 

identified main fragility issues for the subregion in terms of: economic, social, 

natural, institutional and conflict-related drivers. The SRE did not assess how IFADôs 

operations directly tackled fragility, but it rather ascertained: (i) the extent to which 

objectives of IFADôs operations and achieved results contributed towards addressing 

fragility drivers within the subregion; and (ii) whether IFAD used adequate 

instruments and approaches considering the reality of operating in areas where 

circumstances are volatile due to insecurity and violence. The evaluation also paid 

attention to non-lending activities and other specific initiatives with a transboundary 

and/or subregional perspective. The scope of the evaluation therefore differs from 

that of corporate-level evaluations, which rather evaluate corporate strategies and 

processes. Judging whether the latter effectively contributed to addressing fragility 

will not be a priority. 

                                           
8 The SD3C includes country loans (highly concessional terms) and grants, to support those countries that are facing 
serious fragility challenges due to several reasons, exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
9 See: https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-
populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/ (accessed in December 2021). 
10 The programme title is: Joint Programme for the Sahel in Response to the Challenges of COVID-19, Conflict and 
Climate Change. It also includes Senegal (in addition to the G5 Sahel), which is not included in the present SRE scope, 
as it is not classified as a country in fragile situation over the reviewed period. 
11 The programme, which will last six years (2021-2026), is expected to contribute to poverty reduction (approximately by 
10 per cent) in the programme area and boost socio-economic (including trading) activities, by reducing constraints (to 
agricultural production and trade) exacerbated by conflicts, the anthropogenic impacts on natural resources, as well as 
difficulties in gaining access to productive resources. Elements of the programme are presented in Table A7, Annex V. 
12 Launched in March 2021, while the SRE inception started in April 2021. 
13 Corresponding to the first year of the Eighth Replenishment of IFADôs Resources (IFAD8). Under IFAD8, IFAD 
committed for a differentiated approach between different regions and different country situations, including income and 
institutional development. One of the typologies identified is ñfragile statesò, where IFAD recognized the need for more 
institution building, basic agriculture and rural services. The report of the Consultation on the Eighth Replenishment of 
IFADôs Resources (REPL.VIII/4/R.2. 2008) acknowledges that almost one quarter of IFAD resources are spent in fragile 
states. 
14 The formula of the IFAD performance-based allocation system (PBAS) includes a variable entitled ñIFAD Vulnerability 
Indexò, which captures the multidimensionality of rural poverty in each country. An index of 12 equally weighted indicators 
measures rural vulnerability in terms of exposure, sensitivity and lack of adaptive capacity to endogenous and exogenous 
causes and/or events. The IVA scores range between 1 and 2, a score towards 2 entails a high vulnerability. For IFAD11 
(2019-2021), the scores were: Burkina 1.57, Chad 1.7, Mali 1.58, Mauritania 1.58, Niger 1.67, and Nigeria 1.46.  

https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
https://www.g5sahel.org/investir-davantage-dans-le-sahel-pour-stimuler-le-developpement-et-la-resilience-des-populations-rurales-le-g5-sahel-et-le-fida-signent-des-accords-de-financements/
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6.  Structure of the report. The current chapter includes further sections, which 

present the fragility-related concepts and approaches, as well as the evaluation 

methodology. Chapter II discusses the subregionôs main fragility drivers, the 

overview of IFAD operations, and key lessons from other partnersô experiences. 

Chapters III to VI include assessments in relation to evaluation criteria in terms of 

relevance, coherence, effectiveness and impact (analysed as short- to long-term 

results), efficiency, inclusiveness (gender and youth), sustainability and scaling up. 

The conclusions and recommendations complete the report.  

B.  Fragility - related concepts and approaches  

7.  The term ñfragilityò rose to prominence in the development discourse in the 1990s. 

Key concerns associated with fragile situations include: i) the threats they pose to 

national, regional and global security; and ii) the fact that fragility commonly causes 

higher levels of poverty and slows down progress towards achieving the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs), compared to non-fragile situations.  

8.  Definitions of fragility tend to be organization specific,15 but all definitions 

reflect an assumption that the causes of fragility are multidimensional; 

weak institutions are commonly flagged across all definitions. The definition 

of fragility varies from one organization to another, depending on the orientation it 

takes. In general, definitions vary mostly in the degree of emphasis they place on 

the following drivers of fragility and their interaction: weak institutions, economic 

decline, poverty, climate change, environmental degradation, social exclusion, 

insecurity and violent conflicts (chapter II presents these drivers in detail for the 

G5+1 countries).16  

9.  The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

characterizes fragility as the combination of exposure to risk, and 

insufficient coping capacities of the State and/or communities to manage, 

absorb or mitigate those risks. Fragility can be both a result and a cause of 

negative outcomes including violence, poverty, inequality, displacement, and 

environmental and political degradation.17 The OECD periodically releases a report 

on States of Fragility, which presents an analysis based on a multidimensional 

fragility framework. The review of the last decade of reports shows a consistent 

systems-based conceptualization of fragility, albeit with significant evolution in the 

framework used over time. The current framework is based on five dimensions of 

fragility: economic, environmental, political, security and societal.18 State-level 

capacities are also measured, together with formal and informal mechanisms that 

societies can draw upon to cope with negative events and shocks.19 The 2020 report 

classifies countries into three categories (extremely fragile, fragile and not fragile), 

based on a spectrum of intensity across the five dimensions. According to the OECD 

2020 classification, all the G5 Sahel countries and Nigeria were considered to be in 

fragile situations in 2020, with Chad being extremely fragile (Figure 1).20  

                                           
15 This entails that the listing of countries in fragile situations can differ (sometime significantly) from one organization to 
another. 
16 Main organizations that classify countries in the situations of fragility are the Word Bank and the OECDE. IFAD also 
developed its own list at a certain time (in its 2016 strategy), but from 2019 it went back to using the WB list, which 
consolidates scores or other IFIs. Violent conflicts are more and more considered among fragility drivers: see World Bank.  
17 Definition first published in the 2016 State of Fragility report and used in the following reports. Before, a fragile state 
was defined in terms of weak capacity of a State to carry out its basic functions needed to reduce poverty, improve 
nationôs development, and safeguard human rights of its citizens (OECD  2008). 
18 OECD introduced its multidimensional fragility framework in States of Fragility 2016. This framework captures the 
diversity of those contexts affected by fragility, measuring it on a spectrum of intensity across five dimensions: economic, 
environmental, political, security and societal. States of Fragility 2020 marks the third iteration of this multidimensional 
framework. There are 44 indicators across 5 dimensions of fragility. The choice of indicators has been driven by selection 
criteria in line with the OECDôs fragility concept of high risk and low coping capacity. 
19 The choice of these dimensions, and the decision to take a society approach to fragility, is based on expert judgment. 
It is one of the key outcomes of the consultation process underlying the new OECD fragility framework. 
20 Box A1, Annex V, presents the evolution of OECD criteria since 2010, showing main change. 
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Figure 1 
Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to OECD criteria, over the period 2010-2021 

 
Source: OECD States of Fragility 2020 

10.  The World Bank (WB) defines fragility in relation to countries with deep 

governance issues, and State institutional weakness, which are identified 

through policy-based and governance indicators. The WB key definitions are 

presented in Box 1.21 The WB currently identifies three issues that are significant in 

fragile contexts: (i) deep governance issues and institutional weakness; (ii) 

situations of active conflict; and (iii) high levels of interpersonal and/or gang 

violence. As with OECD, there has been evolution in WBôs approach to analysing 

fragility and classifying countries as fragile.  

Box 1 
World Bank definitions of fragility terms 

Fragility:  Countries with deep governance issues and State institutional weakness are 

identified through policy -based and governance indicators. Fragile situations tend to be 

characterized by deep grievances and/or high levels of exclus ion, lack of capacity and limited 
provision of basic services to the population. Fragile situations tend also to be characterized 
by the inability or unwillingness of the State to manage or mitigate risks, including those 
linked to social, economic, politi cal, security, or  environmental and climatic factors.  

Conflict:  Countries in active conflict are identified based on a threshold rate of conflict -
related deaths. Violent conflicts occur when organized groups or institutions, sometimes 

including the State, use violence to settle grievances or assert power.  

Violence:  Countries with high levels of interpersonal and gang violence, with a major 
destabilizing impact, are identified based on the per capita level of  intentional homicides. 
Gender -based violence (GBV) and violence against children are also integrated into this 
definition.  

Source: World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020ï2025, p.6 

11.  WB annually releases a list of fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS), 

differentiating between two categories.22 The first category includes countries with 

high levels of institutional and social fragility, identified through publicly available 

indicators and its own Country Policy and Institutional Assessment indicators, which 

measure the quality of policy and institutions, and manifestations of fragility.23 The 

second category embraces countries affected by violent conflict, identified through a 

threshold number of conflict-related deaths relative to the population.24 WB (2020) 

considered Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and Nigeria as being in situations of conflict-

affected (medium intensity) fragility; Chad was in the situation of social and 

institutional fragility (see Figure 2).  

                                           
21 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020ï2025. 
22 The list is consolidated, taking into account other IFIs (ADB, AfDB, IAD) assessment and scoring. The classification 
changed in 2020 to include the differentiation of conflict-affected countries from those that faced deep social and 
institutional fragility. 
23 The WB uses the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) that includes a set of 16 criteria grouped in four 
clusters: economic management, structural policies, policies for social inclusion and equity, and public sector 
management and institutions. 
24 This category includes two subcategories based on the intensity of violence: countries in high-intensity conflict and 
countries in medium-intensity conflict. 
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Figure 2 
Fragility situation of G5 +1 countries according to WB criteria over the period 2010-2020 

 
Source: World Bank Data 

12.  The first IFAD formal response to addressing fragility was the Policy on 

Crisis Prevention and Recovery, approved in 2006.25 The prioritization of 

adapting IFAD support to countries in situations of fragility and/or conflict increased 

with IFAD8 (2010-2012). Since then, IFAD has committed to implementing a 

differentiated approach tailored to specific fragile contexts, including situations of 

greater vulnerability and institutional weakness. In 2011, IFAD developed the 

Disaster Early Recovery Guidelines, to support its staff in implementing timely and 

effective interventions in a post-disaster context. The guidelines emphasized the 

need for IFADôs involvement in early recovery, to support the rehabilitation of rural 

livelihoods and to ensure swift transition from relief to long-term sustainable 

development.26  

13.  In 2014, the first corporate-level evaluation (CLE) on IFADôs engagement in FCS was 

conducted. Among CLEôs overarching messages, the most important were:27 (i) the 

need for IFAD to further adapt and sharpen its approaches in order to 

achieve better outcomes in FCS; and, linked to that, (ii) the need to 

customize its operating model to respond to the specific requirements of 

working in those situations.  

14.  Following CLE, IFADôs strategy for engagement in countries with fragile 

situations was approved in 2016, outlining the guiding principles for IFAD's 

engagement in such countries. It proposed organizational and operational 

approaches to enhance the resilience and effectiveness of IFAD operations in those 

situations (including options for mobilizing and allocating resources).28 The 2016 

IFAD strategy for engagement in countries with fragile situations includes its current 

definition of fragility presented in Box 2. The IFAD 2016 definition is broad in scope 

ï it relates to vulnerability, weak governance, weak capabilities and conflict ï but 

aligned with those of OECD and the WB. It includes key aspects highlighted in both 

OECD and WB definitions, and therefore has been used in the context of this 

evaluation.  

  

                                           
25 The policy defines fragile states as being those ñcharacterized by weak policies, weak institutions and weak 
governance, resulting in meagre economic growth, widespread inequality and poor human development. Fragile states 
are more exposed to the risk of outbreaks of violence than are non-fragile states. Fragile states may be well endowed 
with natural resources or be resource-poor." 
26 IFAD. 2011. IFAD Guidelines for Disaster Early Recovery. EB 2011/102/R.29. 
27 The CLE recommendations are provided in Table A1, Annex V. 
28 Guiding principles were introduced, encompassing: risk management and resilience; addressing root causes; gender 
mainstreaming and targeting; building institutions, trust and social cohesion; flexible and responsive resourcing, 
instruments and approaches; strategic and complementary partnerships; achieving, measuring and learning from results. 
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Box 2 
IFADôs definition of fragility 

Fragility is ña condition of high vulnerability to natural and man-made shocks, often 
associated with an elevated risk of violence and conflictò; this entails consequences of weak 
governance structures along with low -capacity institutions.  

Fragility negatively affects rural development and food security objectives, because it 

weakens institutional capacity, disrupt s rural livelihoods, and increases volatility in food 
prices and food security . 

Source: IFAD 2016 Strategy on countries in fragile situation 

15.  In 2019, the Special Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations was 

approved, providing an operational framework for the 2016 strategy.29 The 

programme is intended to consolidate institutional thinking on the ways in which 

fragility affects IFAD's work. It focuses on fragility consequences and suggests how 

to adjust IFAD's activities in such operating environments.30 The programme 

identifies four main entry points to maximize IFADôs impact in fragile contexts and 

build resilience. This latter aspect is critical when working in such contexts.31 See 

Box 3. 

Box 3 
IFAD suggested entry points and approach in fragile situations 

Four entry points, based on IFADôs comparative advantage when working in fragile contexts, 
are: (i) gender empowerment; (ii) institution building; (iii) food security; and (iv) natural 

resource management.  

A differentiated approach is also suggested , which  takes into account four fragility stages 

relevant to IFADôs work: (i) high vulnerability to shocks :  (ii) crisis :  (iii) post crisis and 
recovery ;  and (iv) transition to resilience . 

Source: IFADôs Special Programme for Countries with Fragile Situations (2019) 

16.  The need to deliver greater resilience, as emphasized by the 2019 Special 

Programme, means seeking to minimize or suppress vulnerability to shocks 

by improving actorsô abilities to effectively manage and mitigate various 

fragility drivers and stressors.32 Resilience is the ability to manage fragility 

strains through effective institutions, processes and capacities that build legitimacy 

and societal cohesion.33 Resilience has two key aspects: (i) the resilience to what; 

and (ii) the resilience of what. The ñresilience to whatò covers both man-made and 

natural shocks,34 and the ability of a system to sustainably respond, manage and 

resist such shocks. The ñresilience of what/whomò relates to the system elements 

that are subject to the shocks. This includes the human actors (individuals, 

households, groups of actors, communities and nations), the physical environment 

and the institutional settings (from grassroots to central level).35 Achieving 

                                           
29 There has not been time for its usage before the current evaluation. 
30 It is too early to expect it to have significantly affected IFAD support in the G5+1 contexts, given that its major influence 
would be expected in 2020 designs and onwards. 
31 With the 2019 Special Programme, IFAD moved to use the WBôs harmonized list of states in fragile situations to identify 
fragile states, to align with other multilateral development banks. Before that, IFAD used to establish its own list of states 
in fragility, mainly based on rural-development indicators. For instance, according to the 2014 CLE, 48 IFAD Member 
States were classified as fragile, which is approximately 50 per cent of the total recipient countries included in the Ninth 
Replenishment of IFAD's Resources (2013-2015) performance-based allocation system (PBAS) cycle. 
32 OECD. 2012. 
33 The RBA (2015) used the following United Nations Office of Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) in their common 
approach to strengthening resilience for food security and nutrition:  
ñThe ability of a system, community or society exposed to hazards to resist, absorb, accommodate to and recover from 
the effects of a hazard in a timely and efficient manner, including through the preservation and restoration of its essential 
basic structures and functions.ò 
34 See IFAD definition of fragility. 
35 IFAD12 (Twelfth Replenishment cycle [2022-2024]. Recovery ï Rebuilding ï Resilience) has put a strong focus on 
resilience, especially due to possible implications of the COVID-19 pandemic. Among key points mentioned: (a) 
combining lending programme with new means of engagement such as through PS, grant financing in countries most 
vulnerable to fragility among other characteristics; and (b) enhanced focus on tailoring its offer in countries with fragile 
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resilience means promoting and supporting the development of absorptive, 

adaptive and transformative capacities by beneficiaries.36  

17.  Another important concept (used in this SRE) is ñsocial contractò, which is 

increasingly found in literature on fragility and is a response to the growing 

focus on conflict as a driver of fragility.37 According to the United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP) (2016), ña social contract refers to processes by 

which everyone in a political community, either explicitly or tacitly, consents to State 

authority, thereby limiting some of her or his freedoms, in exchange for the Stateôs 

protection of their universal human rights and security and for the adequate provision 

of public goods and servicesò.38 Simply defined, social contract entails the implicit, 

mutual bargaining over what citizens expect from the State, and what the State can 

legitimately ask from citizens in return, as well as trades-off between the two.39  

C.  Evaluation m ethodology  

Overarching and k ey evaluation  questions  

18.  Aligned with the SREôs objectives presented earlier, the overarching evaluation 

question is: to what extent did past experiences of IFAD engagement in the 

G5+1 countries respond to the main contextual fragility challenges; and 

what lessons could be drawn from these? The key evaluation questions, grouped 
by result level, are presented in Table 1,40 while the evaluation framework is 

presented in Annex II. For each key question, what was done and achieved ï 

considering working in fragile contexts ï was explored, in order to identify the main 

lessons.  

Table 1 
Key evaluation questions 

Processes 

- To what extent have the design of country strategies, programmes and projects been relevant, taking into account 
fragility drivers and the principles of working in fragile situations?  

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been, for a delivery in the subregional 
contexts featured by economic, natural, social, institutional and security constraints?  

- How has IFADôs engagement (strategies and operations) assumed internal coherence, and had similar or 
complementary developmental purposes, to contribute mitigating fragility constraints?  

- How efficient has IFADôs support been in those challenging fragile contexts, considering financial instruments and 
procedures, managerial approaches (including field presence), tools and processes? 

Results and outcomes 

- How effective was IFADôs past support (at national and subregional levels) in achieving results that contribute 
addressing key fragility drivers? 

- Based on evidence, to what extent have past supports contributed to build resilience and fostering rural 
transformation in these fragile situations?  

- What are the lessons learned from IFAD-supported interventions in terms of contribution to change in fragile 
situations?  

Sustainability and upscaling results achieved 

- To what extent have achievements and/or results been sustained and upscaled in these fragile contexts, and 
which lessons are relevant to IFADôs future engagement in this subregion?  

Source: SRE team elaboration 

Overall  evaluation  d esign  

19.  The focus of SRE on exploring how and why performance was achieved (or 

not) meant that the overall evaluation design was theory based. A key 

assumption of the evaluation design was that while considering the evolution of 

underlying fragility drivers in the subregion over the past decade, lessons could be 

                                           
situations and leveraging existing and new instruments and initiatives ï including technology and digitalization ï for 
transformative engagement in these countries.  
36 See details in Table A2, Annex V.  
37 As mentioned earlier, one main feature of FCS relates to institutional weakness (State-related in particular). 
38 UNDP. 2016. Engaged Societies, Responsive States: The Social Contract in Situations of Conflict and Fragility, p.9. 
39 World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG 
Meso Evaluation. Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
40 IOE was preparing its third edition of IFADôs Evaluation Manual in 2021 and, therefore, the new criterion of coherence 
has been introduced, aligned with the revised OECD-DAC evaluation criteria.  
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drawn from the experience; these would be relevant for current and future 

programmes. This required exploring both how and why performance was achieved 

(or not), how was this was affected by fragility at that point in time, and how the 

same fragility context applies now. This required the use of a theory of change (ToC) 

that would allow systematic exploration of how and why performance was delivered.  

20.  Neither the 2016 IFAD strategy nor the 2019 Special Programme include a ToC 

related to IFADôs supports in fragile situations. Therefore, using the SD3C 

programme as a basis, the SRE team developed the ToC (Figure 3), with inputs from 

stakeholders of relevant WCA country teams. Through an iterative process, the ToC 

was finalized considering data gathered. Hence, the ToC below is beyond the SD3C 

scope, because it incorporates key fragility features of the subregion. 

Figure 3 
Theory of change 

 
Source: SRE team elaboration 

21.  The ToC reflects results of a rural-development programme that contributes 

to rural transformation in the interventions areas, aligned with IFADôs 

mandate and achieving SDG2. As reflected at the bottom of the ToC, the contexts 

entail major fragility issues. Four long-term outcomes are foreseen, of which two are 

typical rural-development objectives: improved livelihoods and resilience of 

smallholders, and enhanced role of grassroots organizations in processes for rural 

transformation.41 The two other objectives (sustained social contract and regional 

economic integration) are more related to fragility issues of the subregion. These 

long-term outcomes suggest different impact pathways of rural transformation. The 

ToC is based on three important assumptions: i) partnerships with various actors 

who have experience in operating in fragile situations; (ii) targeting of internal-

system actors and institutions that are critical for achieving resilience; and (iii) 

implementing actions that contribute to developing and strengthening the resilience 

of beneficiaries, through absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities building, 

which are assumed concurrent and not sequential.  

                                           
41 Typical objectives of IFAD-supported programmes and projects in all situations (normal and fragile). 
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22.  Strategic partnership is strongly emphazised to achieve intended results. 

Effective partnership among main organizations ï IFAD, WFP, FAO, other cofinanciers 

and governments ï and the G5 Sahel Secretariat is assumed essential for the SD3C 

programmeôs success. IFADôs role was key, providing initial resources and 

mobilization of resources for implementation processes. The contribution of other 

RBAs is assumed essential for the success of planned actions, due to their proven 

experience in working in such fragile contexts. The strategy envisages targeting rural 

households (severely affected by poverty), especially youth and women, within 

geographical areas exposed more to fragile situations.  

23.  While ToC is useful for identifying pathways and assumptions on how 

results are achieved in the G5+1 contexts, the relationship between the 

fragility drivers and performance is not reflected. Therefore, the evaluation 

team developed a fragility analytical framework (specifically for SRE), as presented 

in Figure 4, taking into account main aspects highlighted in the literature. This 

analytical framework reflects the need to foster greater resilience, highlighted in the 

IFAD Special Programme, by minimizing or suppressing the vulnerability to shocks, 

and/or improving actorsô abilities to effectively manage and mitigate various fragility 

drivers and stressors. To develop this analytical framework, SRE built on the five 

dimensions considered in OECDôs current fragility framework in terms of economic, 

environmental, political, societal and security drivers.  

Figure 4 
Fragility analytical framework 

 

Source: SRE team 

24.  The SRE fragility analytical framework consists of five fragility drivers 

presented below (Box 4), which guided analyses throughout this report. The bottom 

frames reflect the need to move from fragility drivers and situations to building 

resilience. Bundles of shocks and stress factors affect individuals, groups and 

communities, combined or aligned with fragility drivers, leading to fragility 

situations.42 IFAD operations may either contribute (directly or indirectly) to reducing 

vulnerability to fragility drivers, and/or exposure to these, as well as improving 

coping ability or contributing to the mitigation of fragility burdens. Ultimately, this 

contributes to the enhancement of rural resilience through the development of 

absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities at beneficiary level. 

                                           
42 COVID-19 is per se one such shock. 

 



 

10  

Box 4 
SRE fragility analytical points 

1)  Socio - economic issues : enhanced poverty (especially in rural areas) sustained by poor 
economic governance and rapid demographic growth, high level of unemployment; food 
insecurity (as a consequence and driver) etc.  

2)  Social disruption - related drivers: weak social cohesion, inequality (notably in terms of 

access to productive resources), social exclusion etc.  

3)  Natural and environmental  and climate - change - related challeng es: entailing the 
degradation of natural resources  and  ecosystems , and the high vulnerability to climate 
change.  

4)  Institutional - related fragility drivers : high institutional weaknesses and weak social 
contracts, leading to a lack of accountability  and  weak regulatory frameworks, as well 

as poor quality in the provision of services  by public institutions . 

5) Insecurity and conflict  issues : including banditry, and violent and armed conflicts due 
extremis m.  

Source: SRE team elaboration 

Evaluation m ethodology  

25.  SRE applied a mixed-methods approach, combining desk reviews, interviews of 

stakeholders and an in-depth review of specific field (project) cases. The 

methodological building blocks are presented in Table 2.43  

Table 2 
SRE methodology building blocks 

Building blocks Outlines 

Review of country strategies Desk review of COSOPs and CSNs documents, as well as their review reports 

Review of the programme of loans 
and grants 

Desk review of project design documents, completion and independent evaluation 
reports, as well as baseline, end-survey and impact reports 

Mapping of interventions according to the fragility issues and ToC pathways, and 
according to the possibilities for comparative assessments at a regional level 

Preliminary trends of findings and identification of aspects / points that deserve 
further in-depth review/analysis 

Review of experiences of partners 
(WB, AfDB, FAO and WFP) 

Desk review of partnersô operations completion and evaluation reports  

Interviews of stakeholders and key 
informants (various level) 
see the list of persons interviewed 
in the Annex VII. 

Virtual interviews with categories of stakeholders 

Continuous interactions with the SRE contact groups established 

Validation of in-depth case studies selected as reflecting significant challenges 
(fragility and transboundary; IFAD internal)  

Self-assessment review Self-assessment seminar with the participation of IFAD country teams 

Questionnaire survey A questionnaire was sent via email to WFP and FAO representatives within the six 
countries, to collect their written elaboration on selected aspects. The response rate 
was 45 per cent 

Field (primary) data collection Field visits and interviews within the six countries (in relation with the case studies) 
by national consultants in compliance with national regulations related the 
pandemic. 

In-depth review and analysis of cases identified, according to the issues and 
contexts  

Data analysis and synthesis Qualitative and quantitative analyses; triangulation of information and evidence 
from the sources above. 

Seminar to discuss and discuss preliminary findings 

Reporting Preparing and sharing the draft report for comments (internal and external) 
Finalisation  

Source: Evaluation team elaboration. More details are presented in Box A2 in Annex V 

26.  Analyses. Analyses carried out by the SRE team are mainly qualitative in terms of 

content extraction, comparison, categorization, mapping and cross-tabulation. 

Because SRE aims to generate lessons, generalization appears as a point of 

consideration; but this was not sought. In fact, there was no approach followed to 

allow this, as the SRE did carry analyses on the 27 projects identified across the six 

                                           
43 Not always carried out sequentially as presented in the table. 
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countries, to identify lessons found in several instances. But likewise in specific cases, 

as far as those lessons are relevant and useful in terms of improving IFADôs 

engagement in those fragile situations. In addition, in the absence of regional lending 

operations (except of the very recent SD3C), lessons stemmed mostly from country 

experiences analysed. 

27.  Engagement with stakeholders. The SRE team engaged with WCA and PMD-

relevant stakeholders from the beginning until the end of the evaluation process (see 

Table A3 in Annex V). At inception stage, several discussions held with main actors 

(including the regional director and Associate Vice-President-PMD) were useful for 

scoping the evaluation. A focal group was therefore established comprising the six 

country directors and programme officers, with whom interactions happened 

throughout the SRE conduct. A virtual seminar to discuss preliminary findings was 

organised on 29 October with the focal group. Before sharing the draft report, an 

additional two key engagement discussions were organized, the first with country 

directors and the second (on 20 December 2021) with the participation of strategic 

actors (including IOE Director, IOE Deputy Director and the Associate Vice-President-

PMD), to discuss implications of the SRE findings and recommendations.  

Limitations  

28.  The COVID-19 pandemic posed challenges for the implementation of the in-

country missions, as international team members could not travel to any of the six 

countries. Instead, national team members were recruited to gather field data, under 

the remote supervision of international team members.44  

29.  Data availability. IFAD documentation, including baseline surveys, end surveys or 

studies, impact assessments, midterm reviews, project completion reports and IOE 

evaluations reports, were used to the extent possible. The SRE team found sufficient 

robust evidence on how programme results were documented with completion 

reports, validated by IOE. However, gaps were found in terms of deep explanations 

for why some results were (or could not be) achieved, the extent to which this 

affected change, and how portfolio activities and non-lending activities took into 

account contextual fragility challenges to enable higher performance in operations. 

Gaps in the evidence drawn from a desk review could not always be filled through 

key informant interviews, due to the turnover of IFAD staff.  

30.  Mitigation measures. To overcome the data-availability limitation, the SRE team 

used data and information from different sources to the extent possible. The team 

also utilized available quantitative and qualitative secondary data, interviews and 

discussions with stakeholders, direct observations, specific surveys etc. These 

allowed appropriate triangulation. 

31.  Virtual interviews were conducted with a wide range of stakeholders, to gather 

opinions and explanations aligned with the evaluation questions. The SRE team also 

used questionnaires (sent by email to partners) as well as analyses carried out by 

other development partners working in the subregion, given that they faced the same 

challenges as IFAD. 

                                           
44 IOE has had experience in applying this approach since 2020, which showed effectiveness when implemented 
adequately with a clarity on what is expected from the national consultants. 
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Key points  

¶ Fragility is the central theme of SRE, whose overarching question is to understand 
the extent to which experiences of IFAD engagement in the G5+1 countries (over the 
period 2010-2020) responded to contextual fragility challenges, and the main lessons 
learned from these experiences. 

¶ Definitions of fragility tend to be organization specific, but all definitions reflect an 
assumption that the causes of fragility are multidimensional, with weak institutions 

being a driver commonly flagged across all definitions. SRE adopted the definition of 
IFADôs 2016 strategy, because it includes key aspects flagged in the WB and OECD 
definitions.  

¶ The SRE design was constructed by developing a ToC, using SD3C as a basis and 
capturing key subregional fragility features. A fragility analytical framework also 

informed the SRE design, with an emphasis on resilience, aligned with the IFAD 2019 
Special Programme on fragile situations.  

¶ Achieving resilience means seeking to minimize or suppress vulnerability to shocks, 
by improving actorsô abilities to effectively manage and mitigate various fragility 
drivers and stressors, which is in turn done by promoting the development of 
absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities. 

¶ SRE applied a mixed -methods approach  and used various sources to collect data and 
information, allowing a good level of triangulation, even with the C OVID -19 
limitations . 
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II.  Fragility  drivers , overview  of IFAD operations  and  
lessons from partnersô experiences 

32.  This chapter reviews the five categories of fragility drivers of the subregion, aligned 

with the SRE fragility analytical framework presented previously. The review treats 

each category of drivers at national level and above. Care needs to be taken for two 

reasons. First, the individual fragility drivers can be different at subnational level. For 

example, the insecurity and conflict driver can vary significantly in different parts of 

the same country. Second, fragility emerges through the interaction of several 

drivers with external shocks.45 The chapter also provides an overview of IFADôs 

engagement in the G5+1 over the past decade, and finishes with key lessons learned 

(based on literature review) of the experiences of other development partners 

working in the subregion. 

33.  Overall, the agricultural sector remains prominent in the economies of the 

G5+1. It constitutes the largest source of employment (26 per cent to 75 per cent 

of the active population) and contributes between 20 to 40 per cent of GDP value 

added (see Table A4, Annex V). Therefore, agriculture plays a pivotal role in 

sustainable livelihoods, in terms of social, economic and environmental resilience, as 

well as building peace and security in the subregion. 

A.  Contextual fragility issues of  the subregion  

Poverty and economic fragility drivers  

34.  Rapid demographic growth and youth unemployment are among major 

socioeconomic challenges. Indicators in Table 3  show that between 40 and 50 

per cent of populations for the G5+1 countries are under 15 years of age, and the 

annual population growth is between 3 and 5 per cent. The latter raises challenges 

of: (i) significant agricultural production increases to meet agrifood demands; and 

(ii) subsequent economic growth to both address current youth unemployment and 

raise the job creation rate to match the rate of increase in labour force supply. Rapid 

demographic growth and youth unemployment are among the multiple overlapping 

factors that drive migration through the Sahel.  

Table 3 
Demographic indicators 

Country Total 
population 

(2019) 

Rural population 
(% of total 

population) 2019 

Annual population 
growth %  

(2009-2019) 

Population ages  
0-14 (% of total 

population) 2019 

Share of youth not in 
education, employment or 
training, total (% of youth 

population) 

Burkina Faso 20 321 378 70 3.4 44.6 41 (2018) 

Chad 15 946 876 76.7 3.8 46.8 37.04 (2018) 

Mali 19 658 031 56.8 3.5 47.3 26.7 (2018) 

Mauritania 4 525 696 45.4 3.3 39.8 35.5 (2017) 

Niger 23 310 715 83.4 4.7 49.8 68.5 (2017) 

Nigeria 200 963 599 48.8 3.0 43.6 31.3 (2019) 

Sources: World Bank indicators and UNDP 

35.  Debt distress and macroeconomic imbalances limit governmentsô fiscal 

space to address drivers. The World Bank Group observed that building sufficient 

fiscal space and managing monetary policy are preconditions for effective 

government service delivery, private sector development, and ensuring resilience to 

shocks.46 It showed that macroeconomic stability is key to strengthening resilience 

and managing fragility, conflict and violence risks. Additionally, it is impacted by 

                                           
45 In situations where fragility is persistent, such as in Chad, the combination of key fragility drivers may remain stable 
over time. In other countries, it is possible that regions may be fragile for limited periods of time due to sporadic shocks. 
46 World Bank Group Strategy for Fragility, Conflict, and Violence 2020ï2025. 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/844591582815510521/pdf/World-Bank-Group-Strategy-for-Fragility-
Conflict-and-Violence-2020-2025.pdf. 
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conflict and crisis, often resulting in a rapid accumulation of public debt, capital flight, 

high and rising inflation, exchange rate volatility and other dislocations. It further 

noted that macroeconomic shocks tend to weaken the factors of resilience for entire 

economies and societies.  

36.  Poverty remains predominant in rural compared to urban areas, as shown in 

Table 4. Rural poverty in the subregion is manifested in terms of a greater 

vulnerability of household assets to shocks and stressors, and a low level of 

investment and adaptation capacities. Specific features of rural poverty include the 

decrease in farm productivity, the high and erratic variability of agricultural prices 

and the insecurity of agricultural transactions.47 These negatively affect the level of 

household food security, especially for smallholder farmers. Persistent food insecurity 

exacerbates the vulnerability of households to shocks and stressors, enhancing the 

vicious cycle of falling in and out of poverty.48  

Table 4 
Socio-economic indicators 

Country 

GDP per 
capita 
(current US$) 
2019 

Poverty 
headcount ratio 
(% of 
population) 
2018 

Rural 
poverty % 

HDI/Rank 
(189) 

 2019 

Global Food 
security 
index/ Rank 
(113), 2019 

Gini 
coefficient 

2019 

Gender 
inequality 
Index/Rank 
(189), 2019 

Burkina Faso 786.89 41.4 47.5 
(2014) 

0.452/182 50.1/87 35.3 0.59/147 

Chad 709.54 42.3 52.5 
(2011) 

0.398/187 36.9/109 43.3 0.71/160 

Mali 879 43.8 53.6 
(2016) 

0.434/184 54.4/80 33 0.67/158 

Mauritania 1679.44 n.a. 44.4 
(2014) 

0.546/157 n.a. 32.6 0.63/151 

Niger 553.89 40.8 55.2 
(2011) 

0.394/189 49.6/89 34.3 0.64/154 

Nigeria 2229.85 40.1 52.1 
(2018) 

0.539/161 48.4/94 43 n.a. 

Sources: World Bank indicators, UNDP database, Perspectives économiques au Burkina Faso, Enquête modulaire et 
permanente auprès des ménages Mali, Office National de la Statistique Mauritania, 2019 Poverty and Inequality in 
Nigeria. 

Soci al - disruption - related fragility  

37.  Social fragilities reflect inequalities and exclusion, which undermine social 

cohesion. Gender inequalities remain persistent across the subregion. For instance, 

Burkina Faso, Chad and Niger rank in the bottom 5 countries of the global Human 

Development Index, Mali in the bottom 10 per cent and Mauritania in the bottom 20 

per cent. Chad, Mali, Mauritania and Niger are in the bottom 10 (of 52) African 

countries in the Africa Gender Equality Index, with only Burkina Faso and Nigeria 

ranking in the top 50 per cent. FRIDE (2015) notes that, in many Sahel countries, 

women are particularly disadvantaged by several intertwined factors, such as: the 

regionôs extreme poverty; weak state institutions; lack of basic services; unstable, 

unaccountable, corrupt politics; and highly patriarchal social structures.49 At a global 

level, it further notes that out of 152 countries on the UN Gender Inequality Index, 

Niger ranks 151, Chad 150 and Mali 148.50 Women are underrepresented in the 

formal sector and in socio-professional categories that require a certain level of 

training and qualification. In the agricultural sector, they suffer from persistent bias 

and discrimination, notably in terms of access to productive resources (land access 

                                           
47 Low banking rate, also an issue within the subregion, has led to the multiplication of inclusive financial systems, 
especially in rural areas. In some of these countries, access to formal and informal microfinancing has increased 
significantly, but unfortunately the collapse of many savings and credit unions has caused financial losses and loss of 
confidence for many savers. 
48 Global food security index data reveal unfavourable situation for Chad, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Niger and Mali, see 
Table A5, Annex V. 
49 FRIDE. 2015. Gender inequality and state fragility in the Sahel. 
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/191893/Gender%20inequality%20and%20state%20fragility%20in%20the%20Sahel.pdf. 
50 FRIDE. 2015. ibid. 
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and tenure security) and to services (agricultural inputs, extension and financial 

services).  

38.  Marginalization and exclusion of social groups in terms of access rights to 

natural resources (land and water) are also key issues in the subregion, 

leading to conflicts over these resources. Customary rules and mechanisms 

formerly used to resolve these issues are showing limitations. Nowadays, there are 

many situations where the efficacy of former arrangements to resolve disputes 

and/or facilitate agreements between social groups (e.g. between sedentary farmers 

and nomad pastoralists, autochthones and allochthones, or landlords and land users) 

is less successful, leading to frustration and violence. Moreover, the situation of 

insecurity within the subregion has forced the displacement of persons, exacerbating 

pressure and conflicts over natural resources, and thus increasing food insecurity, 

deprivation and poverty.  

39.  Youth are highly vulnerable, being victims of social exclusion, although they 

are a potential asset to reduce fragility. Youth vulnerability is a critical structural 

issue in the G5+1 countries.51 The youth bulge is both a cause and a consequence 

of fragility. The Sahel has the youngest population in the world, with 64.5 per cent 

of its population being under 25 (United Nations Support Plan for the Sahel, 2018).52 

Alliance Sahel (2019) notes that there are about 50 million people under the age of 

30 living in the Sahel region today, representing approximately 65 per cent of the 

combined population of the G5 Sahel countries (Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania 

and Niger).53 Prospects for their future are limited due to poor overall levels of 

education from school systems clogged by rapid population growth, restricted 

freedom of movement because of insecurity, sluggish job markets, and increasing 

poverty.54 Unemployment and unfavourable rules for access to productive resources 

are important factors that enhance their vulnerability. In conflict situations, youth 

are at greater risk due to the fact they constitute a prime source of recruitment for 

criminal and terrorist groups, given the absence of viable prospects for them, and as 

they are highly vulnerable. However, when they are provided with adequate 

opportunities, youth can play important roles in promoting agricultural innovations 

for increased agricultural productivity and production, thus ultimately contributing to 

rural transformation. 

NRM  and climate - change - related fragility   

40.  All G5+1 countries are confronted with significant environmental 

challenges and are highly vulnerable to climate change. In these countries, 

agropastoral activities are practised in arid and semi-arid lands (ASALs) with short 

and variable rainfall and limited potential for crop production, where water scarcity 

is a key driver of vulnerability and access to water is a top priority for rural 

development. In specific areas of these ASALs, remoteness is a factor that 

exacerbates environmental fragility. Ecosystems in the subregion are already 

affected by the effect of climate change; future adverse impacts are expected to be 

substantial, particularly in the agricultural and forestry sector, as well as on land use 

(IFAD 2021).55  

                                           
51 Regarding youth definition, IFAD (2019) recalls that the official United Nations definition of ñyouthò is people between 
15 and 24 years of age, adding that countries often adopt different definitions. It gives an example of African governmentsô 
national youth policies, which normally adopt the definition provided by the African Union, which is from 18 to 35. (See: 
IFAD 2019: IFADôs Rural Youth Action Plan 2019-2021. 
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38711624/41190839/Action_Youth_web.pdf/f09a8d5c-36eb-f915-8b36-
b521b1414b08?t=1560521494000). 
52 According to The State of the World Population 2018, published by the United Nations Population Fund, 52 per cent of 
the population (53 million people) in the countries of the Sahel is between 10 and 24 years of age, and that number is set 
to increase further over the next two decades. 
53 Alliance Sahel.2019. A Demographic, Threat? Youth, Peace and Security Challenges in the Sahel. 
https://www.alliance-sahel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/AS_digital_EN.pdf. 
54 Alliance Sahel. 2019. Ibid.  
55 IFAD. 2021. Africa Integrated Climate Risk Management Programme ï Environmental & Social Management 
Framework (ESMF). IFAD, January 2012. 
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41.  During the last two decades, the frequency and extent of extreme weather events 

(such as droughts, floods, bushfires and high winds) have increased, with the 

intensification of climate change burdens. Burkina Faso faced four severe droughts 

between 2000 and 2017, while between 1983 and 2017, Chad, Mali and Niger faced 

10, 14 and 7 severe droughts, respectively (ARC 2020). These droughts led to 

decreases in crop productivity of between 10 and 25 per cent. An example relates to 

Lake Chad, the largest lake in the Sahel, which has shrunk by 95 per cent since the 

1960s, with estimates attributing 50 per cent of the decrease to increased water use 

(e.g. from population growth and unsustainable irrigation projects) and 50 per cent 

to rainfall change and increasing temperatures.56 See Box 5. 

Box 5 
Vulnerability to climate change in the Sahel 

According to WB (2017), the Sahel is particularly vulnerable to climate - related and other 
shocks, which have long - lasting negative consequences. Climate change is likely to cause 
more frequent an d severe droughts and floods in the Sahel, affecting pastoral and agro -
pastoral areas in particular. With more frequent natural disasters and intensified 
environmental degradation, peopleôs lives and livelihoods are increasingly at risk.  

Extreme events and other shocks have negative and long - lasting consequences for human 
development and poverty reduction in the Sahel , especially affect ing  the poorest and most 
vulnerable . Consequences include :  eroding human capital and forcing families to rely on a 
range  of largely informal  activities ;  suboptimal coping mechanisms such as high interest 
borrowing ;  reduced consumption ;  sale of household and productive assets ;  and withdrawal 
of children from school.   

Source: World Bank 2017. Sahel Adaptive Social Protection Programme 

42.  Environmental degradation has led to resource depletion and ecological 

marginalization of the rural poor, amplified by the increased competition 

over natural resources.57 Natural resource degradation causes social disruption. 

Land degradation exacerbates water insecurity by reducing soil-water retention 

capacity, increasing run-off, and provoking destructive flooding downstream; it 

compounds water insecurity as a conflict trigger. It is a corollary to high population 

growth rates, combining increased cultivation of marginal areas, inappropriate 

agricultural practices and overgrazing; this leads to degradation of rangeland and 

deforestation.58 Hence, there has been a decline in agricultural productivity in some 

areas, especially those dependent on rainfed agriculture, and an increase in food 

insecurity.59 The World Bank Group (2021) notes that land degradation acted as a 

multiplier in the conflicts in northern Mali, and showed the link to existing ethnic and 

political tensions. By eroding natural resource-based livelihoods and income, water 

insecurity and land degradation generate unemployment, poverty and resentment, 

particularly among young, disempowered people who are the most recruitable by 

groups.60  

Institutional  weakness - related fragility  

43.  The lack of good governance, as well as State weaknesses and collapses, 

are significant and increasing institutional issues across the countries.61 

Institutional fragility indicates that rules, regulations and services are not operating 

properly. This is commonly combined with weak capacity for policymaking, policy 

                                           
56 IFAD. 2021, Ibid. 
57 Namely: water, arable and pastoral land and forests. 
58 Climate Change Profile West African Sahel, USAID, 2018. 
59 According to Thomas Homer Dixon (1999), natural resource scarcities in the Sahel are of three types based on the 
categories: supply-induced scarcity, demand-induced scarcity and structural scarcity. Supply-induced scarcity is related 
to the shrinking of the resource due to land degradation and loss of vegetation cover. Demand-induced scarcity is due to 
population increase, and structural scarcity is due to the unequal geographic distribution of forest resources and unequal 
sharing of those resources within regions. 
60 World Bank Group. 2021. Strengthening Regional Water Security for Greater Resilience in the G5 Sahel. 
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/35994/Strengthening-Regional-Water-Security-for-
Greater-Resilience-in-the-G5-Sahel.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y. 
61 According to Ncube and Jones 2013. 
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oversight, the inability to have a longer-term perspective, and the presence of weak 

social contracts within society (including within rural communities). The prominence 

of this driver in all definitions is because it leads to poor financial management, slow 

procurement procedures, weak regulatory frameworks, unreliable judicial systems, 

lack of qualified human resources, and poor or lack of good-quality public services 

(especially in rural areas).62 All of these factors have a direct, negative impact on the 

effectiveness and efficiency of delivery of development partnersô support.  

44.  The documentation suggests that institutional reforms in most of the G5+1 countries 

have not yet brought significant improvements either in service delivery, especially 

in marginalized and high-risk areas,63 or in governance within the public and semi-

public subsectors. Limited government investments and access to basic public goods 

and services, which profoundly affect the population in remote rural areas of the 

Sahel, are frequently key issues mentioned for those countries. For example, the 

World Bank Group (2020-2025 strategy) notes that lack of investments, weak 

institutional capacity, lack of maintenance and inequal water distribution all hinder 

the actual use of this resource for both consumptive and productive uses; this in turn 

hampers socio-economic development of the G5+1 countries region. 

Security challenges and fragility  

45.  Insecurity and violent conflicts are more and more critical within the 

subregion, resulting in an increased number of deaths and displaced 

persons, as well as the loss of State control over resources and territories. 

The region has been plagued by armed conflicts, from Lake Chad to the Niger Delta. 

Armed groups manage to control large territories and to threaten others through 

sporadic attacks and raids,64 hampering efforts to promote economic development 

(including rural transformation) and social justice. Systems used by conflict 

entrepreneurs to extend or multiply the zones and communities they influence lead 

to complex landscapes of fragility. In response, greater attention and resources are 

being channelled into security matters.65 According to the World Bank, across the 

G5+1 countries, significant medium-intensity conflict has increased recently in 

Burkina Faso and Niger, and has been chronic in Chad, Mali and Nigeria over the past 

decade.66 The assumption is that this leads to physical threats to persons and 

communities, and misappropriation and destruction of assets, which in turn 

exacerbates food insecurity and sees people falling back into poverty.  

46.  Cross-border aspects of conflict. Fragility dynamics in the G5+1 countries are 

cross-border in nature. For example, the Boko Haram violent conflict has spillover 

effects that extend beyond Nigeria. Furthermore, fragility, conflict and violence may 

be interconnected within the subregion or connected to other regions of the world. 

Populations and their livelihoods in the G5+1 countries are increasingly exposed to 

conflicts and violent extremism that cause food insecurity, aggravate poverty and 

maintain the affected regions in situations of fragility; this reduces the likelihood of 

sustainability of development impacts. According to UNHCR,67 conflict has led to a 

tenfold increase in internal displacement in the Central Sahel since 2013, from 

217,000 to a staggering 2.1 million by late 2021. The number of refugees in the 

Central Sahel countries of Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger now stands at 410,000. The 

majority of the regionôs refugees fled violence in Mali, where the conflict began in 

January 2012. A surge in violent attacks across the region in 2021 displaced nearly 

                                           
62 In fact the WB used social-contract framing to diagnose and explain complex development challenges such as 
entrenched inequalities, poor service delivery and weak institutions, and why decades of policy and institutional reforms 
promoted by external development actors could not fundamentally alter countriesô development paths. World Bank. 2019. 
Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG Meso Evaluation. 
Independent Evaluation Group. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
63 According to country diagnostics of Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania and Niger by the WB and AfDB. 
64 Extremist groups belonging to Al-Qaida and Daôesh in the north of the Sahel, and Boko Haram in the east and south. 
65 In this context, the G5 Sahel governments have sought external military forces (French forces) to counteract the attacks 
of the extremists. 
66 https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ap_situationsofconflict.pdf.  
67 See https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-
displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20a
t%20410%2C000 (consulted on 24/03/2022). 

https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ap_situationsofconflict.pdf
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
https://www.unhcr.org/news/briefing/2022/1/61e137ac4/decade-sahel-conflict-leaves-25-million-people-displaced.html#:~:text=Internal%20displacement%20has%20increased%20tenfold,Niger%2C%20now%20stands%20at%20410%2C000
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500,000 people, with figures for December still pending. This has acute 

consequences for food security. 

47.  COVID-19 challenge within the subregion. The subregion has also been affected 

by the COVID-19 pandemic, adding more sources of shocks to the already 

challenging situations. Restrictions introduced by governments to manage the health 

crisis have had an adverse impact on the living conditions of farmers, pastoralists 

and agropastoral communities, as well as on animal husbandry. The situation will 

most probably lead to a rise in the number of persons living in extreme poverty. 

B.  Overview of IFAD engagement in the six countries  

48.  IFADôs financial support is delivered through the programme of loans and grants. 

Loans are provided to individual governments, with amounts reflecting IFADôs 

performance-based allocation system (PBAS). Grants (small or large) are allocated 

to a more diverse range of partners (governmental, non-governmental and 

multilateral). This section gives an overview of IFADôs support in the six countries, 

covering: IFAD country strategic documents, loan portfolio, grant financing and IFAD 

country presence.  

Country strategies and PBAS allocation 

49.  Country strategies. IFAD engagement in countries happens within the framework 

of the country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP) documents or country 

strategy notes (CSNs). Table 5 shows what was approved for each country either as 

a COSOP or a CSN during the period under review. As the table shows, the 

preparation of CSNs in four out of the six countries happened in 2017, and there 

have been significant periods in several countries when there was neither a COSOP 

nor a CSN. 

Table 5 
Overview of COSOPs/CSNs 

Source: SRE team elaboration 

50.  PBAS allocations. The G5+1 countries absorb a significant proportion of the PBAS 

allocation of WCA: 40 to 55 per cent between IFAD8 (2010-2012) and IFAD11 (2019-

2021). This is mainly due to Nigeria, which absorbed an average of 18 per cent of 

the WCA allocation over the four replenishment periods, followed by Niger (11 per 

cent) and Burkina Faso (8 per cent). Mali, Chad and Mauritania absorb 7, 6 and 4 

per cent respectively.68 (see Figure 5 and  further details in Annex V), 

                                           
68 These figures support the choice made to have the SRE focus on those countries. 

Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Burkina 
Faso 

COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2019-
2024 

Chad  COSOP 2010-2015  CSN 2017-2019  

Mali COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018   

Mauritania COSOP 2007-2012     CSN 2017-2018 COSOP 2018-
2024 

Niger COSOP 2006-2011  COSOP 2013-2018   

Nigeria  COSOP 2010-2015 COSOP 2016-2021 
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Figure 5  
PBAS allocated to the G5+1 countries (% of the WCA total amount) 

 
Source: IFAD Oracle BI 

IFAD programme of loans and grants, and presence in the subregion 

51.  IFAD portfolio financing and subsector focus. In terms of portfolio financing for 

the six countries, 27 investments projects were approved between 2009 and 2020 

(15 are still ongoing), with an estimated total investment cost of US$2.1 billion (see 

Annex III). Out of this total cost, a large portion (US$1.2 USD billion, i.e. 56 per 

cent) was financed by IFAD, followed by international cofinancing (24 per cent),69 

and then governments and beneficiaries (18 per cent).70 The total IFAD financing 

corresponds (approximately) to 102 per cent of the PBAS allocation for the 6 

countries, over the 4 replenishment periods (IFAD8 to IFAD11). 

52.  The consolidated portfolio areas show a clear focus on agricultural development (43 

per cent), followed by rural development (17 per cent), credit and financial services 

(16 per cent), irrigation (11 per cent), marketing/storage/processing (11 per cent), 

and livestock (2 per cent). See figure 6. 

 Figure 6 
Portfolio sector overview 

  

Source: IFAD Oracle BI 

53.  Programme of grants for the six countries. The desk review identified 38 grants 

approved between 2009 and 2020 for a total of US$73.8 million (Annex IV), of which 

60 per cent was IFAD financing. Thirty-six of these grants were regional/global and 

only two were country-specific (Mali and Nigeria). A wide range of topics were 

covered by these grants, which can be grouped into the following main domains of 

interventions: knowledge sharing, capacity strengthening for national and civil 

society organizations (farmersô organizations in particular), policy dialogue, inclusive 

financing, and promoting climate-smart agriculture (a very recent theme). Most 

grants were large (27 against 11 small ones) by IFAD standards, possibly reflecting 

that most were covering regions or were global. Grants were delivered by a range of 

partners, with CGIAR centres and international NGOs absorbing more than half of 

the grant financing (35 and 16 per cent respectively), mostly through regional/global 

                                           
69 World Bank, African Development Bank and OPEC Fund for International Development (OFID) were the main 
cofinancing among international institutions, and represented respectively 16 per cent, 12 per cent and 12 per cent. 
70 A smaller share (2 per cent) still must be determined for projects that were just approved. 

41.0% 39.7%

55.4%

46.3%

54.0%

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

PBAS 2010-2012 PBAS 2013 - 2015PBAS 2016 - 2018PBAS 2019 - 2021 Total (4 periods)

Agricultural 
Development, 43%

Rural Development
17%

Credit and Financial 
Services, 16%

Irrigation, 11%

Marketing/Storage/Pro
cessing, 11%

Livestock, 2%



 

20  

grants. UN organizations (FAO, UN Habitat) also absorbed a significant share of the 

grant financing (9 per cent).  

54.  IFAD country presence within the subregion. In line with the IFAD decentralized 

model that was launched in 2019, three different hubs (West Africa, Coastal Africa 

and Central Africa) were established, respectively in Dakar (Senegal), Abidjan (C¹te 

dôIvoire) and Yaound® (Cameroon), covering the six evaluated countries until the end 

of 2021. The country directors for Mali and Mauritania were based in Dakar, while 

those for Burkina Faso and Niger were in Abidjan. The country director of Nigeria 

was based in Abuja, while the country director of Chad was based in Yaound®. In 

2022, the WCA regional office was transferred from Rome to Abidjan, and the hub 

model was replaced by multiple country offices, with one in Dakar, and country-

director-led offices in Nigeria and Niger.71  

55.  During the reviewed period (2010-2020), country managers have changed at least 

two times for most of the countries.72 Apart from Chad and Mauritania, all countries 

have an IFAD Country Office with a country programme officer. However, with IFAD 

Decentralization 2.0 under way, this map will change completely from 2022, with the 

opening of multiple country offices and a regional office in Abidjan. 

C.  Overview of l essons  learned  from partnersô experiences   

56.  This section provides main lessons learned from the review of partnersô interventions 

in the G5 Sahel countries and northern Nigeria, over the evaluated period. Partners 

reviewed were international financial institutions (WB and AfDB), RBAs (FAO and 

WFP) and UNDP. Partnersô experiences revealed some factors to consider when 

designing interventions for fragile situations, as well as aspects or approaches to 

apply during implementation. The main relevant lessons in the context of this SRE 

are presented as follows. 

57.  The review confirms the necessity to conduct prior in-depth contextual 

analyses and to focus on fewer objectives in line with priorities identified, 

when designing actions for fragile situations. There is consistency that in-depth 

analyses of fragility drivers are essential, to understand the specificities of fragility 

in the geographical area that an intervention works in (FAO, WFP and WB). This helps 

the design of sound interventions to address fragility (at least to some extent). 

Complex and/or ambitious projects, with multiple objectives and/or components, 

deliver limited achievements and results in situations of fragility (according to WB).73 

Early and preventive interventions that are well focused on identified fragility pockets 

and drivers ultimately make it possible to be more effective and to optimize the 

utilization of resources. 

58.  Designing interventions in fragile contexts should include encouraging 

leadership by government institutions, coupled with building their capacity, 

as well as empowerment of communities through farmersô organizations 

(FOs) for implementing and managing various activities. WB highlights the 

necessity to help in building the Stateôs legitimacy, capacity and inclusive institutions. 

According to UNDP,74 this contributes to strengthening resilient social contracts 

between citizens and the State. Regarding FOs, WFP notes the need to build on 

existing community-based mechanisms to deliver programme activities, as well as 

job creation initiatives for young people, as this helps in reducing tensions in fragile 

situations. Partnering with local/grassroots organizations allows deepening 

knowledge of local circumstances and develops implementation capacity to enhance 

effectiveness in such contexts. 

59.  Flexibility is critical for working in fragile situations, enabling adaptation to 

changing circumstances and ensuring continued and effective programme 

implementation. For WB, differentiated approaches have been used, as well 

                                           
71 One additional country director-led office is planned to be open in Burkina Faso. 
72 According to IFAD Oracle Bi, change in CPMs/CDs over the reviewed period is as follow: two for Chad and Mali, three 
for Burkina Faso, four for Mauritania and Niger, and five for Nigeria. 
73 WB experience (2013-2016). 
74 UNDP. 2018. Forging Resilient Social Contracts: A Pathway to Preventing Violent Conflict and Sustaining Peace.  
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differentiated financing tools when working in such fragile contexts, to scale up and 

tailor support. In evolving environments of fragility, programmes that can respond 

rapidly to crises perform better, while also retaining a focus on the key goals of 

reducing vulnerability to shocks over the medium term. In a fragile environment, the 

bankôs flexibility has been critical to ensuring continued and effective programme 

implementation. However, this requires operational policies that are more agile, and 

risk-management practices that promote responsiveness and adaptation in low 

capacity and high-risk environments.  

60.  The need to partner with other development actors when working in fragile 

situation is very important. Such partnerships require: (i) effective consultation 

between partners; ii) complementary areas of expertise with clearly different 

comparative advantages for each agency; and iii) development of joint responses 

and/or joint interventions from the initial planning.75 Based on FAO and WFP work in 

Mali, joint interventions enabled blending of their differing expertise and higher 

overall effectiveness when carrying out activities on the same site. This was through 

creating important synergies to improve the resilience capacities of populations. WFP 

supported the recovery of populations affected by shocks, through asset-creation 

activities that mobilized communities around labour-intensive interventions; FAO 

was responsible for the supply of inputs and equipment for the development of assets 

created or rehabilitated. FAO was also responsible for the technical design of 

infrastructure.  

61.  Appropriate targeting and effective capacity building are enabling factors 

for achieving results in fragile contexts. WFP experience showed that an 

overambitious geographical coverage, weak targeting and/or insufficient 

understanding of factors of vulnerability negatively affected the achievement of 

programme results (outputs and outcomes).76 UNDP experience in Mali (2020) 

corroborates WFP experience.77 The WB experience in Mauritania, based on effective 

targeting, showed substantial progress in improving access to vocational training, 

better safety net programmes and improving financial management at decentralized 

/local government level.  

62.  Community-driven development (CDD) has shown its relevance and 

usefulness for achieving results in fragile situations. Regarding CDD, WB in 

Mauritania reported good progress in improving the living conditions of rural 

communities through the implementation of CDD programmes, and in facilitating 

access to basic services in urban areas. Communities were keen to invest in local 

economic and social services. Good progress was also found in improving the living 

conditions of rural communities through implementation of CDD programmes in 

Niger (2008-2011). Similar results were observed for WB-supported CDD projects in 

Nigeria (2014). The latter showed that interventions to transform land-related assets 

required a socially and culturally sensitive design, which provided inclusive 

development opportunities for all affected parties. 

63.  Nexus approaches, entailing combining short-term (economic and/or 

humanitarian) needs with longer-term development objectives, enhance 

effectiveness when working in emergency contexts. For instance, in Mali 

(2013-2017), WFP stepped up to meet refugeesô and internally displaced personsô 

needs as required, while it played an increasing role in building the resilience of 

communities by supporting food security actions. In Mauritania (2018), WFP 

supported the establishment of the Adaptive Social Protection System, which 

includes not only the dimension of response to shocks but also a broader approach 

                                           
75 The three stages entail increasing involvement levels, a joint response being the most engaging. 
76 In 11 operations out of 19, according to the regional synthesis (2013-2017). 
77 However, UNDP recognizes that for interventions to be more effective, they must address fundamental structural issues 
that have a large impact on results, such as land-tenure issues, social relations, and the natural tendency for assistance 
to be captured by dominant groups. 
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to food insecurity and malnutrition ï in particular the support for the resilience of 

populations. 

64.  Addressing gender-equality issues, both strategically and operationally, is 

pivotal for reducing inequality linked to fragility. FAO realized that the lack of 

a context-specific gender strategy contributed to the lower effectiveness of activities 

targeted at women,78 who are among the most vulnerable in the subregion. 

Additionally, in Mali, improving the empowerment of women by strengthening their 

economic power and social status, and enabling their decision making, contributed 

to improving their livelihoods. WB noted that neglecting human dimensions could 

reinforce income inequality and exacerbate societal tension. Gender being a key 

factor, women migrants who reside in hamlets are the most disadvantaged, in terms 

of access to the productive factors. Thus, addressing their inequality in accessing 

those factors has been important in such contexts.79 Moreover, in conflict-affected 

situations, gender-based violence can be a serious issue; therefore, it is essential to 

address this challenge and learn from its complexity and manifestation. Considering 

all this, support to women is critical to enabling them to be entrepreneurs, change 

makers and peacebuilders.80  

65.  Empowerment of youths has been pivotal to mitigating issues that 

contribute to fragility. FAO in Mali (2018/2019) contributed to the empowerment 

of young people and their remaining in their home areas. The opinion of beneficiaries 

and local authorities was that there were fewer young people departing from the 

intervention areas, while robberies carried out by groups of young people had 

decreased due to alternative sources of income. 

Key points  

¶ Five sets of fragilit y drivers  are manifested  in  the subregion : socio -economic; social; 
natural and environmental; institutional; and insecurity and conflict.  All five sets of 
drivers are significant, although their importance has varied both over time and by 
specific geograph ic location.  

¶ Over  the evaluated period (2010 -2020) , IFAD has been engaged in the six countries 
using the COSOPs or CSNs , and the PBAS allocation . The lat ter  for the six evaluated 
countries has vari ed according to IFAD ôs replenishment cycle , and represent ed on  
average  54  per cent  of WCA  PBAS allocation  over the decade .  

¶ The largest share (60  per cent ) of the portfolio funding  (of an estimated total cost of 
US$2.1 billion) for the six countries was on a griculture and rural development, 

followed by credit and financial services . Grant financing was slightly important (73.8 
million) , of which 60  per cent  was funded by IFAD to support topics related to 
knowledge management ( KM) , inclusive financing, policy dialogue and grassroots 

organi zations.  

¶ At the time of the evaluation, while IFAD is well present within the subregion through 
three  hubs, the in -country residence of country directors  is weak  (only one out of six ) 
and  country offices are operational  in four countries.  

¶ Main lessons learned , identified from the review of partnersô interventions in the 
G5+1 fragile  contexts , covered points  such  as: flexibility, need for  partnering  based 
on comparative advantages , applying nexus approach, addressing gender inequality 
and empowerment of youths , and working directly with  local and grassroots 
organizations .  

 

  

                                           
78 for a project in Mali (2019). 
79 In Niger (2013-2016), the WB needed to double-up efforts to mainstream gender dimension across the portfolio. 
80 Sound analytics need to be done so WBG can learn from the challenges and complexity of addressing GBV and how, 
beyond the focus on GBV, women should be supported as entrepreneurs, change makers and peacebuilders. WB 
recommended that support for transformation or commercialization activities should be underpinned by market and value 
chain analysis that is poverty- and gender-sensitive. 
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III.  Relevance and coherence  

A.  Relevance  

66.  Relevance assesses the extent to which: (i) the objectives of the intervention/ 

strategy are consistent with beneficiariesô requirements, country needs, institutional 

priorities, and partner and donor policies; (ii) the design of the interventions/ 

strategy and the targeting strategies adopted are consistent with the objectives; and 

(iii) the intervention/strategy has been (re-) adapted to address changes in the 

context.81 In the context of SRE, the provision of answers to the following two key 

evaluation questions helped to identify lessons learned, considering IFAD experience 

within the subregion so far.  

- To what extent have the design of country strategies,  programmes and projects 

been relevant, taking into account fragility drivers and principles of working in 

fragile situations?  

- How adequate and adaptive have intervention approaches and elements been, 

for a delivery in the subregional contexts featured by  economic, natural, social, 

institutional and security constraints?  

Relevance of country strategies and programme s  

67.  COSOPs are, in principle, flexible instruments that should be revised and 

adapted when major contextual change occurs; but evidence is limited on 

their flexible use in the G5+1 contexts. COSOPs provide a framework for IFADôs 

engagement for inclusive and sustainable rural transformation at the country level, 

and are jointly developed by IFAD and the respective government. The preparation 

of CSNs, rather than new COSOPs or updating of the current COSOP, in four out of 

the six countries in 2017, appears to have been the main response to IFAD operating 

in an unpredictable context during much of the past decade in the G5+1. 

Notwithstanding the use of CSNs, the lack of an active COSOP or a CSN for several 

years raises questions over their usefulness as a tool to manage the unpredictable 

context. Even when COSOPs/CSNs were in place, there is little evidence that they 

were revisited on a regular basis to respond to the unpredictable context, as 

suggested in IFADôs 2018 Revised Guidelines and Procedures for Results-based 

Country Strategic Opportunities Programmes. Therefore, there is little experience 

across the G5+1 of using COSOPs/CSNs as a flexible strategic tool for ongoing 

engagement between IFAD and the governments.82 The implied gap in terms of 

usefulness of COSOPs/CSNs was identified in the recently completed country 

strategy and programme evaluation (CSPE) for Niger, which recommended drafting 

a COSOP implementation action plan to guide investment and non-lending activities. 

68.  The 2018 COSOP guidance requires carrying out a fragility analysis in 

countries classified as fragile. Experience suggests a non-comprehensive 

approach for that, and a lack of clarity on how this adds value. Before 2018, 

there was no requirement that COSOPs/CSNs in countries classified as fragile by 

IFAD should include a fragility analysis. Three COSOPs have been agreed post 2018 

ï for Mali, Niger, and Mauritania ï and one is currently under preparation for Nigeria. 

Neither Niger nor Mauritania were classified as fragile by IFAD when their post-2018 

COSOPs were produced and so, as would be expected, do not include fragility 

analysis. Only the COSOP for Mali, classified as a fragile country when the COSOP 

was produced, includes a fragility analysis. This Mali-focused analysis de facto 

discusses four of the five drivers (see Box 6), namely: (i) conflict and violence; (ii) 

political instability and governance ineffectiveness; (iii) vulnerability to shocks 

(climate and price related); and (iv) the low Human Development Index. It does not 

analyse the interaction between the drivers, which is actually what leads to fragility, 

and then link these challenges with resilience. Furthermore, it is difficult to see the 

benefit of the fragility analysis performed, given that the recommendations made 

                                           
81 It relates to the question: Is the intervention doing the right things? 
82 NEN division actors interviewed, also facing serious fragility issues due to conflict, mention their preference of using 
CSNs in their contexts. 
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are generic and mainly repeat points of IFADôs 2016 strategy for engagement in 

countries with fragile situations (see Box 6).  

Box 6 
Actions proposed in the COSOP (2020) of Mali 

Develop and strengthen partnerships with other development agencies with complementary 
mandates on humanitarian interventions and proven experience in building rural 
communities ô post -conflict resilience, social cohesio n and conflict prevention and mediation .  

Design and implement operations that focuse on the most vulnerable groups , such as 
women and young people , while promoting climate -smart and resilient economic activities. 
Such operations should be responsive to st ructural  (climate change, conflicts, poverty) and 
other shocks (like the COVID -19 pandemic) . This should be done  through adapted and 

flexible approaches that allow the provision of short - term emergency support , and mitigate 

the reverse effects on project b eneficiaries and their livelihood s in the long - term .  

Improve quality and capacities in projectsô implementation support, and follow up through 
operational partnerships on the ground involving farmer organizations, local and 
international NGOs , and other socio -economic stakeholders (organi zed civil society 
organizations) .  

Strengthen institutional support (with the technical, logistical and financial means) to 

empower government agencies and local authorities with skills and capacities needed to  
effectively coordinate, monitor and evaluate the ongoing projects/programmes.  

Source: COSOP Mali 2020 

69.  Nevertheless, while COSOPs and CSNs are not supported by formal fragility 

analyses, and the language of drivers is not used, some aspects  of the 

fragility drivers have been captured in the contextual analyses included in 

COSOPs/CSNs. While fragility emerges from the interaction between drivers, a 

fragility analysis starts with analysis within the individual drivers. Review of the 

COSOPsô strategic objectives (see Table B1 of Annex VI) highlights three main areas 

of focus, which are well aligned with key fragility drivers (analysed earlier) related 

to socio-economic, institutional and environmental issues. 

¶ Economic resilience of smallholder farmers and food security, combined with 

inclusive value chain development (in all six countries).  

¶ Rural-institutions strengthening, to enable sustained and inclusive access (by 

women, youth and poor groups) to diversified services (all countries overall but 

especially in Mali, Mauritania, Niger and Nigeria).  

¶ Environmental sustainability and resilience to climate change (all countries 

overall but especially in Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania, and Niger).  

70.  Guidance for analyses related to most of the drivers already exists within IFAD, as 

presented in Table 6. This explains why analysis pertained to the drivers is found in 

COSOPs, but also in design documents for loan operations.  
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Table 6 
Examples of guiding documents that address fragility drivers 

Name of the 
document 

Stated purpose Fragility drivers covered 

Operational 
Procedures 
and 
Guidelines 
for Country 
Strategies 
(2019) 

The guidelines define the 
procedures that: (i) highlight 
the basic principles of country 
strategies; (ii) define the roles, 
responsibilities and 
accountabilities; (iii) explain 
the COSOP review and 
evaluation processes; and (iv) 
offer an overview of the 
financial resources needed to 
implement the country 
strategy.  

¶ High poverty and related economic situation 

¶ Social inequality and weak social cohesion 

¶ Degradation of natural resources and climate change burdens 

¶ Erosion of trust in public institutions and weak social contracts 

¶ Greater insecurity and violent conflicts due to extremist groups 

Project 
Design 
Guidelines. 
Programme 
Delivery 
Risks and 
IPRMs 

The IPRM was elaborated for 
all new and ongoing projects, 
to help identify, assess, 
mitigate, manage, monitor and 
update risks to programme 
delivery. 

¶ High poverty and related economic situation 

SECAP 
assessment 

SECAP sets out IFADôs 
commitments to social, 
environmental and climate 
sustainability. All projects 
supported or cofinanced by 
IFAD are required to comply 
with SECAP. 

¶ Social inequality and weak social cohesion 

¶ Degradation of natural resources and climate change burdens 

¶ Erosion of trust in public institutions and weak social contracts 

Revised 
Operational 
Guidelines 
on Targeting 

The Revised Operational 
Guidelines on Targeting 
operationalize the 2006 
targeting policy that calls for 
greater commitment by IFAD to 
engaging more fully in national 
policy processes, in order to 
tailor COSOPs and projects to 
the specific conditions and 
priorities of partner countries. 

¶ Social inequality and weak social cohesion 

   

Source: compiled by the SRE team. See detailed Table B2 in Annex VI 

71.  Reviewed contextual analyses focus extensively on the drivers where IFAD 

makes a direct contribution ï economic/poverty, natural resources/climate 

change and social inequality. Deep analysis related to issues in the other 

two drivers ï weak public institutions and insecurity/serious conflict ï is 

absent. This reflects that issues related to these drivers are to be treated as risks 

to be managed rather than problems where IFAD is expected to make a direct 

contribution to their solution. The review of objectives at both the COSOP and loan-

operation designs shows outcomes directly addressing problems under the 

economic/poverty, natural resources/climate change and social inequality drivers, 

but not in relation to weak public institutions and insecurity/conflict (in rural 

settings). Social and economic issues are rarely identified among key risks to 

manage, while public institutions and insecurity are commonly treated as risks to the 

overall programme. 

72.  Analysis of ñsocial contractsò was not found within the analyses carried out 

in any of the G5+1 COSOPs, albeit marginally addressed in the fragility 

analysis for the Mali COSOP.83 The assessment of existing social contracts helps 

                                           
83 It is probable that IFAD programme staff are unaware of social-contract diagnostic tools, such as those developed by 
the World Bank and UNDP. 
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in understanding the political economy in rural settings and the factors causing socio-

political instability (see Box 7).  

Box 7 
What is a social contract analysis? 

Social contract analysis ( or diagnostic) is an approach that is increasingly used by a number 
of development organi zations, including the World Bank, USAID and UNDP, to help explain 
disparate and seemingly intractable development challenges within a single analytical 
framework. It is important to note that its  use is not confined to analysis in fragile contexts 
but has been applied across multiple  contexts. As such, it would not be an analytical 
approach promoted only in IFADôs approach to working in fragile contexts. Experience of its 
use in the World Bank would also suggest that the analytical approach is distinct  from  that 

found in other analytical approaches to examining government failure and inequality.  

According to the  World Bank (2019) , social contract diagnostics can help explain 
development challenges and the persistence of distortionary economic policies because of 
unequal bargaining power among citizens, the State, and non -State players, including the 
private sector. As such , its main  practical use is in identifying risk -mitigation strategies for 
political and governance - related risks. Social contract diagnostic approaches differ from 
those commonly used in IFAD , in that they rely on the use of perception -based data to 

better explain f eelings of inequality and discontent , rather than relying on traditional 
measures of inequality such as income and resource distribution.  

Source: World Bank 201984 

73.  In fragile settings, multiple, interacting factors can undermine the social contract, 

which usually emerge from the interaction between: (i) the expectations of the rural 

poor; and (ii) the Stateôs capacity to provide services, including security. Rural 

conditions become particularly fragile when rural people living within such contexts 

are disconnected from State institutions and services. The COSOPs/CSNs for the 

G5+1 (for the entire reviewed period) did not explicitly touch on this point. The 

exception is the Mali 2020 COSOP. The political economy analysis in its annexed 

ñfragility assessment noteò can be seen as touching on the issue of social contracts 

(see Box 8); however, it is important to note that social contract analysis is different 

from a generic political economy analysis. Examples of social contract diagnostic 

tools include those of the World Bank and UNDP, but it is also true that these 

diagnostic tools have not been widely promoted by either organization. 

Box 8 
Excerpts of fragility assessment in the Mali 2020 COSOP  

The military coup in 2012 interrupted th e democratic dynamic and shattered the national 
consensus and social contract , which had been  well established through decentralization 

and promoted under the 1991 -2012 presidencies. Meanwhile , with conflicts and violence 
rising in the entire northern part of the country, growing threats to the countryôs security 

diverted public resources ;  the new ly  elected Government could not cope with high and 
increasing social expectations emerging from the multidimensional crisis. Although pursuit 
of the decentralization agenda is one of the key elements  of the 2015 Peace Agreement, it 
has fallen short of its promise to reduce poverty and build national cohesion. Administrative 
structures put in place to support decentralization have not been supported by adequate 
financial resources. Local governments continue to face significant challenges in  delivering 
basic  services to the rural communities.  

Furthermore, poor governance and weak control of corruption was ubiquitous during the 
post -crisis period ;  this  exacerbated the gap in social distrust toward s the central 
government. Mali has shown poor performance on the  World Bank governance indicators 
recorded over the last decade , with  the country rank ing  below the 40 percentile for most of 
them. As seen in the chart below, the Political Stability and Government Effectiveness 

indicators show consistent downward trends.  Control of corruption has remained unstable , 

improvements are not permanent and popular perception o f the weakness of this indicator 
is strong. Many Malians have lost confidence in their elites and in their capacity to improve 
their living standards. Recu rrent protests to claim improvement s in public services , including 

                                           
84 World Bank. 2019. Social Contracts and World Bank Country Engagements: Lessons from Emerging Practices. IEG 
Meso Evaluation. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32621  

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32621
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education, health and governance , demonstrate the general dissatisfaction in  management 
of public affairs. Add ed to that, recurrent changes in the Government affect the development 
and impl ementation of policies and programmes. Between 2016 and 2019, the Prime 
Minister has changed four times. The last national election held in 2018 was marked by low 
turnout. The legislative election held in 2020 also had low turnout , and the results were 
wid ely contested , leading to protests and escalating social tensions and unrest.  

Source: Mali COSOP 2020 

74.  Guidance on what to cover in a fragility analysis is available, but built on a 

simplistic assumption of weak or non-existent interlinkages among the 

drivers. The current Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Country Strategies 

suggests that the fragility analysis seeks to answer the four questions shown in Box 

9, but provides no guidance on how to go about answering these questions and 

highlighting interlinkages within and among drivers. In fact, fragility emerges from 

the interaction between select drivers, and fragility analysis needs to focus on this 

interaction and not just within the separate drivers. Analysing those linkages is 

critical to understanding the scope of the fragility, and therefore to designing 

appropriate interventions. 

Box 9 
Suggested questions for fragility analysis in country strategies 

1.  Why does IFAD consider this country fragile (e.g. conflict or post-conflict, prone to 
natural disasters, low institutional capacity and governance framework as reflected by 

bottom rural sector performance quintile)? 

2.  How does this fragility affect the agricultural/rural sector? What are the drivers of fragility 
(e.g. riparian water issues, land tenure, pastoralist grazing patterns)? 

3.  What is the risk posed to IFAD's programme? What are the various measures IFAD would 
introduce in the new COSOP and future interventions (both lending and non-lending), to 
prevent, mitigate or help cope with this fragility? What impact does this fragility have on 

IFADôs current portfolio, if any? 

4.  How would IFAD operate differently in such situations to reduce risks to beneficiaries, 
staff/consultants and implementing agencies (e.g. not operate in certain areas, introduce 
more flexibility in supervision arrangements, ensure additional security arrangements)?  

Source: Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Country Strategies 

75.  The assumption that IFAD can easily draw on fragility analyses carried out 

by other development partners can be questioned. The operational guidance 

also suggests that the fragility assessment note draws elements as much as possible 

on fragility assessments prepared by the Government and its partners, or by other 

partner institutions (e.g. international financial institutions or UN agencies). The 

assumption that this is feasible can be questioned. The fragility analyses carried out 

by the international financial institutions (the risk and resilience assessments) are 

not published. The UN rarely carries out explicit fragility analyses that are in the 

public domain; albeit such analyses are produced by some UN organizations but for 

internal use.85  

76.  Transboundary issues are rarely considered in COSOPs, as IFAD lacks a 

framework within which such issues can be easily accommodated. COSOPs 

are not a tool for coordination and agreement across neighbouring countries, 

although the current Operational Guidelines for Developing COSOPs notes that: ñIn 

a limited number of countries, IFAD will pilot: (a) regional lending operations to 

support country programmes in addressing cross-border development challenges.ò 

There are at least three challenges to using COSOPs to strategically address 

transboundary issues. First, COSOPs across the six countries are developed in 

                                           
85 The World Bank, Risk and Resilience Assessments (RRAs) have been developed to assess patterns and drivers of 
conflict, violence and fragility. RRAs are not published but on occasion are developed in partnership with other 
development partners. In 2018, the African Development Bank introduced the Country Resilience and Fragility 
Assessment (CRFA) tool. This tool provides a systematic and objective assessment of fragility risks and sources of 
resilience, on the basis of seven dimensions of fragility. 




